
PROTESTS WI LL NOT stop unem
ployment_ Thousands of workers 
have demonstrated against unemp
loyment in Liverpool, Glasgow and 
around the Peoples March. Thous
ands more will take to the streets of 
Cardiff on July 4th. Yet Thatcher's 
government still presides, more or 
less comfortably, over an economy 
that has condemned over 3 million 
people to the dole queues. Her res
olve has not been shaken one bit by 
the various demonstrations, includ
ing the Peoples March. 

SPORADIC PROTEST 

The responsibility for this shameful 
inertia in the face of mass unemploy· 
ment lies squarely on the shoulders of 
the reformist leaders of the working class. 

The campaign of restricted and spor
adic protest is the creation of the trade 
union and Labour Party leaders. It serves 
their purpose of letting off steam with
out posing any serious threat to the Tor
ieS. Further, it can be used by Foot and 
Murray to disguise the fact that they are 
refusi ng to lead an active fight aga i nst un

employment. 
This strategy has a deadening and de

moralising effect on workers who want 
to resist the bosses' offensive in the here 
and now. Attention is diverted, by the 
bureaucrats, away from workers actually 
fighti ng to save jobs - like those at Ans
ell's, Plansee and Lee Jeans. Periodic pro-

tests are posed as substitutes for occu
pations, for direct action to resist clos
ures and redundancies as they are occur
ing. This way the bureaucrats keep the 
militants isolated, as they did at Ansell's, 
and pave the way for defeats. 

CRIMINAL INACTION 

It is high time 'that this criminal in
action by the leaders of the labou r move
ment was challenged. The battle against 
unemployment can and must be waged 
on the basis of militant direct action by, 
in the first place. all those workers threa
tened with, or actually on, the dole queue. 

The drift from the unions must be 
halted. Complacency on this question can 
only lead to the strengthening of right
wing forces. The fascists will use unemp
loyed ex-union members against employ
ed trade unions. Every worker who loses 
their job must be maintained in the un
ion with full rights and minimum subs. 

Campaigns must be launched by the 
unions to recruit unemployed people, 
particularly the youth. The bureaucratic 
rules that hinder a drive to unionise the 
unemployed must be swept out of the 
way. For example the fact that TGWU 
unemployed members are not eligible for 
any union benefits until they have paid 
full subs for 39 weeks discourages thou
sands of unemployed people from joining 
that union. Likewise the GMWU's refus
al to allow minimum subs rates for the 
unemployed unless they have previously 
paid 12 months subs at fu II ratesnlakes 

membership impossible for thousandS" of 
unemployed. 

But in arguing for the unemployed to 
stay in or join unions, we need to prev
ent them from being neutralised in "hold
ing"branches under the direct control of 
the officials. The unemployed branch of 
the TGWU in Liverpool, which did a lot 
of work to build the Peoples March, shows 
that unemployed branches do have an 
active role to play. But they must have 
full rights and representation at every lev
el of the union. Workers in the Ansell's 
TGWU branch in Birmingham similarly 
need to fight for their branch to become 
a recognised unemployed branch. 

But the unemployed cannot simply 
be orgClnised in the trade unions. They 
need an organisation that enables them 
to organise as the unemployed, within 
the labour movement. An unemployed 
workers union in every town . and a nat
ional union, must be built. Such a union 
will not separate the unemployed from 
the trade unions. Groups like the Workers 
Revolutionary Party, the International 
Marxist Group and the Spartacist League, 
who argue that it would do so, merely 
echo the worst prejudices of the Labour 
aristocracy and bureaucracy, jealous of 
their "trade union" privileges. 

SUPPORT FOR PICKETS 

An unemployed workers union, with 
full rights at every level of the trade un
ion movement, would act as the organ
ised voice of the unemployed within 
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the labour movement. It would provide 
the backbone for linking up the unemp
loyed with the employed, by organising 
support for pickets,strikes and occupat
ions. It would force the labour move
ment to support campaignS which would 
directly benefit the unemployed. That 
is, campaigns of pickets, of occUj:tations 
.of council premises, government build
Ings, to force through demands for: 
* Free transport for the unemployed. 

* Free leisure, sporting and educational 
facilities for the unemployed. 

* Provision of social services (meals etc) 
for the unemployed. 

APPEAL TO THE YOUTH 

Crucially an unemployed workers 
union, making the unemployed a visibl~ 
force, through pickets, demonstrations, 
meetings, social activities etc, would have 
a direct appeal to the youth. School leav
ers are often obstructed from joining un
ions. They can become easy prey for the 
fascists. A militant unemployed workers 
union would win youth to the ranks of 
the labour movement. Such a union 
would link up with employed workers in 
struggle in committees to coordinate ac
tion arou nd the fight for jobs. 

An unemployed workers union could 
prevent the TUC from turning the cent
res they have established, into MSC
controlled sympathy centres, The-TUC 
have 12 unemployed centres running 
fu II-time and 30 that are part-time. 

Their view of the role that these centres 
have was made clear in a circular: 

"should any trade union body seek
ing to establish a centre act outside TUC 
guidelines in any way that could damage 
the interests of the unemployed or the 
trade union movement or could put at 
risk the public funding of the centres, it 
would be for the TUC Regional Council 
concerned to inform the TUC and the 
appropriate local authority". 

The centres are being funded by 
councils and the MSC. They are for coun
selling, advice, and little else. They are 
run by appointed management comm
ittees. Once again the TUC can present 
itself as concerned - but will in fact join 
hands with Tory and Labour councils and 
the MSC to pu 11 the teeth from a IlY cen
tre that looked like becom ing a focus for 
action. 

Against this we say that unemployed 
workers must take over the centres. They 
should demand: 

* Funding from councils, MSC and the 
TUC with no strings attacheit 
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LABOUR: END THE SILENCE! 
BREAK WITH THE TORIES! 

THE DEATH OF Bobby Sands MP and the 
other H-Block hunger strikers may not have 
broken Thatcher's determination to see the 
strikes broken through to the last death. But 
it has opened up the issue of the British occup
ation of the six counties in the labour move
ment. 

A monstrous conspiracy to silency any de
bate or dissent whatsoever has been maintain
ed for years by the Labour and Trade Union 
leaders. The reasons for this are simple. To be 
trusted in office by the bosses, bankers and 
generals Labour ministers have to ·be 'trusties' 
i.e. they have to possess a proven record of 
slavish fidelity to the interests of British cap
italism- to be proven 'patriots'. 

The Prime Minister, the Home Secretary, 
Foreign Secretary, the Northern Ireland Min
isters the armed services ministers, must all 
be 'reliable' from the point of view of the rul-

ing class. These ministers know most of the 
secret workings of the bosses state. They know 
its secret police, its spying network, its con
tingency plans and all that passes under the 
term 'national security' and is in fact the 'sec
urity' of the bosses property, the safety of the 
capitalist system. 

Look at the list of Labour ministers en
trusted with these areas Callaghan, Roy J en
kings, Merlyn Rees, David Owen, Roy Mason 
Denis Healey. All of them have an impeccable 
record for unswervingly defending every blood
deed of British imperialism. 

Foot, to an extent, comes from outside the 
immediate charmed circle of the hard-nosed 
Labour Right. According to the testimony of 
Benn and others he was kept in the dark about 
many issues whilst he sat in the cabinets of 
Wilson and Callaghan. He was, by then, a com
pletely spent force as a 'left' obligingly fixing 
deals with Enoch Powell's Orange bigots to 

keep Labour in office. But his earlier record of 
rhetorical Ie1't wind~agging and tearful moral
ism doubtless left a big question mark on his 
security screening file. 

Since his elevation to Labour leader. Foot 
has been working overtime to prove his Joy.alty 
of course he has always been a red-white"and
blue socialist. But his craven echoing of the 
obscenities Thatcher hurled at the dying hun
ger striker Sands stuck in the craw of many 
labour supporters. His post haste despatch of 
the odious Don Concannon to carry a me~sl!ge 
to Sands that he need not hope for any assis
tance from the Labour Party deeply shamed 
thousands of honest Labour militants. Even 
those who had not thought much about the 
issue before smelt a rat when they heard Foot 
backing the hated Thatcher to the hilt. 

Typically Tony Benn knew his moment. He 
knew the enormous subterranean unpopularity 

of the war in Ireland (opinion pons have rev
ealed 60% in favour of withdrawal). For this 
very reason the Labour and Tory chiefs have 
for for ten years maintained an absolute black
out on debate. Exposed to the air and light of 
discussion in the Labour movement the Wilson
Callaghan-Foot policy of propping up the 
Orange statelet by brute force, and the expend
iture of millions of pounds in order to take or 
ruin thousands of lives, would crumble to dust. 

Herein lies the merit of Benn's statement. 
It breaches the wall of silence. It insists on the 
right to speak out on Ireland-a right long 
stifled in the Labour Party and also by TUC 
directives and the disafiliation of dissenting 
Trades Councils like Tameside. 

Benn's 'solution' is a weak one. He does 
not call for immediate and unconditional with-

~~CONTINUED ON PAGE 6 

TROOPS OUT OF IRELAND NOW! 



TONY BENN IS riding a mounting tide of supp
ort, both in the constituencies and in the trade 
unions, in his challenge for the Deputy Leader
ship of the Lai)()ur Party. His well-timed offen
sive comes at a time when Healey has clearly 
been discredited among Labour activists and 
Trade Union officials alike, and the trade un
ion leaders are incapaole of uncovering an al
ternative candidate amenable to tnemselves 
yet capable of beating Benn and Healey. They 
can only agree that they have no alternative to 
put up to the decrepit Michael Foot, who they 
were forced, reluctantly, to accept as the 
least unpalatable candidate for Party leader
ship. That is why they cling to the ailing and 
ageing Foot. 

Backed by the fanfares of Fleet Street, Foot has 
thrown down his challenge to Benn to take Foot on 
in a no-holds barred wrestle for the leadership. But 
this fading warrior offers his challen!18 out of weak· 
ness not strength. He wants to avoid coming out 
four-square behind Healey for fear of alienating 
Labour's activists and the TUC itself. He can only 
hope to have appeased the right in the TUC and 
PLP by this feeble, quixotic attempt to save Healey 
from an open fight at conference. 

FIGHT THE ENFEEBLED FOOT 

That Benn spurned Foot's challenge is no surprise 
and no sign of weakness. Benn can afford to turn 
down an immediate fight with Foot with the same 
disdain as if he were refusing to pick a dead flower. 
The tide in the Labour Party is flowing against those 
who are directly responsible for the last Labour Gov
ernment and who still defend its record. Benn is out 
to put himself at the head of that tide by taking on 
Healey. To fight the enfeebled Foot would be a diver
sion, at present, in his drive for leadership in the Lab
our Party. 

Benn's decision to stand against Healey was con
sidered by h is supporters to be the best method of de
fending the decisions of the Wembley conference in 
January, to broaden the franchise for electing the 
Party's leadership. Putting the proposed procedu res 
into operation was their best means of ensuring that 
they were not scrapped. 

It was also seen as the best way of fu rthering the 
success of Benn's programme for the Labour Party. 
Th is programme has been wh ittled down to five 
points for this election bid. I n this election he is stan
ding for : *Withdrawal for the EEC; *Committment to 
a non-nuclear NATO; *Support for full employment 
through the Alternative Economic Strategy; *A 
policy of expanded social services; *and a panoply of 
measures designed to increase and protect individual 
liberties and make government more open and accoun
table. 

The Wembley decision on the electoral college - to 
give the Unions 40% of the votes, MPs and Constitu
encies 30% each - was itself the result of an inability 
to agree amongst the far right union leaders (Chappell, 
Duffy, Weighell) and the centre-right (Basnett, Gorm
ley, Sirs) over the relative weight of the PLP in the 
college. Since the conference the trade unjon leaders 
have regrouped their forces, unified behind Foot and 
are determined to reverse thilt decision in the 
autumn. They want to replace the Wembley decision 
with a 50-25-25 solution (with the PLP having 50%), 
which they consider offers them their best bet for 
re-establishing PLP and union bureaucracy control 
over the direction of Party policy. 

