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"When I see people revolting against the party on
the ground that they've been badly treated by this
terrible regime in our party = ... I always remind
myself of the words of ‘J.Pierpoint Morgan. He said:
*Bverybody has at least two reasons for what he
does - a good reason and the real reason'..."

James P _Cannon
The Gerry Healy prize for black propaganda and dlstorted public relations must,

I think, go to Cunliffe for his success in mlsrepresentlng the circumstances in
which he left the paper. He has presented himself as a martyr in the cause of a
democratic and accountable editorial'board; and many people seem to believe hime.

The facts tell a different story. Hill, prlln, Kinnell, myself and the
rest of those who keep the organisation running have been too busy coping with
the routine work, and with the extra problems created by Cunliffe's irresponsi-
bility, to have had time to keep the organisation properly informed. Nor did we
want to get into another session of mutual recriminations. But now we have no
choice,

Cunliffe has been removed from the EC not because he res1gned as editor
but because of the way he resigned. He gave ultimatums to the organisation, and
then, when they were rejected, proceeded to disrupt the work of the organisation.

If he had simply said that he could not stand working on the paper in bad
working conditions and sub-poverty wages (he does now say that), then we would
have tried to persuade him but not to coerce him into staying on.

But that is not what happened. After 18 months as joint editor, durlng
which there was no functioning Editorial Board and during which' he neither tried
to convene the notionally existing EB nor to get a new one, Cunliffe suddenly
declared that there had to be an EB, or else. Then when we convened an EB, he
said that would not do. It must be an EB exactly to his taste or he would leave
the paper. And he did leave the paper. The NC instruocted him to stay, and he
refuseds He refused even to do technical works

One consequence of his leaving the paper has been to throw backward our
attempts to improve the functioning of the centre,

To understand what has been going on here, a number of things need to be
disentangled. Cunliffe has both personal and political reasons for his decision,
neither of whioh he is ocandid about. The real reasons must be dlsentangled
from the 'good reasons' that he gives.

HOW THE PAPER FUNCTIONED

Since July 1981 there have been #o edltors. ‘The co—editors have had completely
equal status (except for wages: Cunliffe receiving the old WSL rate, which 1s
about two-thirds higher than his partner's I-CL rate).

In practice a division of labour grew up between Klnnell and Cunliffe, where
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Kinnell did most of the plannlng and commissioning and sub-editing, and Cunliffe
the page design and lay—out. ThlS continued when I replaced Kinnell in June 1983,

The division of labour was one of time and funétion: Cunliffe would come to
London from Oxford anound midday Monday, and go. homer on Wednesday afternoon or
early evening. By the time he arrived on Monday, ‘his’ partner would already have
put in maybe two days' work on that issue of the paper (it varied). Many or most
articles would be commissioned; the paper would be planned out, more or less; a
lot of sub—~editing of articles would be done, and some typesetting.

When an EB had met, ideas would have been thrown up and the paper's shape
more or less agreed, (The final shape would often be seriously different. Not all
would be determined at the EB, and a lot could not be: much that the paper would
cover had yet to happen, The final shape would come from the editors using their
own judgment, without or (usually) with consultation with others.)

DEMOCRACY?

But the EB is not, contrary to the demagogy of Cunliffe, a matter of democracys

It is perfectly democratic for the elected leadership (EC/NC) to delegate
respondbility to one or two editors. That procedure is as democratic ~ or otherwise
- as the EC/NC is.

The primary loss in not having an EB broader than two editors(informally
consulting a few others) is the loss of -input -~ of ideas, impressions, feedback,
stimulations (Though delegate meetings, etc. haVe never ceased to provide a
certain amount of regular feedback. ) 2 :

And in fact the scope for arbitrariness and waywardness in editing the
paper is much less than might appear, In any week there is a given range of-new
items that must be .covered. If they are not covered they will be missed and
questions will be asked. The line on key issues will be decided by the EC/NC,
and the editors will work w1th1n those guidelines.

