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WWESTION OF STR.TEGY, 1,

.

5~ DERSHIF IT OUT PERSFECTIVES.

. year ago I put a short navner in the intermal bulletin which
outlined ideas around the alteration of our progrezame to tale
account of new technology and its related social comnsecuences,

I comsider that the leadershin's lack of interest in these cuest-
ions results from their e~uating politics with the issues embraced
by the lzbour movement, rather than locatin ig thedir 70lltlcs in the
analysis of society as = whole, Tranned within this viewpoint,

they do not relate properly to-the general concerns of working
cless beomle. Thelr dlrectlon skemns froa con51derct10n of tactical
ways to relate to the 3,0, Left, mad ta CthPl ways of rﬁlatlng
to each industrial utruwsle "Wich cotes -a along, It may we}l be that
this is why comr=de Carolan caie out with the banalitj before last
fugust's confereice: 'Ireland's more importsant than llew Technology'
rerheps he saw more im 1nortance 1L'revising our position on Ireland
to make it more zcceptsble to the #. O.Left than in making an
overzll reappraisment of social and %olitical chenges from which
e could evince no tactical shins, Those in the former faction

hzve seemed unable to raise their obvious awareness of such nrob-
lems into a cogent anzlysis =»nd cle~srly thousht out »racticl
alternative to the way we operate just now. ‘e have not, therefore,
got any overall programmatic stratesy. For example, the well-thought
out menifesto of the ICL is something for the bookstalls, not a

Practical guide to the politicesl dircction of our moveneint,

I1STi

=]

IONAL 'FrROACE DITCHED.

he &ability of canitalism to constzatly regeunierate at the
expense of the working class and onnressed neonle throughout the
world-reruires us to look -rith care st the Transitional Frogramme,
not in order to throw out its hasic method, but to examine how the
chznges and the rich higstory of cla 1ss-struggle are to effect this
progromme, [owever, since the Jemocracy Cempaigns, we have, in my
view, been carried not forwzard but 3'CK towards the iu/ . LiUrl/i4XliTiiUni
epproach, The very effective tzctic of relating to the strugsle for
democracy has been fossilised. I would argue that formerly it 7:S
tactically imnortant to stress the imolementsation of Labour's more
Progressive nolicies. I would say that it is STILL i=mortant to
relate to the reformist figures to draw their followers ianto the
struggle agaiunst the Tory government. fid I would agree with those

who soy that denunciztion is not an effective way of acieving this,



T HWSITION.L STRATIGY RV UXRYED.

Sut with Zinnock moderating nolicies which were not adecuate
in the first n»lace, with the nolitical retresat of the M, O, Left,
with the increase of closures and nrivatisation, and with the
recent rise of 2ilitancy...it is clearly a2 time when OUR TFROGR 1=
LgTIC LTSRHATIVE ought to be RESO IIDIUNG within the labour move-

sent. Lo snd behold, e heve 110 ~lternztive to view.

The —olicies we nresent in the naper,anart from the odd
afterthought, chis ocway in = minimal manner, whilst “re nersue
tzcticzl advantages in the limited camnaign which we have helped
to develon in the 14eQ.. ind we chase up each industrial strugsle,
argying "tactics for winning hattles, whilst we ~ppear.to heve
,10 overell. .strategy- around which we can draw peonle in order to

confrént the futile reformism of.the. L-bour andmeU.g. leadershive.
(LTERILTIVE L 1 OF TRODUCTICH.