Initially the majority of trade union leaders saw 
Benn's candidacy as a minor irritant which they could 
counter by a combined strategy of dinner-table deals 

and bureaucratic manoeuvre and pressure. Behind the 
scenes deals resulted in Foot securing the services of 
the ASTMS Executive, and the TGWU, who put press
ure on Benn not to contest the election. However, 
the early results from the union conferences have clear
ly rattled the right in the PLP and the TUC. 

Skillful campaigning has enable Benn to mobilise 
signifiCant activist opinion in the unions over the 
heads of the union leaders. At the conservative 
USDAW and APEC conferences, Benn received sur
prisingly large minority support for his candidacy. 
More alarming for the PLP, USDAW actually con
firmed their support for the 40-30·30 electoral college 
arrangement. 

The decision of the ASTMS conference to actu
ally support Benn against Healey, together with the 
recent NEC decision to firm up the reselection pro
cedure for sitting MPs has forced the hand of the Cen
tre of the Party around Foot, to identify themselves 
more firmly with Healey. They are beginning to pan
ic. Foot's endeavour to force the new aspiring deputy 
into a premature High Noon with Marshall Foot is a 
sign of that panic in the leadership of the PLP, not 
that Foot is brimming with daring and vitality as 
ri nsed-out Peter Shore has claimed. 

But there are' very real problems for the PLP and 
the trade union leaders in pinning their defence ag
ainst Benn on Denis Healey's candidature for Deputy 
leadership. Even within the PLP, Healey has lost his 
main props of support to the Social Democratic 
Party (SDP). Hence he is chronically dependent on 
the Centre of the Party, and on Fleet Street. 

Healey, as Chancellor under the last Labour gov
ernment, was primarily responsible for devising the 
savage attacks upon the working class that the union 
bureaucrats were forced to transmit - the Social 
Contract. The total inability of union leaderships to 
sell the final installment of this to the membership, in 
the winter of 1978/79, left a bitter taste in the mouths 
of many a labour bureaucrat. 

HEALEY REMAINS PROUD 

Nor is Healey promising anything different next 
time. He stands by Labour's record, would do the 
same again, and only retains any credibility because 
this Tory government have surpassed his dismal rec
ord. His is an image of the Labour Party that it is im
possible to sell to party activists, nor is it likely to 
stir the hearts of Labour voters. It could not offer a 
credible ideological alternative to Thatcher. Although 
Foot and Benn too were responsible for the attacks of 
1974-1979, they attempt now to distance themselves 
from it. Healey remains proud of it. 

For these reasons it will be extremely embarassing 
for several union leaderships, such as NUPE; ASTMS, 
TGWU to endores Healey. That's why they would 
have preferred no contest. The ASTMS conference 
rejected the advice of their executive. Meanwhile, the 
centre-Left leaders of the TGWU and NUPE hope to 
avoid the problem by either balloting the member
ship or leaving the decision in the hands of the dele
gates to the Labour Party conference. 

Benn's great strength is his onslaught on the last 
Labour Government's record. He says what hundreds 
of thousands.of Labour Party and trade union activ
ists feel and know - the Labour shamelessly abandon
ed its promises of 1974 as soon as the militancy of 
1972 to 1974 had been demobilised. Wilson, Healey 
and .Callaghan turned on the unions in the years 
1976-1979 as uncritical lackeys of the CBI and the 
IMF. Benn says this loud and clear and everyone 
knows it is true. 

Furthermore, Benn offers a "solution". Account
ability and democracy. Basically he says the Labour 
Party's programme and policies are fine. They are not 
discredited. They have never been tried. The Parliat 
mentarians, free of all control, are elected (launched 
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into orbit like a missile, to quote one of Benn's most 
graphic similies), and yieW immediately to the press
ure of the CBI and the IMF on the one hand and the 
civil service mandarins on the other. Benn's solution 
is to subordinate the PLP, and the leaders and cabinet 
it elects (including a Labour Prime Minister), to the 
"decisions of conference". Thus the "u ntried", "mod
erate reform" programme can be put into action. 
None of Benn's rivals can offer an alternative half as 
credible to dissillusioned activists. 

Benn is not the wild demagogue that his enemies 
depict him as. He does not rely on the spontaneous, 
unorganised enthusiasm of the masses to lift him to 
power. That would be too uncertain and too danger
ous. He is, rather, a well-seasoned and astute man
oeuvrer. Having outrun his Tribunite rivals and organ
ised a formidable base in the constituency parties, 
Benn has recognised the trade unions as the decisive 
battle-ground. 

For over 18 months Benn has, through the Lab
our Coordinating Committee (LCC), been studiously 
cultivating awhoie ',stratum of middle-level trade union 
officials - regional or divisional bureaucrats, seasoned 
lay delegates and branch secretaries~ I t is this layer 
that forms the bulk of the delegates to union annual 
conferences. If they can be won over, then Benn can 
neutralise the hostility of the national union leader
ships to his cause. Benn's longstanding relationship to 
bodies like the Institute for Workers Control (lWC), 
also serves this purpose. 

Benn's is not a hasty and vainglorious grab for 
power. He has spent years cultivating this soil. At 
events such as the July 18th LCC Trade Union Con
ference, he hopes to gather some of the fruit. The 
union conferences over the summer will prove wbeth
er the yield of such labours is sufficient to tip the 
scales against Healey in the autumn. But even if he is 
frustrated by the big union bosses, the movement 
"from below" will continue to grow. 

The revolutionary critique of Benn and his pro
gramme is two-fold. Firstly, it is utopian to seek to 
"reform" capitalist power away via a parliamentary 
majority. The CBI's economic sabotage, the Whitehall 
bureaucrats obstruction and the delays of the House 
of Lords are merely the outer perimeter defences of 
capitalism. They are sufficient usually to break the 
ha ff-hea rted reformistpipe-dreams of the average Lab
our or Social-Democratic government. 

A SINCERE FOOL 

Behind these outlying trenches lies.1he real fort
ress,of the army, the police force, the judiciary and 
the monarchy. If Benn thinks these will yield to the 
pressure of the ballot box and the mass protest dem
monstration then he is either a sincere fool or he is 
calculatingly deceiving the working class as to the en
emy it really faces. 

Secondly, Benn's tactics today are a blind alley 
now in the middle of an unparalled Tory offensive 
aimed at decimating jobs, curbing wages and cutting 
the social services to shreds. Benn openly abdicates 
his responsibility as a leader to formulate a prog
ramme of active resistance. I n a recent interview he 
said: 

"I think the role of leadership is to analyse, to en
courage, to support, but not to order or to call in that 
sense. That has to be done by the poople directly in· 
volved ... 1 do not think it's for the parliamentary lead· 
ershilJ to tell people what to do" 
( Socialist Challenge Issue 200) 

This is a devious and dishonest reply. Benn is no 
anarchist or spontaneist. He is standing for Deputy 
Leader of the Labour Party. Benn's objections to ac· 
tion calls refer solely to extra·parliamentary direct 
action. Benn is prepared to call, urge and lead - as 
long as it leads down pacific protest, and ultimately 
electoral channels. hle-distances himself in principle 
from direct working class action - strikes, factory occ
upations etc, strategically central to the struggle for 
socialism - demagogically saying that they lead to 
Stalinism. 

He only supports industrial action tactically when 
he is confronted with it and only in so far as it does 
not challenge the authority of, Parliament to make 
political decisions. As in 1971 (at the Upper' 
Clyde Shipbuilders work·in) and 1981 (the Lee Jeans 
Occupation), Benn is prepared under pressure to ex· 
press solidarity with workers in struggle against the 
Tories only because he believes that with a Tory gov
ernment in power, the working class's political aspir
ations are blocked. Once an "accountable" Labour 
government is in, however, there will be no need for 
such acti on. 

THE 
TEST 

Nevertheless, Benn's support in the rank and file 
is growing and will continue to grow. The more the 
betrayals of the trade union leaders and the defeats of 
the isolated struggles serve to confuse and demoralise 
militants, so the larger looms the image of Benn and a 
Bennite Labour government as the only solution. 

Benn is now under the constant attention of the 
active vanguard of the work ing class and must be put 
to the test of action. Within the Labour Party, mili
tants must not allow Benn to draw back from a con· 
frontation with the right as the spineless "Left" 
Eric Heffer advocates. He must not be allowed to 
bend to "party unity" or "collective responsibility" . 
His loyalties must be solely iIIlith the needs of worker 
ers in struggle. 

Benn has helped to open up deba~e on numerous 
questions on which his own prescriptions are limited 
and in error - Ireland for example. Revolutionaries can 
and should intervene in these debates, sharpening and 
focusing them towards action by the wards and con· 
stituencies. 

Within the unions, every attempt must be made r 

this summer and beyond to break the stranglehold of 
the union bureaucrats over the block vote. A fight to 
take the block vote of the unions into the hands of the 
rank and file of the unions would automatically go 
beyond the question of the Deputy LeaderShip elec
tion, although such a step would virtually guarantee 
Benn's election. It would begin to break down the 
barriers between political and trade union questions, 
between trade union tactics and parliamentary and 
municipal vote-catching. It would raise the whole 
question of trade union democracy and the "account-

ability" of the bureaucrats. In this ferment the task 
of revolutionaries is not to present beautiful pictures 
of a "transformed" Labour Party, but to show the 
links between workers democracy and successfu I dir
ect actio~ against the bosses and capitalism. 

We advocate a critical vote for Benn in the autumn 
elections. Benn's careful manoeuvreist strategy, to· 
gether with his programme, offers no way forward. 
Yet his limited mobil.sing appeal must be exploited, 
because through Benn, the rank and file express their 
elemental hosHlity to the candidate of the I MF and 
Fleet Street and the CIA. Against Healey, we stand 
with Benn and his supporters. With Benn's supporters, 
and agai nst him when necessary, we stand for a pro· 
gramme of action that can launch an immediate and 
meaningful fightback.. -

K ElT H HASSELL 
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lm~mttmtttttmm WSL/ICL fusion 
WHENEVER OSTENSIBLY TROTSKYIST 
organisations take up opportunist positions, 
it is normally done in the name of 'anti-sec
tarianism'. This is convenient camouflage. The 
Trotskyist movement has been dogge~ by 
splits. Any declaration of intent to fuse 'Trot
skyist'organisations can appear to be a break 
from this apparently 'sectarian' tradition. The 
Workers Socialist League, as we predicted in 
Workers Power 21, have made such a declar
ation. They have announced that they will be 
fusing with the International Communist 
League, whose supporters are grouped around 
the paper Socialist Organiser. 

Workers Power does not underestimate the dam
age done to revolutionary communism by the exist
ence of numerous small organisations claiming to be 
Trotskyist. We have declared ourselves to be in fav
our of regroupment. But, for us, regroupment can 
only last. can only be prevented from breaking up 
into further, potentially demoralising splits. if it is 
carried out on the basis of a revolutionary programme. 
Goodwill and non-aggression pacts are no substitute 
for the hammering out of the real political differences 
that do exist between the organisations that claim 
to be Trotskyist. 

The proclaimed fusion of the ICL and WSL is 
not taking place on such a basis. The battle against 
sectarianism, with no specification of the political 
content of the sectarianism referred to, is the major 
point of agreement between the two tendencies. The 
WSL's soon-to-be wound up newspaper, Socialist 
Press, made this clear: 

"both the WSL and the ICL have for some time 
committed themselves to a struggle against sectarian 
isolation from the mass movement, and sat out to in
tervene in the struggle within the organised working 
class". (Socialist Press 14th May 1981.) 

There are few organisations who would declare 
in favour of 'sectarian isolation'-but that does not 
mean that a basis for unity exists. 