Why did the EB cease to function about 18 months ago? Cunliffe - who never
tried to call an EB though it was his joint duty with Kinnell to do so = implies
that it was because we really, seoretly, deep in our villainous hearts, didn't
want an EB. So what about for the first 18 months after the fusion?

The EB atrophied because people stopped attending and the EC core of the
EB was increasingly taken up with wrangles which people on both sides were
reluctant to duplicate in yet another meeting. Accordlng to Cunliffe himself
(talking to Kinnell), when he was starting his agitation about the EB, he had
great difficulty persuadlng Smith and Jones that they should take part in an
EB when convened.

For Cunliffe, under whose joint editorship the EB atrophied, to have the
right to blame us, he should be able to point to some record of resistance to us
as we allegedly strangled the EB. No such record exists. On the contrary. The
EB stopped meeting by tacit consent on all sides and with the collusion of
Cunliffe as editor. What rearguard action there was to try to keep it 1n life
came from Kinnell,

CUNLIFFE'S WITHDRAWAL

Cunliffe presents himself as a martyr for democracy,énd an,EB. The.Tecord’of?5
his moves. to withdraw from the paper does not bear this out.

The record starts last October, I will first tell the outline of the story
and then discuss the politics.

Cunliffe told us that his wife Sue, an ex-member on the sectarian side of the
old WSL, was taking a part—time job in London. He said he could therefore no
longer keep up the arrangement of coming to London to Mondays and going baock %o
Oxford on Wednesdays. This would mean three nights away from his wife.

At first I thought he was talking about a problem of child-care (their son
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is about 10). No. That could be
be away from Sue for three evenin
I suspected that our decision to
Upe :

aken care of, he said, but he was unwilling to
gse He indicated that he was generally fed up.
put the full-timers on the dole had shaken him

The rearrangement Cunliffe suggested was that the paper should be produced
in two daye, Monday and Tuesday, and he would stay over Monday night. He did at
this point talk about an EB-(for the first time since it lapsed) and how important

it was, but this was not yet an emblem on a crusading banner. What he said about
an EB was reasonable, ‘

He made an announcement: we would have to adjust to him. In any case he wasg
going to be one night in London and no more.. - '

Kinnell and I discussed with him at’ length. T was unwilling to bring publica—
tion forward'by one day because going to,preSé;aAday'laier than our competitors
frequently means we are more up to date with the news for the subsequent week than
they are. Besides it was impossible to- produce a paper in two days, At best it
would imply a mainly office-written paper, with little outside contribut@on. We‘
talked about the EB, and agreed to try to aetivete,the EC decision‘(on Kinnell's
motion) to have an EB session in each EC. Cunliffe was satisfied with that.

For the time being we agreed that I worked eg_usual and for one or two (I
can't remember) issues of the paper Cunliffe worked only on Tuesday and Wednesday,
doing some writing at home on the Monday. Then he resumed working on Mondays, on

the basis of returning to Oxford Monday night,

Did: EC EB sessions happen? No, and forﬁjhefgame reason as befere: ?aclt .
all-round agreement not to go through more (or(ﬁge;same? wrangles with diﬁfirez
(EB) hats on. Occasionally someone would say atﬂthelbeglnnlng of the EC. at w -
should have an EB session at the end, but by the time we got to that 901nt n_o--cid
had the stomach for it.  Cunliffe did not ever propose that an EB'sess1on be helde
Strange behaviour indeed for the future martyr for 'EB democreqy o

SECOND STAGE o » o N S
The next development was in Dedember, when Cunliffe @ispgtched a letter :?%;2?
that he Wae withdrewing unless there was an EBe. Noth;pg personal was mep

noWe E o '

‘ - ' L s SR
Now he had worked his way towards his, so to-iéeik, 'traniiizgﬁiia%i:a?2°ﬂ
i 1 i hich he knew was n.
This was the 'demand' for an ideal EB, an E? W .
the circumstances and which two months earlier he hed.ag?eed was uiiizltsizlzéf
Later he motivated his demand as an effort for.conclllatlon —.an a e gooperate;‘
a framework within which the different groups in the leadership ce:h cpooperer _
He must have known perfectly well that putté§§E;%e.saﬁzageggleﬁcvlwould sratnce
- . 3 . s C
olitical attitudes, into a meeting labelle }n :
ﬁo such resulte The:talk about democracy, cooperation etc was demagogye