In 'llew Technology._Inclicationt for our »rogramme' I wrote
'Unless there is » much more coherent and offensive Lebour
iovement intervention, businesses will be able to zo on cutting
back, as will the public sector., Defensive resistance alone is

~insufficient to prevent closures and lay-offs, as technology
continues to Adavelon =nd the world econoty continues its crisecs.
ilor is the fight for shorter hours alone sufficient to deal with
the scole of the nroblem. Therefore we need to develon a more
farsighted strategy of opnosition aand positive »roposals, based
on actuzl resources =and the needs of working-class counmunities.'
in this contexrt I sucgested, and I now »ropose, that we have to
develo> an over=1l direction to these tactical battles, and that
the key demand, if posed rightly, would be the ;LTER:TIVE
JORELIIG=CL 35 PLell CF 17 .CDUCTICH,

A}

The crises of shin=building 2nd co2l-mining under capit=-
alist run nstionslised industries 2nd the problems that labour
and the unions have coanfroanting these situstions,noint to the
growing need for a forthright =2pprozach based on transitional
demands. lore then 2 mild interest or toying with such idezss is
recuired...if we sre to develon them into ~ »ractical =»rd a
solitical means of advancing the thinking within the labour
movement— a2nd consec~uently impnroving our nrofile and drawing
new peonle towirds us. The dem=and for a workiﬁg-élass olan of
production needs to be fleshed out, exploined ia terms of pract-

ic21l dirmmlications end related into the other asnmects of our

Programme *



Ci

URTRO . CF ~RCOUCTICIT.

B -8 Ll 1\ T b o S YET T
LRy o VL 295 4 W L

3

Th» =lternative »lan demand can relate to the general and
?é‘l-c 2served nublic iisﬁﬁtisf°ction with nationalised industries
by linking in wor’ers control and some fora of co cunity control
of products and :ricés, this bedsg 'the ONLY nossible way of making
Public essets wor’t for the public. “'orkers control itself should
relate not just to tne management but ~lso to what is nroduced,
The workers ot Leyland might be Zemanding thet tie whole
Z.L. procduction .be turned over to 'ugeful' ‘products, utiligine
21l the potentizl of modern technology as did the plaans of the
Luc=ns workers, iovever, the Lucss workers -rere linking alternative
Products with the need fior their commany to ma%e nrofits. Je
would favour an arguement ruaning contrary to this, e would,I
believe, demand that Leyland »roduce things that meet nublic
need, linking this u»n with the :1eed for more efficient local
authority traunsnort systems 2nd the improvement of bublic services,

‘e would argue thst »rofitability is 2aoainst *He interests of

ordinary »eonle.

(]

M\TN T
o I L.LA. . - '

J.-

In this way the interests of worXers in nationalised industries
can De linke™ with the inteorecsts of +he vorking:class as consumers
of »roducts, users of servicess This will l2y the grounds for
‘'re-1l mass campsisns acainst closuros. It is a“.so on aporoach we
ouyld adont for: workers in the armanents industries, a demand we
could counteripose to those in the Feace nlovenent irho 'arizue for

Yalternative Qdefence syste - s'. Je would be arguing for 2n assess-

‘ment of the skills aad machinery, reanblication and retraining

of these canitzl and HJua-n resoirces’' for the mublic interest as
assesssed in a orxing~class social »nlan', It would@ of course
be inaderuate to simply consider such &n an»Hroach on one or

able of meking the

another industry, Our moveaent shoulcd bHe car
general ideological groundizlans for rational publicly owned

utilities and industri es functioning for necozle's benefit. 'ithin
this context we cax both defend nublicly ovmed incdustries againgt
privatisation =ncd closures -hilst arguing for further nationalise-
ation of others, The often cited examnlenof this is relating the
defenice of the 1I'IS to the nationalisation of the drug companies
under workers control,confiscating the assets, Je would argue for

2 comilete reapnpraisal of this industryand a worlors enruiry into
i

the real effects of the various substances -hich are foisted on
patients, The '/lternative nlan' is difernt from the :iES because

ie
t reouires mass mobilis=tion for its imnlementation-not tinkering.

e



anew technology I also
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emnloyed,

nOrG diréctlj te working class.' I argued the
ixportaiace of 2 demend for free nccess to commuter ~und video
resources for creative, educztiosnal =2nd sther useS...o7ith free
training in their use in cvery local commmnity. I went on to

suscest thot the wmeny ralevant

heouging,

lealth, cducation and other facilities hecombined ints 2 cemand
for =n:LTIULTIVE "SRITIG=CL/ B85 BOCT L= 1T,