FORMAL DECLARATIONS 

The WSL obviously recogniS'e the shortcomings 
of their own position. In their report on the fusion 
they are unclear on whether the new organisation 
yet has a principled basis, or whether it in fact has to 
find one: 

"The fusion is the most substantial attempt so far 
to find a principled basis to tackle the problem of the 
Trotskyist movement in Britain" (our emphasis). 

If this is the case then it would be reasonable to 
expect some political accounting for the differences 
that have previously separated these organisations. 
Only last summer the WSL wrote a series of polemics 
against the ICL, which went so far as to accuse the 
latter of being "engaged in a process of political 
adaptation to the left reformist forces now engaging 
in the Labour rarty: an, adaptation which involves 
the junking of previously established political positions" 
(SP 6th August 1980). 

But no such accounting has ever appeared in the 
WSL's press. What is apparent, however, is a shift in 
their own position on the Labour Party. A shift 
which has placed them on the same opportunist 
terrain as the ICL despite their apparently rigid, but 
entirely formal, declarations of adherence to Trot
skyism. 

The political and organisational liquidation of the 
ICL can easily be traced. Their supporters switched 
from the ICL first to becoming Workers Action supp
orters, then to the Socialist Campaign for a Labour 
Victory (SCLV). Out of the SCLV Socialist Organiser 
supporters groups were born (which involved drop~ 
ping Workers Action as a regular newspaper), and now 
there is to be a new Socialist Organiser Alliance, which 
will include Socialist Press supporters in the Labour 
Party. 

This political equivalent to musical chairs has, at 
every stage, involved greater degrees of political adap
tation to the left reformists inside the Labour Party. 
The SCLV, which included, and initially apologised 
for, Ernie Roberts, Ted Knight and Ken livingstone, 
was a rotten propaganda bloc that never once acted 
to put its left supporters to the test of action. For ex
ample it covered for Ernie Roberts in 1978 when he 
went along with the ANL's refusal to direct their car
nival to challenge the fascists who were marching on 
the same day. 

NOT SCIENTIFIC 

The SCLV's paper, Socialist Organiser, was fash
ioned to fit in with jOint activity witb the reformists 
around democracy and accountability within the lab
our Party. When Workers Action was dropped in the 
summer of 1980, Socialist Organiser made clear that 
it was not based on a revolutionary programme in
side the Labour Party: "The political platform con· 
tained in our Where We Stand column is not a scienti
fic programme" (SO 30/8/80). 

The battle for Labour Party democracy was des, 
cribed as the most crucial aspect~f the class struggle. 

Before closing down, Workers Action had spelt out 
the premises for this position. It advanced the idea 
that the depth and temper of the capitalist crisis, to
gether with the democratic feforms within the Labour 
Party opened up the possibility of "transforming" the 
Labour Party into "a real instrument of the working 
class". A "real instrument" was a handy substitute 
for the revolutionary party, which was, after all, pro
ving difficult to build. 

In addition the ICL proclaimed that the democrat
ic reforms of the 1979 Labour Party Brighton Confer
ence "demonstrates that transforming the political 
wing of the labour movement is a possibility. and 
thus that it is possible to raise the transitional demand 
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for a workers government in Britain, where in the init
ial stages such a government would inevitably have the 
Labour Party as its major or only component" (Work
ers Action No 17426/4/80). 

Prepared to settle for second best with regard to 
the party, the ICL were also prepared to settle for 
second best as far as the Workers' Government was con
cerned. A Workers' Government which was, in effect, 
a left reformist led Labour government, made more 
accountable through the reselection of MPs, was pos
ited by Workers Action as a definite and desirable 
stage of the class struggle. 

As long ago as the summer of 1980 the WSL app
rovingly quoted Zinoviev against the opportunist pos
ition of the ICL: 

"Woe to us if we allow the suggestion to creep into 
our propaganda that the workers government is a nec
cessary step, to be achieved peacefully as a period of 
semi-organic construction which may take the place 
of civil war" (Socialist Press No 202 16/7/80). 

Then the WSL said it was only permissable to raise 
the slogan "workers government" "in the context of 
the overall strategy of socialist revolution in which the 
objective is not simply another parliamentary Labour 
government but to establish a government genuinely 
representative of the working class, a workers govern
ment based firmly on the independent strength of the 
workers movement, organised through councils of ac
tion. Only on this basis can such a government take 
the necessary steps of nationalisation and destruction 
of the machinery of the capitalist state" (Socialist 
Press No 207 1617/80). 

This position quite clearly has little to do with the 
one put forward by the ICl. 

NO EXPLANATION GIVEN 

The reader of Socialist Press has not been given any 
explanation of the WSL's change of position on the 
workers' government question_ Yet. changed it has -
in the direction of the ICL version of the slogan that 
had formerly been described as "liquidationist". From 
at least FebruarY1981 , the WSL was abandoning its 
original position. Thus, SP 236 proclaims in the wake 
of the miners victory: "the only guarantee of protec
tion for jobs and living standards is the mobilisation of 
the labour movement for a general strike to bring 
down the Tories and to press home the fight for soc
ialist policies from a Labour government". (Socialist 
Press 25/2/81). 

Tied to this is a refusal to take on and criticise the 
"Iefts" who are going to lead this new Labour govern
ment. This was later made explicit in the joint SO/SP t 
people's March Supplement: "Build a new leaderShip 
in the workers movement prepared to fight for these 
policies against the right-wing and the Communist 
party'''. The "socialist policies" referred to above, 
which included correct calls for direct action, are app
arently not under threat from the "Iefts" like Benn -
but merely from Denis Healey and Gordon McLennan 
Such a position actually serves to bolster illusions in 
the likes of Benn and prepares the way for defeats of 
the working class as a result of left reformist treachery. 

Taken as a whole, together with the absence of the 
old WSL call for a revolutionary leadership and the ab
sence of a call for Councils of Action as the base for 
this government, these positions represent a complete 
surrender to the positions of the ICL and SO. 

In the joint Peoples March paper, the WSL dropp
ed all pretense of opposing the formula on the work
ersgovernment pioneered by Workers Action: 

Further, the capitulation to Socialist Organiser 
does not stop at the question of the Labour Party. At 
the recent National Left Wing Youth Movement Con
ference, the WSL's youth wing, the Socialist Youth 
League (SYL), voted against a Workers Power call for 
a "revolutionary working class youth movement", 
which they themselves had hitherto called for. They 
also argued that the ANL, formerly denounced, cor
rectly, as popular frontist, now represented a positive 
arena for anti-fascist work. On both of these points, 
they were conceding to the positions of Socialist Org
aniser, so as to hold together the new alliance. 

We are not surprised at these shifts in pOSition by 
the WSL leadership. Our paper has polemicised again
st the weakness of the WSL's political method on a 
range of issues. In discussion with them last summer 
and autumn, we pointed out the instability of their 
positions, arguing that it was a consequence of their 
method. A method which failed to understand the in
terconnection of principles,strategyand tactics. Thus 
despite repeated proclamations of lciyalty to the prin
ciples of Trotskyism, the WSL are now uncritically 
trudging along the opportunist path of political cap
itulation to left reformism. What lies at the root of 
this development? 

REACTIONARY CASTE 

The WSL have always had a clear conception of 
the nature of the trade union bureaucracy as a 
betrayer of working class struggles. But the working 
class, upon which this reactionary caste sits, was pres
ented by the WSL as virtually homogenous - always 
willing and able to struggle against a bosses offensive. 
The union bureaucrats, particularly Stalinists, were 
constantly working to hold back this struggle. All that 
was needed was a party, armed with Trotsky's 1938 
Transitional Programme, to replace the union bureauc
racy. While it is true that the bureaucracy will betray 
or try to betray every workers struggle, it is not 
true that workers are always struggling and are 
always defeated only by the action of t~e bureaucracy. 
Such a view is throroughly undialectical. It underesti
mates the effect of the betrayals on the organisation 
and capacity to fight of the rank and file. It prevents 
the WSL from recognising defeats and periods of ret
reat in the class struggle. 

In the April 1980 WSL conference perspectives, 
they did, for once, recognise the possibility of such 
set-backs: "Failure to understand that such a period 
(ie of retreat - WP) is one possibility, where the attacks 
of the employers and the governemnt eappear to be 
succesful, will demoralise our comrades in the way it 
can also demoralise layers of militant workers". 
(SP 16/4/80). Yet in the Socialist Press review of Brit
ish class struggle in 1980 by T. Smith (SP 12/12/80), 
we are presented with a scenario of undifferentiated 
betrayal and working class combativity. There is no 
understanding of the effect of the defeat of the steel 
strike (April), and TUC passivity (May 14th) on the 
rank and file. Factors which led to a serious retreat 
in the working class in the second half of 1980. 

But if the analysis was wrong, the prescription 
was worse. A casual glance through SP during 1974-
1979, the period of the last Labour government, will 
show that much time and energy was spent in exhort
ing (ie "make") the "Iefts" to fight the right-wing lead- , 
ership of Callaghan-Healey. We have always argued that' 
this "Make the Lefts Fight" position was wrong. It is 

, a sterile schema. It poses left social democracy in pow
er (now graciously dubbed a "workers government") 

only imply that the "Iefts" somehow represent a qual
itative alternative to the right-wing. It spreads illusions
it does not combat them. 

The WSL's schema in 1974 979 appeared very 
hard, accompanied as it was by fierce denounciations 
of Benn's refusal to challenge Callaghan for the lead
ership. But under a Labour government the schema 
was inoperable since the "left" always backed away 
from a confrontation with the right in order to pres
erve the Labour government. 

The opportunist core of the prescription has emer
ged since October 1980. Why then? Firstly, the WSL 
and Socialist Press continued to desperately look for 
the working class upsurge against the Tories, long 
after it was clear that a mood of caution and retreat 
predominated. Revolutionaries recognise that new tac
tics are required for such a period. But Socialist Press 
continued to fiddle while Rome burned. Yet the smoke 
eventually got up their nose. Recognising that the wor
king class was not straining at its leash in the industrial 
front, and since it must be moving left somewhere, the 
WSL found that movement in the Labour Party, in 
Tony Benn's campaign around democratic reforms. 
Or, as the editor of Socialist Press, John lister put it: 
"Telling confirmation of the emergence of a mass anti
capitalist current within the British labour movement 
was offered by this year's Labour Party conference" 
(SP No 218 3/10/90). 

Since the "left" were now fighting, without the 
onerous responsibility of keeping a Labour govern
ment in office,it is no longer a question of "making" 
them fight, but of "helping" them fight. Enter ICL 
stage right. 

A DEMORALISED ORGANISATION 

The WSL have taken their time coming around to 
these positions. After all, Brighton in 1979 saw the 
beginnings of Benn's fight, and in 1980 the WSL still 
poured scorn on the ICL and Benn. But the WSL is 
nOW a demoralised organisation. T. Smith's warnings 
about "demoralisation of our comrades" have become 
a reality, in the face of a working cla~s retreat that the 
WSL are not equipped to understand. The much-vaun
ted Cowley base is seriously weakened following two 
years of defeats in BL at the hands of the Tories. The 
WSL has not grown significantly. Added to this the 
WSL has been ravaged by two splits to the sectarian 
Spartacist League, and the leadership feels the possib
ility of another, on its right wing, by its Labour Party 
activists who have gazed enviously for years at the 
Socialist Organiser project. 

The ritual proclamations of John lister fool no-, 
body: "The discussion has been marked throughout 
by an avoidance on both sides of any attempt to im
pose a "moratorium" on differences or "agree to dis
agree" formulae that have marred previous fusion 
bids and laid the basis for further splits" (SP No 
246 14/5/81). Differences over Afghanistan, the 
ANL, work amongst women,and the EEC, at one time 
all symptomatic of differences in method, are now 
glossed over as "tactical", or simply conceded on. 