Listen for example to his idealisation of the old Socialist Press EB:

"SP was prepared every week by an Editorial Board meet;nfhzi izigzﬁgless
than two hours in duration, attended by some EC members piﬁe o e e s
comrades from Oxford, London and the Midlandsee.. Through des pn oed g
editor... was able to draw on the assessments of.our comra esf;ered oy h Tengo
the 0., the wider movement, the assessments'and_1nformat;enhoéalibre AT UTE 1),
of comrades.... And its discussions were generally.offa‘ ig bre. . _ ‘

Kinnell attended semeASP_EBs“Before‘ﬁhe‘fusidn,'and they -were hardly the

intellectual feast which Cunliffe describes. They were useful workaday meetings, = .

not particularly better or worse than the EBs that we have had in the new WSL.

' B h ; . . 0 can
Maybe those were particular bad weeks.‘I# is dlfflcult ;o ¥fo¥£atw232tever
be known, by anyone who takes the trouble to rea@ a fllefoioit;i;;tors e
its of the SP EBs, SP had a much narrower;range o] ut 9
zgiemZ?;:;eg written in en office, and had less ooherepce and co§31szezzg ;i
political line, than our paper, It was also far less likely to give sp
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minority views within the organisation.
" If the SP EBs had merits, they wer 0 wi _
In Kinnell's observation, they had some useful journalistic functio
essential political function was to provide an ordgrly way for the
ship? to provide Cunliffe with 'the line' to be written up. . ‘
- cunliffe writes: the "EB should meet... at such a time... thet trade union
comrades. oan attend". What trade unionists is he talking about? Jones gnd Smithe

éAnothing to.do with democracy éspecially.
ns, but their
tworker leader—

IMPLICATIONS L | S
Cﬁnliffe,-with hislideallEB, is no longer only concerned with the paper. He is‘
stating attitudes to the organisation in general. o e
The argument about a large-scale EB meeting separately from the BC is about ’

practicalities. Is. it possible? We don't think so. Obviously there is room for
differences of opinion and perhaps for new experiments. But Cunliffe's argumentg .
go way beyond any of that. : ’ o o

© He is arguing for an EB that will get away from the problems of the existing
leadership bodies. Good. Where will it come from? It can't be got unless the
political conditions inside the organisation are changed. )

~ He condemns the EC as a possible EB (or core of an EB) in terms ﬁhiQh mean
‘condemning it as a leadership fOr'the_Laague. o

"The EC itself has not fﬁnctioned....The EC itself is sharply polarised...
Even the working agreement we used to have on industrial questions appears to.~
have collapsed... talking to the EC majority is as useful as talking to . '
Carolan and just as useless..." A

If the EC can't run the paper, then how can it run the rest of our work?

Cunliffe refers derisively to the NC demanding that he "return to the .
practical labour of pasting up the paper along the lines decreed by the Majority
Faction". Remove the emotive words 'decreed! and 'faction', and the demand he
objects to is that he should "return to the practical labour of pasting up the
paper along the lines decided by the majority". Why is that more unreasonable
tpan a demand to the minority for the "practical labour" of selling and circula~
ting the paper "along the lines decided by the majdrity"? Cunliffe's rejection'
of majority discipline logically applies to any other area of work just as much
:: to the paper. His declaration is a declaration of a cold split, of internal

cession, ‘

THE POLITICAL DIMENSION

Apové we have outlined only the personal story of how Cunliffe came to break
with the paper. :

‘ AWe‘neéq the.political dimension, too. For between Cunliffe's firét ﬁovés

in October, qu:hls;segond in December, something dramatic happened. Relations
W}th the_fgctlon worsened seriously, as the faction built up what is now identi-
fiable as its split offensive. - o