Faat ]

e 'zlternative socizl nlan' could be the iceolozicel
teystonie of our fight 2g-inst the cuts., In many ares~s the l-hour
ieft has not been slack in cdeveloning the nolicies -thich thev

-
honed their newly elected left--rin~ councillors izt be 2ble
s
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ment. Thurrted through leck: of 2n effective industri~iliy
Dasec nstional fightbagck azainst the : e nlans have often

got logt in the finely -morad O these council-

tors were elected, However, wolicies, certainl

-y

those deWelowned in Lothicn, were themselves nrogrescive, Isceunticlly

they attempted to remove resourcas into the housing estates and

Lowerds the local worzing cless comimunities, Combiiied with freeres

’

;Eits, rates cund the srices of services, these wolicies contzined
withiz them the -otential of ranid cl-shes with the goveraacat
&nd nlso the ecmubryo of wvwhat local services should cotitain from
socizlist =zint of wview, If e ad” to such an anoroach the
dynanic of mersz -rorers and comnunity control aznd include -rithin

t7e persvective the llationally run services such 75 Sritash Rail

]

and the WezeS, sesethen this-would he tae hzre houe
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¢runative social »nlequn, But the deteils of such 2 =lan weuld need

to be worked out through disciission -rithin the Labour moveneizt.
z0vever we are ii 2 position to examine the serviess in Tewersal

~2bour manifestos and other »lans for imrovement nud come out

with 2 szet cf GUIDING JRINCICLTES -rhich would ST IR the »Hic-

Shiicwil
ture, znd clerify the direction-of the fizht for better services

2s one witlh.which worting clasgs. neonle wouldbe zble to IDRITIFY.
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SEIFTING 0U3 BRI 5FS,.

. one sense '% are the neonle with answers, if we get a bit
wore sducated in the traditions of our trotsizyist heritage. -owaver,
that, in itsef, is of little use unless we are and a’pear to be
LELRETIIG from zach event which occurs and ezch person we work with,
cuite bften, we heve to. suspend our assumntions of hor to nroceced
and get on Ultu ThnRASE. R T LISTINTLG,S. I aa.of thenviaion.that we

r ) N

can do” thig Hilst agserting a ViT I IFILGENT SOINT - OF-YVIET

» “Thy limit ourselves to slogaﬂs and éropasals snd teetics which
we Xnow will’:c%ieve a certain resonance within the left 'in the
labour 30Vejent:5ufely it is the very ahsence of a strategy which
could succeed which differcatiates these nconle from ourselves. I
am’ not-talking shout 6snﬁnciition or: hairraising difference of

tactic in"H.C. camp-izns. I an t21lking about our nsed to nrcsent
OUR zlternative in an indenendent and insnirdng manner,with cuufide
ence, -his may sometimes cause the nost magsive bear—figﬁts in the
LeOg and: TaUss, At others we shouid snend less time on arguing
diferences =snd shend nore of our cnergy recruiting new ﬁOOﬁle 1htu

the M.B,. azd-uniorig.ifeince we need a mnew vopularly jrcgujtoo nﬁ?ér

that relates to the comwion exneriences of groupds of workln; class

SPARTING ZOIFT OF - RRCRIBUTITINI.

Clr greater srofile gaired through the forthright and ceiitral .
~arggcénent of these strategic jbiicies as well as others defélo;eq
from the »rograitie nieed not cut us off from figures like Scargiil
and 2erni, 7é will-rather be in the nosition that we arc'offérin3 7
answers tb the ruestions which they have failed to casrers The :
transitional streotegy imzediately and isevitably.poses the négi‘
for a generzl strike ‘for the inblementation o lte:
of »roduction. To imilement the nlzan we ouléd need Wot only to itick
out the taries but L1350 fisht for 2 IIARS GOV il LIT based onthe

e thus centrel “inn offer-

5
m
H

ichilised power of the worlilisg cl:zss, "o
ing answers mot only to militent workers but 2lso to those who 100l
to Denmcend Séargill, e cad also relate to tihose wlo are not nil-
itzi.t because they can seunse ths uselessiiess of militancy -rithout
any coverall strategy. 2