The WSL leadership have already capitulated to 
the ICL on a number of points without a fight. Even 
more portentous they have "a:;;reed to disagree" over 
"trifling" questions like the creation of degenerate 
workers states after the war, on which an analysis 
of and programme towards Stalinism depends. Without 
clarification on such questions, differences, like those 
over Afghanistan, win occur again. 

An unprincipled fusion, psalms of praise for the 
Labour left, and the cdll for a "workers government" 
which will in fact be a "new" left/Benn - led Labour 
government, are all embraced by the WSL in their bid 
to avoid "sectarianism". 

PROGRAMMATIC CLARITY 

The "new" WSL is being founded on an "anti-sect-, 
arian" basis. For both organisations this formula is 
short-hand for discounting all obstacles and differen
ces between themselves and between them and "the 
movement of the working class that actually exists, 
and as it actually exists, here and now in Britain" 
(SO 30/8/80). These obstacles are not merely organ
isatiDnal. They include "ideological formulas" (ibid), 
presumably such as the revolutionary programme and 
party. 

Against this, we would insist that the failure, hith
erto, to build Trotskyist parties is not becuase the rev
olutionary programme is an obstacle to intervention 
in the class struggle. but because it has either been 
trampled on by centrists or turned into a lifeless fetish 
by sectarians. 

The starting point for any regroupment of revolut
ionaries, therefore, is the question of programmatic 
clarity, as the basis for revol utionary intervention in 
the class struggle. Trotsky made clear the essential rel
ationship of these two things: 

"How many times have we met a smug centrist who 
reckons himself a "realist" merely because he sets out 
to swim without any ideological baggage whatever. and 
is tossed by every vagrant current. He is unable to und
erstand that principles are not dead ballast but a life
line for a revolutionary swimmer" (p154 Writings 

, 1935-1936). 
"All this will require the stepping up of the cam

paign for democracy in the Labour Party and the 
trade unions. so that the Labour movement can take 
on the capitalist state and impose a government acc
ountable to the movement - a workers' government". 
Benn and Co become an indispensable bridge in the 
transition to a workers state. How different from the 
statement by the WSL-Ied Trotskyist International 
liason Committee (TILC): 

as an inevitable and necessary stage of the class strug
gle. There is a deeply embedded seed of opportunism 
in the slogan (which explains why the WSL are willing 
to concede on the question to the ICL). 

In short,the WSL leadership, tired and demoralised, 
, are in the process of "junking Trotskyism" as they ac-

"It is on the construction of such a Trotskyist lead
ership and not on any ability of the reformists and 
Stalinists to transform themselves into a revolutionary 
force that the fate of the struggle for a workers gov
ernment and the dictatorship of the proletariat must 
depend" (Socialist Press 207). 

It implies that the "Iefts" do somehow represent a 
way forward for the working class. The real point is 
for revolutionaries to demand of any and all workers 
leaders that they fight for policies that represent wor
kers interests, irrespective of the positions theyocc
upy. Of course we recognise the possibility of a tactic
al compromise in which we would call on the working 
class to put the Labour lefts to the test of action, even 
tO'take governmental office. But this tactic do,es not 
fOrm part of our programme - we do not raise the de
mand as a blanket demand always and under all cond
itions, as part of the struggle for power. To do so can 

. cused the Workers Revolutionary Party (WRP) of doing. 
They are displaying a lightminded contempt for their 
membership who they hope will not remember the 
polemics or the lessons they tried to teach the IMG 
about "spurious unity". 

To those in the ranks of both organisations who 
are alarmed, we say: 
Examine your past positions! Demand an 
honest accounting of your leadership! Do not 
let them take you along the road of political 
liquidation in silence! • 
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IN THE FIRST two weeks of May the Western 
Leg gave a hint of the potential that existed 
for using the march to link up the struggles 
of employed and unemployed workers. It 
did so because the rank and file marchers 
were unwilling to allow the organisers to have 
it all their own way in running the march. 
The organisers intentions for the Western Leg 
were exactly the same as those on the 
tightly·policed Eastern Leg. Their mistake 
was to lose the initiative at the beginning of 
the March. Their misfortune was that they 
presided over a rank and file that contained 
elements determined to seize the initiative. 

The appointment of stewards was the first issue 
to provoke a dispute on the march. After two incid
ents it became clear that the appointed stewards 
were trying to ride roughshod over the marchers' 
wishes. On Friday 1st May they tried to stop 
women on the march from wearing sashes calling 
for a woman's right to work. Then, in the evening, 
after an attack on the school where the marchers 
were staying in Halewood, the stewards threat
ened to discipline four unnamed marchers. Their 
crime was that they had tried to organise defence 
against the attack, amongst the marchers. 

BATTLE FOR DEMOCRACY 

WORKERS POWER supporters on the march, 
along with other left-wi rig marchers, pushed for a 
democratic meeting of the whole march to sort 
out these grievances and settle the question of 
who was running the march. On Sunday May 3rd 
this meeti ng was held - and the stewards were 
put in their place. A regularly meeting democratic 
assembly was to be the sovereign body of the 
march; stewards were to be elected from each sec
tion of the march; a disciplinary procedure was adop
ted to prevent marchers from being thrown off 
arbitrarily; five chief marshalls were appointed. 
But Peoples Marchers were not to be allowed to 
sell literature while they were in uniform or mar
ching - a compromise agreed to by the Socialist 
Workers Party (SWP)'s leading stewa'rd on the 
march, John Deason. 

These gains were important. I n themselves 
they did not immediately alter the orientation of 
the march. For example, the next day, May 4th, 
at a rally in Irlam, a Tory Mayor was allowed to 
speak from the platform! However, two things 
IMlre allowed to develop - relatively free political 
discussion on the march and the right of marchers 
to send out delegations to workers in struggle. 
The organisers - the local henchmen of the TUC and 
their Communist Party (CP) backers- spent the 
rest of the march trying to defuse the potential for 
a militant march that this battle for democracy 
had opened up. Throughout the Manchester region, 
the marchers visited or were visited by, workers 
in dispute - United Glass workers from St Helens; 
workers from Royal Pride, Laurence Scott, Sch
reiber Furniture and others in Manchester. But 
nowhere - from Manchester onwards - was the 
march allowed to become a spur for action. 

The reforms in the march's regime did not 
succeed in transforming the march into a focus 
for militant struggle. This was made abundantly 
clear in the West Midlands. The march could and 
should have linked up with the Ansell's workers to 
support and encourage their struggle, build and 
strengthen their picket lines and actively win in
dustrial backing for their struggle against redund 
ancy. There was sufficient fire in the march to twice 
drive TGWU official Mathers (architect of the sell
out at Ansell's) off the March platforms. But the 
organisers retained enough grip to attempt to keep 
Ansell's workers of "their" platforms and leave Bir
mingham without giving any real support to this 
continu ing struggle for jobs. 

BETRAYED BY S.W.P. 

Mobilisations to greet the march in Manchester, 
Stoke, West Brbmwich and Birmingham were 
made up largely of token delegations from work
places. Nowhere did the call for strike action go out 
from the organisers or from the organisers of the 
delegations. I n Coventry, a town whose once pros
perous workforce is now staring in the face the 
grim reality of mass unemployment, a mass mobil
isation did take place. It took place largely as a 
result of spontaneous strike action to greet the 
march. The town square was packed with workers, 
represented by about 60 trade union banners. 
Only in Sheffield, where the walk-outs that took 
place were ones that the Stalinist-dominated AUEW 
had negotiated with the bosses, was there such a 
large reception. 

The TUC, spearheaded by thei r man in the 
South East Region, Jack Dromey, saw the warning 
signs. Any more Coventrys and the march could 
get out of hand. From then on - and particularly 
after Northampton when the Western Leg stewards 
were reinforced by Brennan Bates' very own 
Eastern Leg Special Patrol Group - the organisers 
reasserted control. 

Democratic Assemblies were replaced by"in
formation meetings" at which Dromey droned on. 
A promised assembly at Watford on May 27th was 
turned into an "information meeting" and when 
marchers protested, the organisers turned on the 
large TV screens (to show the European Cup 
Final) in order to break up the meeting. Part of 
the information given at this meeting was that pol
itical slogans, other than "Tories Out", were 
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SWP put to the test 
henceforth banned from the march. As it app
roached London, with the TUC bureaucrats 
keeping their eyes on it, the organisers were out 
to silence the march altogether. 

WOR K E RS POWE R supporters on the march 
had been in the forefront of the fight for democ
racy on the march. We argued that it was always a 
question of democracy as a means of turning the 
march outwards. And while other organisations 
like the SWP, the International Marxist Group 
(IMG) and the joint forces of Socialist Press / 
Socialist Organiser kept a low profile, our comrades 
fought complacency on the Western Leg. A Bull
etin we gave out on the way from Rugby to 
Northampton on Friday 22nd May argued : 

"But as Northampton looms, Western leg mar
chers must organise to defend, and extend, these 
gains. Everything isn't rosy on the Western leg. The 
organisers tried to turn their backs on the Ansell's 
workers. Twice the platform attempted to stop An
sell's workers addressing the Peoples March rallies 
while the likes. of Roy Hattersley were given the 
limelight. That the organisers do that, shows that 
the democratic trappings still don't mean that the 
march is in the hands of the militant unemployed. 
And it shows that the organisers will only reach 
out to workers in struggle if it doesn't embarass in 
any way their pals in the Trade Union offices." 

A significant number of marchers on the 
Western leg were mem bers or supporters of the 
SWP. Unlike the IMG, who produced no indep
endent bulletin and failed to maintain an indep
endent, disti nguishable profi le, the SWP prod
uced its own regular bulletin for the March. 
SWP leader John Deason was the chief organiser 
of the workplace delegations of the marchers. For 
that reason the march put the claims of the SWP 
that it fights the bureaucracy, left and right, to the 
sharp test of practice. 

The decisive test for revolutionaries was not 
simply turning the march out to workers or fight
ing for more democracy in the running. of the 
march. It was necessary from the start to challenge 
the politics of the march and to fight to make sure 
that delegations to workers in struggle did not 
simply call for support for the Peoples March on 
the terms of the reformists, but fought actively for 
strike action in support, for active solidarity for all 
workers in struggle as a means of establishing 
Action Councils and the nuclei of Unemployed 
Workers Unions in every area the march passed 

through. But to have done so would have required 
a clear political fight with the reformist organisers, 
and this the SWP could not and would not do. 

The SWP's whole approach was governed by a 
desire to avoid a conflict with the organisers on the 
march. They were not prepared to mobilise the 
rank and file of the march to challenge the grip of 
the Trade Union officials and Stalinists on the 
march. This is how SWP leader Deason expressed 
it: "Nonetheless the contingents are together now 
and as one march we can build together for the 
massive show of anger against Thatcher on May 
31st. Of course after the March is over the different 
approaches already mentioned will have to be ar
gued out." (Socialist Worker 30/5/81 - our emph
asis). That is, don't rock the boat while people are 
actually mobilised and open to new ideas - wait 

until they 've all gone home and then, until the next 
time, the privileged few can argue about politics in the 
back rooms of pubs. This approach on the march 
meant that once Deason had secured control of the 
minibus to take out delegations from the march, he 
was quite happy to let the overall control of the march 
march rest with the reform ists. 

The SWP's actions were all conditioned by this app
roach. Their bulletins sang the praises of the march 
( "magnificent" etc) without warning against any of 
the dangers. I ndeed they became so carried away that 
they joi ned in the CP's call for "unity of the people". 
Their Bulletin No 6 argued: "It's solidarity which 
makes us strong and we believe the Peoples March has 
the capacity of uniting all people under the demand for 
jobs". I t was no doubt this desi re that led them to 
stop short of attacki ng the terror regime of the East
ern leg. 

The SWP's Bulletin insisted that they saw the 
march as "political". But the march showed that they 
were quite prepared for reformist politics to dom
inate. On Tuesday 5th May after Bobby Sands had 

died the SWP members wore black armbands on tl 
march . The stewards objected and, ably helped by 
Deason, the marchers were forced to take them of 
wear them under their anoraks! WOR KERS POW! 
supporters argued in their section why workers fig 
ing unemployment should solidarise with the stru! 
of the Irish freedom fighters against our common 
enemy - the British ruling class. 