Smith and Jones were thrown into great agitation because Smith failed to
get the full star-worker treatment to which he thinks he is entitled in our
r?ports of the September 17 conference. Then divisions emerged around the NGA
dispute (IB 90). Smith and Jones became more and more wild. Cunliffe was caught
in the crossfire. R : o ' o

In the old WSL Cunliffe seems to have functioned primarily as the literary
égm of the 'worker leadership'. His job was to convey to print their perceptions,
ideas, analyses, etc. It is a relationship shaped over many, many years, since



. I have heard Cunliffe recently argue against Smith gsuccessfully on the
‘1dea that the invasion of Grenada would mean an immediate invasion of Nicaraguae.
But when you get right down to it, there is a relationship of automatic deference
. and self-subordination. Cunliffe has on many occasions agreed to coverage in the
: paper —~ even written or collaborated in articles — and then under pressure of
Smith and Jones turned round and condemmed Kinnell or Carolan for the coverage.

The first notable example was over the South Atiantic war. On Sunday May 2
1982 the Belgrano was sunk. On Wednesday May 5 Cunliffe and Kinnell sent an issue
of the paper t6 the printers, with a jointly written article reaffirming
opposition to the war on both sides in polemic againét the Morenists. On Friday
May 7 the 12-mile exclusion zone was declared. On Suhday May 9, at the EC,
Cunliffe voted to change our line — on the grounds that the sinking of the
 Belgrano and the 12-mile zone had supposedly changed the situation fundamentally.

That was relatively low-key. The recent examples are:

1a Our'goverage\of the WRP was vehementiy attacked By Jones as slandering -
the WRP, Cunliffe, at first, explicitly disagreed with Jones. By the time the
matter came to the NC he was loudly on Jones's side, voting to censure us.

23 The paper's editorial on the Korean jet affair was written by Cunliffe,
who accepted a number of alterations and additions. suggested by Kinnell. Smith
denounced the editorial., Cunliffe then sided with Smith on the grounds that "new
information" had appeared since the wrote the editorial, ‘

"3« Smith's polemical article in thé paper on the invasion of Grenada was
prefaced by an introduction jointly agreed by . mel  and Cunliffe, (A first draft
of the introduction, by - ma -, had been scrapped and replaced on Cunliffe's
suggestion). Smith denounced this introduction and moved & motion of censure at
the NC. Cunliffe supported him, and voted to censure the editors.

4+ There were nuances of difference.between the editors on our coverage of
the NGA dispute. In particular, Cunliffe objected to some passage in the front
page article I wrote for paper no.157. I agreed to ocut what he objected to, and
I also agreed to his choice of a front-page strapline, *'TUC weak link in
solidarity', .. 77 i -l Sk

On any basis of reasonable collaboration, Cunliffe then shared responsibility
for the result. But when Smith started denouncing vur coverage, Cunliffe joined
in. (See IB 90).

There is another example of a similar political pattern, though not linked
to the paper. The EC agreed to put out a leaflet at the Labour Movement Campaign
for Palestine conference. Cunliffe was present at the EC, and supported the
decision, When Smith and Jones, who had missed the EC, launched a campaign to
condemn the leaflet, Cunliffe joined them, and again voted for a motion of censure.

Cunliffe was therefore in an increasingly bad and unhappy situation on the
paper. On the one hand he was — as he says — the man in the firing. line,
responsible for making the fusion work. On the other hand, he was accountable —
and in the final analysis seems to have held himself accountable — to the 'worker
leadership'. Almost every time he succeeded in establishing working relations
with the others on the paper, he came right into conflict with Smith and Jones.
Smith was always more or less openly contemptuous and scathing about Cunliffe.

(at the EC recently, for example, he said that Cunliffe had supported a tightening;

up on dues because hes, Cunliffe's, wages depended on ite.s) Whenever any common
positions were arrived at by Cunliffe with Kinnell or myself, and they .contradicted
what Smith and Jones wanted, they were ruptured — leaving Cunliffe to save face

as best he couldes

WORKING FOR THE FUSION?