£ central reorientation of our ow: nolitics is NECCCSIArYe.
if we are to gain ground,.. #nd leave our oyn dddruris behind. These

icgpas ars, I sugsesty a stertine Doint, T

Jim iclnnis, )
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HOW SMITH WAS "DENIED ACCESS TO THE PUBLIC PRESS"
THE TLLUMINATING TALE OF THE "SUPPRESSION" OF THE FACTIO

e B e e e e e S  —  ——————

"Let us sit upon the ground and tell sad tales about the death of Kings". I
come now to the story of how comrade Smith was refused access to the League press.

+ It was Tuesday, March 27 1984, four days before Saturday March 31 when the
NC suspended Smith from the WSL and told him he would be expelled two weeks later.
Smith had been telling people for the previous 17 days that he was about to be
expelled. For the sake of future historians of late 20th—century tyrannies and
future biographers of comrade Smith, I will add that it happened at about 6 in
the evening on a cold winter's day,

Kinnell called me to the phene to talk to Smith on the line (from Yorkshire,
I believe). Smith had talked to Kinnell in the afternoon when I was out, and I
had misunderstood from Kinnell that Smith had been offering a report on the
miners' strike from Yorkshire. This report would have been welcome.

Now, in a voice expressing crisp no-nonsense urgency, Smith demanded to
know ~ did I "want it"? Smith's tone and manner made me ask what exactly he was
proposing to write. He was offering "a political analysis", he said. In the
same insistent manner and tone, he demanded an immediate yes er no answer: would
I publish it?

In response to this I said something like, "Well, if you are playing your
usual games, I don't think it's a very good idea",

This was a provisional and tentative reply to his hustling manner and the
fact that he was evidently engaged in an "exposure" game, I didn't have a chanoe
to weigh the pros and cons, Smith solved the problem for me by immediately
hanging up. He had got what he wanted - a "rejection", And . Levy had got a.
cause to be indignant about — "the industrial organiser not being allowed to
have space for his political analysis".

Quite probably if Smith had given me the chance I would have said no to
his article, for the following reasons. For nine months Smith had writien no—
thing for the paper (other than a few short reports from Cowley) except faction—
al pieces. (He had frequently — though obviously less so as time went on — been
asked, in as friendly a way as possible, to write on other matters, but he never
did). It was very late in the paper's schedule, and I had as little inclination
as time to mess about with Smith, who was obviously trying to prove a point. He
knew and I knew that his expulsion would be moved at the forthcoming NC meeting.
He was trying it on.

Anyway, as it happened, Smith put the phone down. If you call that a rejec—
tion, then it was the first and only time that Smith had ever had anything he
wrote or proposed to write rejected for the League press,

THE TRUE RECORD

The Smith group had always had access to the public press when it liked, for what
it liked, without even serious " ~editing of their articles,

Exceptions?

Cunliffe was barred by the EC from writing for the paper in the three
weeks before the March 10 NC (after the NC the ban expired). He had given the
NC an ultimatum, and when it was rejected he had refused to work on the paper
as an editor or in any other capacity. (He seems to have lied to the Control
Commission that he offered to do technical work), The EC decided to refuse %o
let him. develop alternative relations of his own choice with the paper until
affer the March 10 NC had decided what to do about him (it removed him from the
EC). The EC decision may have been right or wrong, wise or foolish, but the idea
that it was any form of political limitation or suppression would be laughed out
of court in even a formally anarchist organisation. In any case it was in no way
a2 routine matter typical ~f the treatment of the minority.
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Jones twice had short letters refused: one which denounced us
slandering the ING (on Poland), and mnother which denounced usdfzn_iiieZiéiiefly-
slandering the WRP (on Libyan money). In both cases the principle was that ¢
freedom of debate in the public press must not be used to compromise the-integre:
ity of the organisation as against our enemies, Jones seems to Have Gornseded "
the point: neither time did he pursue the issue..