I n the section we set out to get support for th, 
owing resolution:"The Peoples Marchers condem~ 
the Thatcher government for allowing Bobby San! 
to die. We believe that all Republican prisoners shl 
be given Political Status". When this was moved al 
democratic assembly by one of our supporters, th, 
Workers Revolutionary Party (WRP - sinister so
called Trotskyists who in fact did as much as the 
Stalinists to tyranise marchers and silence it as an 
effective demonstration), moved "Next Business". 
TheSWP said nothing, and in the vote John Deasc 
abstained. 

Again, on the issue of anti-fascism the SWP tai ' 
ored their calls to the politics of the organisers. In 
place of the demand for militant defence organi
sation and action against fascist attacks in the Mid 
lands, the SWP Bulletin called on the marchers no' 
be provoked and to leave defence to the police!! 

The SWP did not even consistently and reso
lutely fight for democracy on the march. After a ( 
pute with the marshalls inK idsgrove when two m, 
chers were thrown off without the agreed procedL 
being adhered to, John Deason rebuked those of L 
who were fighting for democracy saying: "Pick a 
spot for long enough and it becomes an open sore 
Again, in Birmingham, when 6 marchers were akec 
leave,Deason did nothing, describing the affair as 
"a storm in a teacup". With the coming together c 
the marchers and the extensive clamp-down on de 
ocracy, the SWP ended the march as they began. 
Refusing to challenge the organisers and merely 
tailing those who successfully did. They gave up tl 
struggle for democratic assemblies and, once again 
consoled themselves with control of the minibus. 

During the first two weeks it was apparently 
too early to take on the organisers. During the sec 
ond two weeks it was thought to be too late. That 
just about sums up the record of the SWP on the 
march! • 

DON'T LET THEM BURY THE M 
mE LARGEST MOBILISATION of the unem
ployed since the 1930's could have been the 
spur to militant solidarity action behind all 
workers fighting redundancies. It ~ould have 
encouraged workers to take on the employers 
and have given them confidence to organise and 
occupy in response to the Tories' attacks. In 
its wake should ' have been left the nuclei of 
Action Committees linking delegates of wor
kers in struggle and of Unemployed Workers 
Unions prepared to organise the unemployed 
and reach out, in particular, to previously un
organised youth. 

The organisers of the march never intended 
it to work that way and, bar a few scrapes on 
the Western Leg, they got their way. 

The principle initiators and organisers were 
not, of course, Len Murray and the Congress 
House national trade union bureaucrats. The 
initiative lay with regional TUC officials like 
John Barnett of the North West and Jack Dro
mey of the South East, backed up by the CP 
and the Left Labourite network. The last few 
years has seen a marked increase in the role of 
these regional TUC bodies. They remain in 
much closer touch with local officials and full
time factory leaderships, but their relative 
strength in the recent period reflects a very real 
unwillingness on the part of the TUC and the 
national Trade Union leaders to intitiate and 
build for any national coordinated fight against 
the Tories. Since Thatcher came to power the 
TUC has only one fiasco "Day of Action" to 
its credit. Like the clergymen, but less single
mindedly, the TUC blessed the march, but did 
not organise for it. 

For Barnett and Dromey the Peoples March 
was a means to organising abroad coalition 
around the Trade Unions running parallel to, 
and interlinked with, the Bennite campaign in 
the Labour Party. As Dromey has put it him
self: ' 

"Some on the Left may criticise the 
Peoples March for being too broad. We utterly 
reject this .... We want to see socialism in Brit
ain, but we are not going to see socialism unless 
we reach out and persuade the centre ground 
in British politics to join with us" (artiCle 
written with N. Sharman in Tribune, 5/6/81). 

Dromey's strategy is to win friends for the 
trade unions in the previously anti-trade union 
sectors of society - the middle class. He wants 
to persuade them that the Trade Union leader
ship is "Responsible", "Caring" and "Humane" . 
He wants to present the Unions as pr~ervers 
of order in a harsh social climate that could 
well see the unemployed and youth get out of 
hand. Such action to win the middle ground 
will also provide a reforming Labour govern
ment with its electoral majority. 

This leads Dromey to persistently attempt 
to take the sting out of any class battle. And it 
leads him to present workers in struggle - be 
they at Grunwicks or on the march from Liver
pool - as objects of pity 

MASTERS OF DE-MOBILISATION 

The response to the march was low key 
throughout the North West·- the area with the 
highest rate of unemployment in the country -
and the organisers did nothing to change that. 
It was left to WORKERS POWER, for example, 
to bring the first representatives of workers in 
struggle onto the march, when we arranged for 
speakers from United Glass of St Helens to 
address the marchers. 

The pattern in other towns was roughly the 
same. Relatively small demonstrations were 
marched into church services, or rallies, and 
dispersed. The partial exceptions, such as Cov
entry, took place despite the organisers, not 
because of them. In general militants in the 
towns en route failed to succesfully challenge 
the deadly politics and crippling organisational 
grip of the Regional TUC's and their CP 
supporters. 

The organisers wanted the welcomes for 
the march to be no more titan:one day affairs 
which would leave no lasting impression in the 
areas through which the march passed. This 

was graphically demonstrated in Birminghar 
where 74,867 are registered unemployed, 
where the Ansell's workers were fighting for 
jobs and where the threat of mass redundanl 
hangs over Rover. Delegations from the maj. 
plants followed the marchers into Birminghl 
but nowhere had there been a serious and cc 
certed attempt by the militants to pull the v 
force out behind the Peoples March. 

Instead over 3,000 militants were led by 1 
organisers in the pouring rain into an open a 
church service! They were left to make their 
own way to a rally that was to be held else
where in town and later in the day! No won. 
then that the rally arld the march out of tow 
was far smaller than the initial Birmingham 
turn-out. The organisers proved themselves t 
be masters of de-mobilisation and de-escalati 

The result was that the organisers were su 
cessful in mobilising an ineffectual, but occ
aisionally massive protest. That was under
lined in London at the end of the march wh, 
over 100,000 joined the marchers in Hyde 
Park, but where the rally at County Hall, on 
the very next working day, was pitifully wea 

The march organisers handed the job of p 
itically representing the march to theLaboUl 
leaders. This is hardly suprising. The TUC di, 
not want the job of organising a campaign 
against unemployment. The TUC leaders kn( 
there are so many things they cQuld do to 
make such a campaigniimmediately, effective 
making all action against redundancy official 
organising effective solidarity action and bla. 
ing, bringing out the mass of workers behind 
workers under attack - that they have no wis 
to be put in the direct firing line. They woul 
rather have been seen to have supported the 
Peoples March, used their bureaucratic expel 
ise to keep it under control and let the Labo 
leaders take the limelight as the only ones w; 
a solution to unemployment. 



TO MANY MARCHERS on the Eastern Leg, 
the end of the march must have seemed like 
the granting of parole. In particular the trek 
from Yorkshire down to Northampton (where 
it met up with the Western leg) was marked by 
a prison house regime' organised throughout 

Peoples Front 
on the march 

ment. There aren't many unemployed company 
directors and vicars. And if there were they would 
not-be prepared to march from Yorkshire to 
London. 

In order to stop the workers, the youth in par
ticular,from raising their independent voice against 
unemployment, something that would inevitably 
upset the march's supposed broad spectrum of supp
orters, the CP had to keep a tight grip on the march. 
A WORKERS POWER bulletin for the Eastern 
Leg that was given out in Chesterfield made this 
clear: 

"They (the orllanisers) are doing all they can to 
stop anything happening that might 'alienate' supp
orters of the march. So when the stewards stop you 
chanting "Tories Out" - the reason is simple. All 
the Churoo .Ieaders, Lord Mayors, MPs and other 
"dignatories" might not like it. So we're told to 
keep the march "non-politicar'. 

by the Stalinist Communist Party of Great 
Britain (CPGB). With the full might of the Sheff· 
ield AUEW District Committee (a CP bastion) 
behind them, the Eastern Leg marshalls, led by 
CPer Brennan Bates, made sure that there was 
no democracy, no orientation to the working 
class, and no possibility for the free discussion 
of different political ideas. 

The Stalinists employed crude methods of intim· 
idation which ranged from threats of removal from 
the march (simply for disagreeing with a steward) right 
through to actual violence. For example at a social in 
Mansfield on May 12th, a steward decided to phys· 
ically remove a badge he objected to from a young 
marcher. In another incident in Nottingham on May 
15th, the Stalinists threatened WORKERS POWER 
paper sellers with the police· despite the fact that 
they were selling in a public square at a public rally! 
The stewards carrying out these measures were all 
appointed. not one of them was elected by the mar· 
chers they were claiming to represent. 

STALlNIST TACTICS 

NO democratic assE::nblies were held, no dele
gations to workplaces were organised and nobody 
could sell papers or give out leaflets on the march. 
The stewards constantly fought to keep the march 
apolitical, and sealed off from workers' struggles 
against unemployment. From the very start of the 
march anti-Tory slogans were banned. Marchers who 
took exception to this were told that if they didn't 
like it then they could get off. This made the East
ern Leg a virtually silent march. On top of this, even 
badges were too much for the stewards. Workers from 
the strike at Plansee in Rotherham were actually 
stopped from wearing badges calling for support for 
their strike! At a social at Trent Polytechnic on 
May 14th, some marchers attempted to organise a 
collection for Plansee. Amazingly, CP stewards 
moved in to physically prevent it! 

By the time it reached Leicester (May 16th), 
almost 40 marchers had abandoned the Eastern Leg -

Just as the TUC leaders found a let out from 
organising action now by presenting the real 
answer as the fight for a new Labour govern
ment , so the Labour Party leaders, and Dro
mey and Barnett, were more than willing to 
set out to repair Labour's tarnished image at 
the expense of the footsore marchers. True 
some "leaders" were too tarnished to fool the 
marchers. West Midlands Council leader and 
arch welfare-cutter "Swordedge" Wilkinson, 
Roy Hattersley & Denis Healey all received 
rough treatment at mass rallies. But the 
"Lefts", those who could make the promise 
that the next Labour government would be 
different to the last with even a hint of cred
ibility - from Foot to Benn, from Kinnock to 
Heffer - were able to use the march platforms 
to present the fight for a Labour government as 
the principle means of fighting redundancies. 
The Labour leaders were of inestimable value 
to the trade union leaders in getting them out 
of a potentially tight spot, and keeping the 
Peoples March as a passive protest. 

COLD COMFORT FROM uLEFTS" 

either disgusted or demoralised. At every step of the 
march, they were prevented from giving vent to their 
protest against Tory policies, yet when they got to 
each town, they were subjected to round after round 
of boring 'anti-Tory' speeches from free-loading coun
cillors, trade union bureaucrats and MPs. The leaders 
of the labour movement were allowed to mouth off: 
the marchers were turned into dumb exhibits in a 
freak show - "Look at the poor things! But don't let 
them speak!". 

To add insult to injury the fascists of the National 
Front, kitted out with iron bars and all, started to 
harass marchers. When the stewards told marchers 
to "ignore" this threat, tempers boiled. At this 
point the stewards moved quickly to defuse the sit
uation and then follow it thrQugh with a reassertion 
of complete control. To allay marchers' anger they 
promised a Democratic Assembly on Sunday May 
17th. This was eventually called for 9.00 in the morn
ing - while most people still either at breakfast or in 
their places of accommodation (it was a rest day). 
At the meeting they allowed only one resolution -
to support the way in which the stewards were runn
ing the march. As if this wasn't bad enough, they 
then added two riders: 
1) Anyone who voted agai nst would be kicked off 
the march! 
2) If a majority voted against they would call off the 
march! 