Cunliffe says he tried to‘maké the fusion worke. Thefe is éomé truth in this.

Up tohis withdrawal, he was cooperative and conscientious in practical work.



Again up to his withdrawal, he had a consistently responsible attitude to theH _
practical work of the organlsatlon, and in particular on financial questions. He
also tried to moderate. the political argumentse. On the South Atlantic war he made
an attempt to be reasonable rather than declamatory. On the Labour: Party he was
willing to agree a Jjoint document with Hill and Klnnell. :

Those qualities were useful (and we tried to bring similar qualltles 1nto
the fusion. from our s:.de). But they were not cnough.

The crucial question in sustalnlng ‘$he fusion was the poss1b111ty of -
political dialogue based on honest debate ‘and honest political accounting. In
relation to that question Cunliffe played a very bad role ‘which negated all his
positive contrlbutlons.

Time and agaxn he Sllpped and slld around polltlcally. In every debate he
ended up providing spurious ratlonallsatlons an "good reasons" for the p031t10ns
of Jones and Smith. -

On the South Atlantic war, for example, Kinnell wrote in IB 14:

- "Cunliffe has played a special role in this discussion. He has shown more
awareness of the arguments raised by the majority, and much more wlll to try to
answer them . intelligently, than any other tendency leader. Along of the tendency
leaders he has .distanced himself from IB 7's talk of capitalist Argentina being

in our 'class ‘camp'. Yet in the end he has always 11ned up with the other tendenoy
leaders.

"Nowhere is the factional logic of,the.tendency‘more'evidenf’than here.
Cunliffe knows better than the nonsense he :feels obliged to line up behind. He is
genuinely conocerned to maintain an intelligent dialdgue, to argue rather than to
declaim. Yet he does not repudiate and attack the nonsense: he tried to redefine
it without breaking with its authors".

Thus he corrugted the possibility of polltlcal dlalogue, raxher than
improving it.

If He had been tough-mlnded and politically 1ndependent enough, and if he
had had any personal integrity or even self-respect, Cunliffe might really have
built bridges in the organisation; he might have ajsted as the honest medium for
a real dialogue, and as a bond, linked by good will and honest cooperatlon to
both 'sides'. He didn't have those qualities.

So we had smooth fair-we ather collaboration, and a series of spectacular
turn-abouts by Cunliffe under pressure of Smith and Jones. He didn't function as
an honest broker between sections of the organisation, but as soméone giving a
patina of reasonableness to Smith's and Jones's positions. .

He didn't join the faction, for whatever reason, but on almost every single
issue he has been W1th them, :

This was the Cunllffe who found himself fed up, faced with the dole and
perhaps with some personal problems, who got caught got in the crossflre over
the NGA and who finally called it a day.

TOWARDS A SPLIT

A number of things are clear from Cunliffe's resignation document, It is a
splitter's document. He places a high value on his own work as a force against a
split; . he abandons it, and he says he is abandoning it. All his condemmations

of the existing EC and NC are a condemnatlon of the existing organisation: and a’

recipe for a split (and somé who belleve hlm, Roger W and Lovell-at ‘least, have'
drawn the logic of that.)

The demand is formulated for an 'input' from Smith and Jones. But this .
is typically dishonest. They have an 'input' on the EC, and could have more.
But Cunliffe is harking wistfully back to his political childhood. He wants an
EB that will be staffed by deferential people, and in which Smith and Jones will
magically not be what they are in fact, the minority — and a minority held in
increasingly low esteem by the majority.
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I learn that Cunliffe now has got himself a Jjob as a presé officer with a
GLC~funded body in London, at a treported salary of £11,000. He will have to

commute, presumably. So the story of Cunliffe's withdrawal from the paper has,
SO to speak, a happy ending,

What a pity the humanly understandable little drama had to include all the
mud~throwing at the full-timers who remain, all the dishonest agitation about an
EB, all the contemptible rationalisations.
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