Hunt had a2 letter refused on the same principle: his denounced us fg;

allegedly slandering the IMG on the South Atlantic war.

Smith's 6000 word piecce on the TUC (IB 80) was not rejected. He was asked
to cgt ite. I was attempting to exercise a limited editorial control over what
was in my opinion an over-long, badly-written, factionally-motivated, Smith-—
boosting article expressing the general view of the minority on the EC.

What other examples could the Smith group cite of their exclusion? There

are no other pussible examples for them to cite! These are the hard facts on ~
which they based their charges of exclusion. '

Apart from them they had mnothing to complain about — and how they com?l'
plained! - except the captions and labels under which their factional material
appeared. in.the -presse. . - : :

Smith compldined bitterly about a little introductory blurb to a ‘disous-
sion' piece (published in full) in which Smith argued that the Falklands war
was really 'behind' the invasion of Grenada. In fact the blurb was written -
jointly by Cunliffe and ne. Essentially Smith's objection here was that the
article was presented as a minoerity viewpoint. He took the agitation as far as
the NC.

~ Before he took it to the ‘November NC Smith spent many weeks on a campaign’
of agitation against the paper's reporting of his speech at the September A
conference, He had been nominated by me to be one of our main speakers at the
conference, in an attempt to establish working relations to build a common
organisation with the faction. He had used the occasion to present highly
personal views to the conference. Nevertheless his speech appeared in the

paper, in full.

He created a stink because it was not presented in the paper as the main
event of the conference — and because it appeared without his photo, on a page
in which the back of my head was shown in the corner of the only photu we had
of thé full gathering. That, he said, was to present his speech on the same
page as a photo of me "rresiding over the conference"} Lkid you pot, as they
say: . : : o s b

~ Smith broﬁght motions of condemnation as far as the NC, and there was the
usual stupid, nerve-wracking, time-wasting nonsensee.

Smith also complained about the fact that his speech was printed under
the heading 'Discussion', thus allegedly downgrading it. In fact the whole
page, which included other material tvo, had the general heading 'Industrial:
discussion from the September 17 conference'., This heading,* 'Industrial discus—
siun', is also, for example, what the SWP's magazine Socialist Review used 1o
use for the whole trade union/industrial section of the publication, which

mainly includes SWP position pieces. . :
For Smith's ridiculous lie that the EC took a reoenf“decision"to“ban"““‘-~~
the minority from access to“fhe public press, see the IB article, 'The Problem

of Poison Gas's '

S0 with trivial exceptions, nothing of the minority's had been‘rejected,
cut, held over -inordinately long, or even more than cursorily gubbed. If you
think about it, this is proven by the fact that Smith felt confident enough
last autumn to devote many weeks and much EC and NC time to agitation about
the details of how his September 17 speech was presented.

So: the air was filled with screams that murder and grievous bodily harm
was. being done to the faction - yet no blows had been gstruck. The organisation
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was filled with frantic agitation: Look! loock! terrible things have been
done! You loock ~ and there was nothing to see! Nothing had been done to them.

SUPPRESSING THE MAJORITY

The elucidation and exploration Qf'this strange business will tell us some
very impertant things about Smith and the faction. But before that the mystery,
as they say, will have to deepen further,

Not only had +they not been suppressed, they had been the suppressors.
More than that. Not only had they tried to suppress me, and in part succeeded,
but every time the question of free access to the paper was discussed and
voted on in general and in principle - at the NC, at the EC, and at conference
-~ they voted for limitations on freedom of access to the paper, Every time,
without exception. The last time was at the August 1983 conference, where they
fought for the Parsons resolution, which was passed: it demanded "an avoidance
of debates being carried in the paper, - except under the most controlled fashiun
as directed by the NC..."

-Whatgabbu# that resolution?