With only half the marchers present, the stew
ards got their way and, at least until Northampton, 
they were able to run the march along thei r dictat
orial lines. They even went so far as to kick off a 
delegation of western leg marchers who had come 
to meet the eastern march I 

What were the Stalinists up to? Why did they 
employ these tactics against the march? Nationally, 
the CP has been the principle force behind making 
the march a Peoples March - that is, a march that 
was not centrally directed at winning support from 
and action by the working class, but was aimed at 
winning support from all classes in society. 

remain peaceful and geared to electoral change. 
In Hyde Park Foot was quick to direct 100,000 
protestors' attention .away from thoughts of 
immediate action and towards another Labour 
Party protest demonstration in Cardiff. Add
ressing a rally outside County Hall in London, 
Benn talked of the march as a corn ponent of a 
"broad progressive coalition" whose aim was to 
persuade, protest and petition. Benn's ever 
well-measured speeches never posed the battle 
against unemployment in any other terms. 

The Labour leaders, in concert with the 
trade union leaders, want to consign the Peoples 
March safely to the history books_ Foot and 
Murray hope that their lame words of praise and 
sympathy can stop the march being a factor in 
the here and now in the building of working class 
direct action against unemployment. 

The rumours that the TUC is planning an even 
bigger march from Scotland, an9_the calls from 
Foot to get rid of Thatcher should fool no-one. 
From their point of view the March has fulfilled 
its purpose. Their task is to set in motion a new 
scheme for dodging action while, at the same' 
time , letting off a little steam. "Don't 'take action 

The Labour 'Lefts' were quite prepared to - wait for the next Labour government" is their 
let fly with the rhetoric_ Heffer bellowed out battlecry_ This may be easy to say from the . 
from the platform at Hyde Park that this was a comfort of leather chairs in Congress House or 
workers march, had won overwhelming support the House of Commons. But it is not so easy if 
from workers, thus making a sideswipe at the you're living on £27.50 a week Supplementary or 
CP's obliteration of the working class under the Unemployment Benefit. 
rubric of popular support and the "Peoples" The sympathy shown by workers for the plight 
march. But they would not commit themselves of the unemployed needs to be linked with the 
to calling for and supporting immediate indust- militant spirit expressed by many of the rank and 
ria! action to stop the sackings and destroy the file Peoples Marchers, especially the younger 
TOry government, and neither do the mass of marchers. We must not allow Foot, Benn, .M~rray 
militant workers expect the Labour Party leaders Pete Carter,. ~ ack Dromey and others t.o dlSSl-
to do that,Again the Trade Union leaders got the pate that ~pmt or turn that sympathy mto harm-
Labour 'Lefts" to cover for their silence. less emotIon.. . . , . 

After the sympathy they received from the We must bUl~d on It - onent It ,to actlOn. 
leaders of the "Labour Movement", many 'Peop- :ro do that, agamst the plans. of t~e organ
les Marchers will be feeling like celebrities after Isers, was the tas~ of revol~tlOnan~s on 
their month on the road . Tony Benn, Michael the mar~h. And It was preCIsely thIS 
Foot and a host of other parliamentary personal- perspectIve that WORKERS POWER 
ities, all assured the marchers of their place in the supporters on both legs of the march 
history books. But such praise is double edged. af/~ued throughout. As to what we 
Michael Foot and Tony Benn regard the Peoples thmk shoul~ happe? after th~ march, 
March as an episode in their protest campaign we made this clear m a bul~etlI~ we 
against the Tories. They would like that cam- gave. out on the march, which IS 
paign ,to grow big enQugh to pressure Thatcher to repnnted here ... 
the polls early, but they want that campaign to 

A militant, uncompromising demonstration of 
the unemployed, fighting to build active links with 
the struggles of the employed workers would P09' 
itively hinder this class collaborationist scheme. 
What was needed was "respectability" and the rep
resentation of a spectrum of views and classes. 
pete Carter spelt this out in an interview in the 
young Communist League (youth section of the 
CPGB) paper "Challenge": 

"People are beginning to see that unemployment 
is not just statistics but something which has a deep 
effect on the people concerned. The middle 
classes are also feeling the effect with students, pro
fessional people, executives and small business men 
being unable to find work. The march will unite 
these people behind a call on the government to 
make full employment its first priority". 

These sentiments were echoed by a statement by 
the organisers in the "Daily Express" on June 1 st: 
"We are proud that we managed to march and acc
ommodate 500 people of different ethnic groups, 
different poltiical philosophies and faiths and from 
a variety of social backgrounds for such a distance". 
(our emphasis). 

But the hacks of the CP had a problem from the 
start. It was only workers who were prepared to 
march the miles to London. Not that this was sur
prising. Workers are the real victims of unemploy-

Keep the Mayors, Bishops and celebrities in the 
limelight at the front of the processions, keep the 
unemployed workers gagged behind - that was the 
Stalinists' recipe for the Eastern Leg. 

PRO-CAPITALIST STRATEGY 

For the CP, the fight against unemployment is 
seen as part of a general struggle to curtail the 
power of "big business". It is not capitalism itself 
that has to be fought, but "anti-popular", non
patriotic multi-national corporations. To this end 
it is not the self-activity and independent action of 
the working class that will prove the decisive force. 

An "anti-monopoly alliance" comprised of the 
trade union leaders, the middle classes, the churches 
and small capitalists, is called for. Hence the emph
asis on "the people" - a cross-class, all-encompassing 
term. The Editor of the CP daily paper, "Morning 
Star" (which proclaimed itself to be "The Paper of 
the Peoples March" - despite the fact that Peoples 
Marchers were never asked whether they wanted 
it as their paper!) outlined his party's strategy for 
ending unemployment: "It calls for a programme of 
economic expansion carried out in such a way that 
it serves the interests of the people and not the 
accumulation of private profit for the rich big busi
ness combines" (Monring Star 30/5/81 - our emph
asis) . Hence what is needed is a "mass popular 
movement". 

As the Peoples March shows, in actual practice 
this policy means subordinating the interests of 
the working class to the other sections of the broad 
alliance - ·including "progressive"Tories. And that 
subordination is carried through by any means 
necessary - such is the logic of Stalinism's policy 
of "the People's Front" .• 

Ji!:ljfi I FOR AN UNEMPLOYED WORKERS UNION IN EVERY TOWN' 

THE END OF THE ROAD:
OR 

A NATIONAL UNEMPLOYED WORKERS UNION! . 

AFTER A MONTH'S h' 
against unemploymen~rc ,~g, walking, talking and dem '. . 
:~art organiSing now for :~~~ ~~dk~he~ the Peoples Mar:~:~:~In~'t IS vital that the struggle 

e trade union bodies that s c In e localities. Groups of' very marcher needs to 
ho~e towns ,to carry on the ~:~:~~e~ t~em or sUpported the m::~c~:r~ should: to~ether with 
f we don t do this then all th ate ~eoples March has only b' a meeting In their 

o sore feet, will be chea . ~ march Will have achieved egun. 
ally graced the march wit~ ~~~"Clty for the trade union and (;'':;t fn;m several hundred pairs 
h~ve said they support the elr presence. The TUC and its invi .our eaders who've Occaision
wigs will praise the marche~:rch. On Sunday at the demo and ~~ble ~eader len Murray (who?) 
and fought unemployment T nd p~t themselves on the back for ~,y .'n London the union big
of the unemployed Until th . hey Will then go back to their d k aVlng supported the march 

O~ else they will do eve e~r ~ex~ tele~ision interview! es s and quietly forget the plight 
nothing and wait for the ry hlng In their power to fight a ai 
I:/ear that we won't . next Labour Government" cam ~ nst unemployment into a "do 
don't want the Sund~;'!:~ t~:h dole until 1984 (and Wh:::~~a~~ m~st answer this by making 
the unemployed to take on ~ f o~ ~e TUC. We want militant ac~~ os~ the election?). We 
WHERE TO NOW;! e ones and their system of mass une~pn,/ the employed and 

. . yment. 

Marchers from every city and to 
to act as the spearhead for . _ wn should get together before 
this a convenor must be a ~Ightlng movement of the unem I th~ mar~h ends and decide 
a meeting of the marche::;~nted, and a~ organiSing meetin: ~~:~ ~n th~'r locality. Out of 
a~ds committees, strike and 0 repre~ntatlves of the Sponsoring bod' e c~ I~d back home. Call 
vlted to such a meetin ccupatlon committees, outh . . !es. nlOn branches, stew
fight unemployment ~t::~ ::sks of such bOdies Sho~'d be ~~g:;:s:,ons.etc, must all be in-
carry the message that u s strength and to organise the e Union movement to 
the dole queue. nemployment can be fought to OUr ~h~:~PI?~ed themselves. We must 

A movement of the U million fellow victims on 
loyed. masters in their ow~e~~'Oyed can be bUilt, but it must be on th 
We Will need it When we build on. We needed democracy on this m e at makes ~he unemp
and leaders, not petty bu an unemployed workers union W arch to make It effective. 
of the. march). We must tr:,:~~racr of the officials (amply de';'o:s~e~elected committees 
effective union of unem ou lOUr own tactics Our ow f a on the Eastern Le 
thrown all of us on the :'fyed workers must be d~icated ~ orms of organisation. A reall; 
and ~p/ace it with worki~ge~:t mUst be pled~ed to fight that ;:~th",owing the system that has 
profit. ass Power - With an econo I em, to Overthrow capitalism 

S h my panned to me t h 
uc a movement can la . e uman need not 

from the do-nothing lead:'s!; Vital role in winning the Whole w . 
queues get -'onger. The lesson ott~av; tea parties with Thatcher a~~k~n~ class .movement away 
must start It now. We mu . e eoples March is that if rlor while the dole 
our behalf or a TUC prot::t':ad~t ourselves and not wait for ~el ~ant a real fight for jobs we 

o ange the Tories' minds!. a our Government to act'on 
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MITIERAND'S ELECTION AS President 
ends a long period of stable rule (punctuated 
only by May - June 1968) for the French 
right. Prom May 1958 to May 1981, three pre
sidents, DeGaulle, Pompidou and Giscard 
D'Estai ng have dominated the Fifth Republic. 

In the period after the first world war, the 
French bourgeoisie was unable to acheive a 
stable, authorative political system. The 
Third Republic (1870 or 1875 to 1940) was 
inherently unstable. Between 1918 and 1946 
there were forty four governments and twenty 
different prime ministers. The French bour
Jeoisie was riven with political factions who 
constantly struggled over the peasant voters 
of rural France. However only after defeat at 
the hands of Germany and with the major in
dustrial regions of France under direct Ger
man control did the bourgeoisie resort to the 
senile bonapartism of Marshal Petain. 

Petain's anti-collaborationist rival General 
Charles De Gaulle had no difference with 
Petain other than the latters choice of Ger
many as the winning side in the Second 
World war. De Gaulle was a man of the far 
right. A participant in the Franco-Polish mili
tary mission in 1919 - 1920, sent to aid the 
holy war against the Russian revolution, he 
became a great admirer of the Polish bona parte 
Pilsudski who crushed bourgeois democracy in 
Poland in order to pulverise the workers' organ
isations. 

De Gaulle headed the government on Liber
ation but in early '46 resigned when he failed to 
to get the Constituent Assem bly to pass a pleb
iscitary bonapartist constitution - ie one 
which gave decisive executive power to a pre
sident. De Gaulle wanted to reduce the assemb
ly to a talkshop with only limited legislative 
powers and to arm the presidency with the ap
pointment and control of the government, 
with the power to dissolve or suspend the as
sembly, to appeal over its head via plebiscites 
and referenda (on questions dictated by the 
President) and with the power to rule by de
cree in emergencies (what constituted a 'nat
ional emergency' would of course be decided 
by the President). 

These powers were refused him in 1946 but 
twelve years (and 23 governments!) later the 
revolt of the generals in Algeria and the fear 
of civil war stampeded the politicians of the 
Fourth Republic to vote him extraordinary 
powers which he used to establish the Fifth 
Republic on the basis he had wanted in 1946. 

The constitution of the Fifth Republic con
firms enormous powers on the President. With 
regard to the government he designated the 
prime minister and the other ministers and 
has to sign ordinances from the Cabinet. He 
nominates the heads of the army and the 
state bureaucracy. With regard to Parliament 
whilst he must promulJate all laws within 15 
days of their adoption, lie can ask parliament 
to reconsider "certain articles" of the law pass
ed, can dissolve parliament once in a twelve 
month session. 

WEAPON AGAINST PARLIAMENT 

The President's main weapon against parlia
ment is however the plebiscite or referendum. 
He can call them on 1. the organisa tion of 
government, 2. issues which are the subject of 
bills before parliament, 3. bills to authorise 
the ratification of treaties which "might affect 
the country's institutions". The president also 
has enormous powers over the judiciary. The 
Constitutional Council (a sort of 'Supreme 
Court') has its chairperson nomina ted by the 
President and three out of its nine members 
directly appointed. He also nominates all nine 
members of the High Council of the Magistrat
ure. Added to this the "special powers" with 
which he is invested in case of' national emer
gency' enable him to assume all the powers 
of the government and assemblies and the 
President alone is the judge of what constit
utes a nationaLemergency. De Gaulle used 
those powers from Apri~ to Septem ber 1961 
during the military putsch in Algiers. 

The National Assembly's powers are further 
checked by the Senate which is elected by in
direct suffrage, those eligible to vote being 1. 
deputies to the National Assembly, 2. county 
councillors and 3. delegates of municipal coun
cils - normally Mayors or deputy mayors, in 
all some 103, 500 electors!. 

De Gaulle, Pompidou and Giscard rarely, if 
ever, had any problems with the Assembly 
since it had a Gaullist- right wing majority. It 
was a system designed for the Right to exclude 
the Left. 

Mitterand will cettain want to introduce re
forms to return some powers to the Assembly 
but he has no intention of demolishing the 
whole bonapartist system. He desires to keep 
it in order to bolster himself against the pres
ure from and demands of the working class. A 

FOR AN Sp· CP 
GOVERNMENT 

Down with the 
Fifth Republic, 

De Gaulle 

SP - CP goverment in the Assembly is, whilst 
the Fifth Republic constitution is in existence, 
in no sense sovereign.Mitterand can red,uce it 
to complete impotence. A CP - SP majority 
in the assembly directly cannot impose a 
government on Mitterand. He has greater 
powers to impose one on them. Mitterand 
has given a strong indication of his president
ial-bonapartist inclinations by declaring that 
his formal ties with the SP have been severed, 

HUNDREDS BEING KILLED 

Mitterands record is not one that should in
spire confidence in French workers. When the 
old french socialist party (SFIO - Section 
Francaise de l'Internationale Ouvriere) went 
into opposition in the years 1951 - 56, Mitter
and served in a number of governments of the 
centre-right. He was minister of the colonies 
in 1950/51 (during the Indo-Chinese war), 
minister for Algeria and North Africa in 1952/ 
53 where he presided over the bloody repress
ion of the Moroccan trade unions, hundreds 
being killed. Later as minister of the Interior 
he was responsible for the dissolution of the 
Algerian Nationalist Party. In 1956, he was a 
leading figure and minister of Justice in the 
'Republican Front' Government with Mollet, 
Mendes France and Chaban Delmas. This 
government had to its credit the reign of 
terror and indiscriminate torture etc in Algiers 
by General Massus 'paras', the kidnapping of 
Ben Bella and FLN leaders invited to a peace 
conference and the invasion of Egypt (Suez). 

After De Gaulle sent the 'republican' 
wheeler-dealer politicians packing in '58, Mit
terand tried for over ten years to stitch to
gether a non-socialist coalition of these dis
credited forces. Since 1970 however he has 
seen the re-founded SP as the basis for a new 
"rassamblement': (rallying, gathering together) 
of republican and socialist forces which can 
split the 'Left wing' of Gaullism off, above all 
reduce the CP to an impotent 10% of the vote 
and thus become the "natural party of govern
ment", replacing Gaullism definitively. To do 
this he has deliberately taken on a certain 
Gaullist colouration. 

Mitterand hopes at the legislative assembly 
elections to reduce the communists still fur
ther as well as reducing Giscardians and 
Chirac Gaullists to a minority. He hopes to 
have enough 'left Gaullist' and radical de
puties to make such a large majority that 
he can exclude the CP from the government 
and reduce them to grumbling supporters 
who cannot seriously affect the outcome of 
any important political issue. The constitut
ion of course greatly assists Mitterand in this. 

THE SOCIALIST PARTY 

The French Socialist Party's credentials as 
a workers' party are some of the weakest in 
Europe. Its record as the post-war SFIO was 
so shameful as to bring it to the verge of ex
tinction. In 1947/8 it presided (in coalition) 
over a massive dire.ct assault on French work-

Mitterand 

ers struggling for higher wages. Repression of 
the miners strike in 1948 organised by SFIO 
ministers involved tanks and troops on the 
streets, four miners killed, 2000 imprisoned 
and 6000 militants sacked. 

In '58, Guy Mollett leader of the party in 
parliament opened the gates to De Gaulle and 
served in his first government. Thus the SFIO 
acted as midwife to the Fifth Republic. In the 
60's, the SFIO shrank to a miserable rump of 
ageing municipal office holders and teachers. 
In the 1969 Presidential election, the party's 
candidate got only 5.1 % (against the CP's 
23.4%). Generally its share of the poll in the 
late 60's was about 12%. The SFIO declined 
from a party with 355000 members in 1946. 
a party with a 44% worker membership (in . 
1951) to 70000 in 1965/6 (of whom probab
ly only two thirds actually existed). In 1970, 
refounded as the Socialist Party, its worker 
membership was only 23%. As a mass workers' 
party (sociologically speaking) it had almost 
ceased to,exist. 

Mitterand was thus able to enter the party 
and remould it in his own image. Mitterand's 
strategy has been to put himself forward as the 
the man who could rebuild the non-commun
ist left into a mass electoral force, and co-opt 
the PCF into a left majority without falling 
under the dominance of the latter. Mitterand's 
whole career since gaining the leadership of 
the party in 1971, has b'een to supplant the 
PCF as the major party of the left, to weaken 
the CP electorally till it could n<;> longer dictate 
terms and to imprison it within an electoral 
majority which gave Marchais and Co no real 
power. The last ten years have been a tremen
dous success ~tory for this strategy. 

BEATING THE CP 

Firstly, Mitterand ha,s rebuilt the PS as a 
mass party (1971,60869 members, 1978 
200 OOO) but in terms of social composition, 
it is not primarily a party of industrial work
ers, who in 1973 constituted only 19% of its 
members. Even its workplace branches (Sect
ions d' enterprise) had only a 21 % industrial 
worker membership in 1976. The PS's influ
ence on the working class is largely electoral. 
Nevertheless it is on this terrain that Mitter
and set himself the target of beating the CP. 
As he said to the assembled social democrats 
of the Socialist Intp.rnational : 

"Our fundamental object iB to rebuild a 
great socialist party on the terrain occupied 
by the Communist Party itself and thus to 
show that of the five million communist 
voters, three million can be brought to 
vote socialist". 
The period of the Common Programme 

signed by the PCF and the PS in 1972 and 
lasting 'Until 1977 was an electoral disaster 
for the PCF. Mitterand and the PS- marched 
from strength to strength~ Marchais' party's 
fortunes stagnated. In vain did Marchais adopt 
the language of Eurocommunism,"sdCialism 
aux couleurs de la France" (Socialism in 
French [national] colours). In vain he deleted 

the ancient heir-loom "the dictatorship of the 
proletariat" from the CP's programme. Voters 
preferred a real social democrat to a Stalinist 
imitation. The average vote of the CP remain
ed stuck at 19 to 21% maximum whereas the 
PS/Left Radical block rose to 28 to 31 %. 

Nothing Marchais has done since then, the ' 
break with the common programme the anti: 
PS histrionics of '77 to '81, even the shame
ful playing of the racist card, has done any- ' 
thing but accelerate Mitterandl; triumph and 
the Cp's discomfiture. In May, Mitterand's 
goal seemed near to fulfilment - two million 
CP voters deserted the party which was reduc
ed to 15.9% of the vote. In June he hopes to 
press on the offensive. 

WHAT SHOULD REVOLUTIONARIES BE 
ARGUING IN FRANCE 

In France there are two mass reformist 
workers' parties. There is no qualitative differ
ence in their programmes which are both 
thoroughly reformist. Both the PS and the 
PCF are 'Dourgeois workers' parties that defend 
capitalism and betray the historic class inter 
ests of the proletariat. Whilst the CP has a 
much more solidly proletarian class composit
ion and more of its voters are workers the 
difference between its list of reforms (Georges 
Marchais 131 propositions) and Mitterand's 
is quantitive not qualitative. On the basis of 
their political programme, there is thus no 
basis for preferring one to the other. Nor is 
Mitterand's claim to stand for unity any basis 
for preferring him to the splitter Marchais as 
many of the French so-called Trotskyist left 
have implied. Mitterand wants to exclude the 
CP from government and include representat
ives of the bourgeoisie. 

Mitterand hopes that the elections to the 
National Assembly will, by creating a huge in
crease in the number of SP deputies,release 
him from dependence on the CP and allow 
him to govern with left-Gaullists and radicals. 
It is in the direct interests of French workers 
to prevent this manoeuvre. Obviously, if revol
utionaries could stand candidates in the first 
round, on a revolutionary programme, they 
should do. Otherwise it is necessary to take 
a position of critical support for the candidat
es of the bourgeois workers parties. 

WORKERS MOBILISING 

We are in favour of putting the PS and the 
PCF to the test of government in front of the 
working class. Moreover we are in favour of 
workers mobilising themselves to force these 
politicians to carry out their promises where
ever these have a progressive character, and 
go further. 

Mitterand wants to exclude the PCF from 
government. We say to workers that this must 
be opposed. Vote CP in the first round and in 
the second for which ever is the best placed 
workers' party candidate! Where the PS candid 
ate withdraws in favour of a Gaullist or radic
al we would argue for the CP candidate not to 
withdraw. Not one workers vote for a bour
geois candidate! 

The larger the number of CP deputies, the 
more difficult it will be for Mitterand to suc
ceed in his cross class anti-CP alliance. A clear 
majority of CP and SP deputies will make it 
possible to fight in the workers organisations 
for a SP-CP government. It will make it poss
ible to mobilise demands on that government 
and on Mitterand. These demands should in
clude: 

* No bourgeois ministers. For a CP/SP 
!!overnment. 

* Down with the Fifth Republic. For a Con
stituent Assembly. Abolish the Presidency, 
tbe Senate, the Prefecture, the undemo
cratic electoral laws. 

* A united front of worker's parties and 
unions, committees of action from the 
factories and offices to fight for workers 
demands and to put demands on the 
goveAirtlent - to mobilise a general strike 
against bourgeois resistance. 

* t..Iationalise all the banks, finance houses 
and industrial monopolies without com
pensation and under workers control. 

* Dissolve the CRS, and the whole apparat
us of militarised police squads. For sold
iers committees and full political and 
trade union rights in the anny. - ' 

Through workers mobilisations and direct 
action the CP and the SP can be forced either 
to concede these demands or to stand exposed 
in the eyes of their supporters. In these 
struggles, a revolutionary vanguard party of 
the working class must be forged capable of 
posing the question of the direct seizure of 
power by the workers themselves .• 

DAVE STOCKING 
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ANSELL'S: 
MILITANTS 

OUTFLANKED BY 
UNION BUREAUCRATS 
ANSELL'S WORKERS HAVE suff
ered defeat in their struggle to save 
700 jobs at the Aston brewery in 
Birmingham. Allied Breweries have 
managed to re-open the Ansell's 
depots in the area, with 300 work
ers from the previous workforce of 
1000. 

The company has even felt strong 
enough to renege on their promised 
payment of "ex gratia" sums to the 
700 in exchange for their jobs. 

The battle at Ansell's was a cruc
ial round in the fight against the em
ployers' Tory-backed drive to break 
the strength of the trade unions. An
sell's was one of the best organised 
plants in the West Midlands. It had 
its own industrial trade union bra
nch with its own elected stewards 
and branch officers. Militants in 
Ansell's and elsewhere must learn 
the lessons of this significant defeat. 

The Ansell's workers were sabo
taged by the full-time officials of 
the TGWU for the entire duration 
of the strike. The particular villains 
in tltis case were Brian Mathers (Re
gional Secretary) and Doug Fair
burn (Divisional Official). Selling 
out jobs is nothing new to these 
characters. After the lay-off pro
test at Longbridge last November, 
Fairburn endorsed the sacking of 
six workers, including four T &G 
stewards by British Leyland man
agement. 

WORKERS PICKETS 

Mathers and Fair burn deliberate
ly set out to undermine the effect
iveness of the Ansell's workers' 
pickets. Allied Breweries Romford 
and Burton were singled out for 
particular attention by the strike 
committee. But Mathers and Fair
burn refused to make the Romford 
picket official because it was out
side Region 5 ! When IGI sugar 
lorry drivers arrived at Allied's Bur
ton brewery, they phoned Fairburn 

for instructions on seeing the An. 
sell's pieket line. Fairburn told them 
them to go through the line! 

Having knifed the pickets in the 
back, having demoralised the more 
backward elements in the work
force by strengthening management, 
Mathers moved in with his coup de 
grace. He rushed out ballot forms 
to the membership, using Ansell's 
management's "Addressograph" 
machine. 

The ballot form explained the 
"hopelessness' of the strikers' posit
ion, and asked them to vote on the 
latest offer - it amounted to an ult
imatum - accept the closure of the 
brewery or jeopardise 300 jobs in 
two depots, and the promise of ex 
gratia payments (which have sub
sequently been withdrawn). The 
result was a defeat for the Ansell's 
workers and a victory for the emp
loyers and the T&G bureaucracy. 

PRIVILEGED POSITION 

It is not enough simply to draw 
the indisputable lesson from this 
dispute that trade union officials 
always betray. In periods of recess
ion the trade union leaders will 
always try to negotiate "defeat1>~:so 
as to defend their own privileged 
position. The problem for militants 
is to learn from disputes such as 
this, precisely how the trade union 
bureaucrats can be prevented from 
sabotaging and eventually betray
ing workers in struggle. In most ma
jor disputes - and Ansell's WBS no 
exception - an active minority of 
workers find themselves at logger
heads with the officials over tactics 
to make the strike effective. 

In such disputes the militants of
ten come to see through the words 
of the officials to their real role as 
betrayers. The problem for these 
militants, however, is to organise 
and keep the members with them so 
that the fight against the employers 
is resolute and stays firm, and so 
that the officials cannot undermine 

UNEMPLOYED .. 
FROM FRONT PAGE 

* Centres to be run by democratic com
mittees of representatives from workers 
organisations. but with a guaranteed 
majority for the une~ployed themselves. 

* That the ceJ;ltres be cenfres for the org
anisation of action against unemploy
ment. 

The TUC will resist such demands. 
They will attempt to crush any militant 
independent unemployed organisations. 
Tactics need to be adopted to fight them. 
The unemployed must picket and, if need 
be, occupy the offices of the bureaucrats 
to win their demands. Crucially, though, 
they must link up with rank and file emp
loyed workers in the struggle against the 
bureaucracy. Only if these centres are 
taken out of the hands of the bureau
crats will they be of any use to the un
employed. 

In organising the unemployed, it is 
vital that the thousands of young workers 
who are on the Youth Opportunities Pro
gramme (YOP) become involved in the 
struggle against unemployment. Over 

440,000 young workers are doing YOP 
jobs for a paltry £23.50 a week. On 
these jobs the youth are fined, have no 
safety rights and no employment protec
tion. 

The MSC, the body the TUC wants to 
help ru n its centres, is responsible for 
overseeing this slave labour. But youth on 
the YOPs are fighting back. Strikes on 
YOP jobs in Scotland took place in April 
and May. Organisation is developing. We 
must link these youth with the trade un
ions by fighting for: 

* Real jobs not slave labour YOP schemes. 

* Unionisation of the YOPs. 

* Equal pay for equal work. 

* Full employment and safety rights for 
YQPs workers. 

This perspective for the fight ag
ainst unemployment is a perspective 
based on action - direct workers ac
tion to resist the bosses' job-cutting 
offensive. It is only on the basis of 
such action that the plans of That
cher and the union bureaucrats will 
be defeated. 

the strike, demoralise the members 
and then isolate the active militant 
minority. 

In order to resist the grip of the 
officials, militants must of necess
ity work to ensure the maximum 
degree of democratic control com
patible with taking certain decisions 
free from management and police 
surveillance. Throughout the disp
ute, WORKERS POWER bulletins 
called for regular mass meetings - to 
keep the members informed, invol
ved and active. We did this so as not 
to allow the backward elements to 
drift away from the strike, in order 
to confront all the lies and manoeu
vres of management and the trade 
union officials with a democratic
ally united workforce. Only regular 
mass meetings could have stopped 
the drift toward,s passivity and non
involvement on the part of many 
Ansell's workers which Mathers was 
able to play on when he made his 
ballot bid over the heads of the 
branch leadership. 

But the Ansell's branch leader
ship did not organise regular demo
cratically organised mass meetings. 
Before Mathers moved in for the 
kill, they were only organised on 
approximately a monthly basis. Too 
late did the branch leadership att
empt to close ranks and organise 
mass meetings after Mathers' death
blow. 

Militants can never hope to avoid 
the problem of treacherous officials 
by ignoring them, hoping that they 
will not sabotage and betray. So as 
to break the trust that rank and file 
members have in the union officials, 
the workforce must be organised to 
force the officials to act, and to 
march independently of them the 
moment they .. move to betray. This 
means drawing in the new layers of 
militants who are thrown up in any 
dispute into a democratic strike co
mmittee accountable to mass meet
ings. It means taking the fight into 
the union, at all levels, to force the 
officials to fight. 

POLITICALLY PREPARED 

At Ansell's the strike committee 
was dissolved into the old-established 
branch committee, early in the dis
pute. No attempt was made to org
anise a national delegate rank and 
file meeting of Allied workers to 
fight back against the Allied man
agement, and foil Fairbum and 
Mathers. The militants who could 
see through Mathers were therefore 
not Ieady to stop him when his sell
out came. The treacherous officials 
cannot be by-passed by militant 
picket tactics alone. The members 
must be prepared politically and 
organisationally for the officials in
evitable treachery. 

This means that militants have to 
set out to lead the mem bers and win 
them to their political ideas. If they 
do not, then the officials are able to 
play on, to activate, the reactionary 
and backward ideas that large sect
ions of the workforce possess. This 
means the regular production of 
bulletins, the fight to lead ilt mass 
meetings, to challenge the class col
laborationist politics of the Mathers 
of this world. 

If militants "keep politics out" 
of the dispute, they can rest assured 
that the press, the bosses and the 
officials won't. The Ansell's dispute 
showed this clearly with the TGWU 
officials and local press red-baiting 
the militants. There is no way out 

of a political fight in such disputes -
except to leave Mathers and his kind 
to rule the roost. 

WORKERS POWER produced a 
regular strike bulletin throughout 
the duration of the dispute. We con
sistently raised warnings as to the 
role of the officials, explained why 
they would betray and advanced a 
strategy to win the dispute. 

In the first round of the struggle 
against sackings, we argued that the 
Branch Committee was wrong not 
to occupy the plant. We argued ag
ainst concentrating pickets on the 
distribution of beer to local pubs, 
and for a drive to foil Alled by stop
ping supplies from Romford and 
Burton. 

From the start we raised the war
nings as to the role Fairburn and 
Mathers would play. WORKERS 
POWER Strike Bulletin (WPSB) 1 
stated: "The TGWU should call an 
official strike of all Allied Brewery 
workers. The union certainly has 
the necessary power and finance. 
But Ansell's workers cannot rely on 
the TGWU officials to do this". 

SECOND BULLETIN 

Our second bulletin argued: 
"An immediate stepping-up of 

picketing is needed, and Mathers 
must be forced to turn his words in
to deeds and arrange the blacking of 
raw materials (C0 2_etc) to the All
ied Beer Division. 1I0wever the 
workforce cannot rely on the off, 
icials,--the flying pickets must be 
used to do the job, with or without 
official backing. But in itself pick
eting is inadequate to force manage
ment to back down ... The first step 
towards this (shutting the whole of 
Allied Breweries altogether) is the 
holding of a conference of shop 
stewards and the rank and file at 
Burton Romford, Warwick etc 
must be convinced of the neccessity 
of shutting down Allied, which 
means an all-out strike". 

When the Peoples March reached 
the West Midlands, we mobilised 
support, on bothlLegs, for the Ans
ell's workers, and fought to use the 
march to halt the tide of demoral
isation in the ranks of the Ansell's 
workforce. 

Throughout the dispute, while 
never minimising the difficulties 
that faced militants in winning sup
port for the' strategy we advanced, 
we argued a clear political alternat
ive to the T &G officials and the 
Branch leadership. 

The Socialist Workers Party (SWP) 
was active around the dispute. But 
its record is one of simply tailing 
the strike and its leadership. It was 
not until mid-May that the SWP 
produced their first bulletin (three 
months after the start of the dis
pute), which warned of the treach-. 
ery of Mathers after the ballot and 
its result haJ been announced. Even 
though the SWP were in charge of 
the Peoples March delegation to An
sell's, they refused to gO'into the 
crucial mass meeting that ratified 
the sell-out - and use that leverage 
to give new heart to sections of wor
kers - claiming that it was "injudic
ious at this delicate time". 

The stark contrast between our 
intervention and that of the SWP re
flects the sharp political differences 
that exist between us. Their method 
is to tail the struggles of the work
ing class eX\pecting the struggle it
self to both pose and solve the pol
itical answers for militants. We, on 
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Brian Mathers - architect of the sell-out 
at Ansell's. An Ansell's worker makes 
his views known. 
the other hand, recognise that if mil
itants are not won to a correct pol
itical understanding of the nature 
of the union bureaucracy and are 
not consciously prepared to face 
the employers and their brokers in 
the union bureaucracy, then defeats 
such as that which has been suffer
ed at Ansell's will continue to sap 
the morale and confidence of the 
working class. 

The attention of the Ansell's bra
nch leadership has now switched to 
keeping the branch open and main
taining their leadership. This direc
tion is necessary to ensure Ansell's 
management keep to their agree
ment to employ ex-Ansell's work
ers at the depots when jobs become 
available. But the tasks of organis
ing the unemployed; particularly 
the youth who have never had a job, 
is also on the agenda. 

WPSB 12 summed up the new 
tasks as follows: 

"The present 5/377 (Ansell's T&G) 
branch can do these thin~s and does 
have its own resources. Mathers 
would dearly love to dissolve the 
branch into one of the holding bran
ches he chairs, there to be lost for
ever. This would take away all your 
rights in the T &G and your branch 
resources, which you , need to strug
gle. Obviously, any such move must 
be resisted. Instead the branch must 
use its position to widen the repre
sentation of unemployed workers 
in the union at every level. The un
ion's policy of a 35 hour week must 
be fought for and extended to shop 
stewards' control of hours in order 
to create jobs. The branch must mo
bilise itself, other T&G members 
and the unemployed in support of 
other workers in struggle. In this 
way the branch can become part of 
a rank and file movement in the 
T&G designed to boot -out all the 
Mathers and Fairburns, turning it in
to an organisation which defends 
workers interests against the capit
alist class". • 
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