A few days after voting to limit discussion in the papér at the August
conference; Smith submitted a factional, controversial, and in my opinion -
extre?ely;silly article -on the Cowley witch-hunt (see the centroversy in the: -
Paper s’ sran saw gy - ¥t 2 VR ot v

 That immediately showed that the conference resolition was unworkable ==
unless very loosely interpreted — and I used Smith's "factional provocation"’
to establish that this was so., The EC resolved: "The decision to restrict °
debate in-the paper should be-interpreted liberally, i.e. as applying to-full-
scale debates rather than details of articles, letters, etc." (IB 76)sn # i in. -

For it had to be one of two things., If there could not be free right of"
reply, then.the editors would have to try rigorously to exclude pieces(thaf' ‘
went any distance beyond formally agreed committee decisions and might generate
controversy. That would gut, sterilise and cauterise the paper. And the
editorial team would have a massive privilege. Somebody is always.likely to
find what you write controversial., Since the resolution did not propose to
abolish the paper, a strict interpretation would give massive privileges to
those on the spot over those who might afterwards want to object.

To exclude controversy that was predictable would mean excluding Smith's
article (unless; improbably; he could get it adopted as formal policy by a g
committee ), The alternative? Smith, Parsons, Cunliffe etc. would have to agree
in advance - and in fact they did agree in advance - that if Smith's article
went in there would be a right of reply and no-one would invoke the conference
decision to stop that.,

Smith's article was published, and I wrote a reply to it. He replied to
that, and I came back at him with as much force as I thought was needed- to make
him abandon the field., He did abandon:the field: he never tried to reply to the .
letter in which I exposed the Oxford-centred view of the world and his other
sillinesses (as I saw them).

THE SMITH GROUP'S RECORD

Until the publication of the Document of.the Eight, the Smith group had a
consistent record of opposition to a liberal regimesen the paper. Recently Smith
has quoted one of the resolutions in which our views were expressed, arguing

for & liberal regime in opposition to Smith, twe years ago., Smith tries to

draw an alleged eentrast with our alleged recent' illiberal attitude, but the -

facts make nonsense of this gambit. We haven't changed our position,

In fact I know of only one person in this organisation who has had articles
rejected because of their politics in the last three years - and it wasn't Smith
or Jones or Cunliffe. It was me. '

I had a number of articles on Ireland and on Poland suppressed because the
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leaders of the present faction didn't agree with them (Ireland), or because

they claimed a monopoly on writing 'hejvy' articles on a given subject (Jones

on Poland), or — and this is the constant, underlying thread -~ because they

were very suspicious and uneasy about me writing for the paper on anything. (As

a2 full=timer-I-could spend a lot of time writing articles, they said, and I had an
unfair advantage over Smith and Jones). :

On Poland, if there was a majority and a minority, I represented the
majority and Smith/Jones the minority. The NC endorsed my views on Polish self-

determination in December 1981 and rejected Smith's and Jones's. So the minority
suppressed the majority. e ‘

Now, contrary to the lies Smith and Jones spread, that I write what I like
without reference to committees or to the effect on the organisation, I let
them suppress me. I reacted with the interests of the organisation in mind, and
let them suppress me, or suppressed myself, whenever I thousht that was the

best thing to do to buy peace or the hope (usually vain) of constructive collab—
oration.. : : 3

I probably didn't have to. In most of the cases, one of the editors, Kinnell,
had a different attitude from mine, namely that it was better to publish and
face the furore. But I did allow myself to be ‘suppressed — and 'without bawling
and yelling about it. ' : -

WHY THE CONTRADICTIONS?

So the Smith group made an ou%eryféﬁoutnsﬁépressinn_&hen“thafe waa‘ngna):iégui_,;
at the same time advocated an' illiberal regime in general and enforced it whenw
ever they felt ‘strong emough, ‘ ; : ;

There is a'furfher'paradox of the same order in the Dodument of the Bighta:
They want a2 general right of access of minority views to the public press: at
the same time, on certain speaified issues, notably Afghanistan, they want;a
regime 'so illiberal +that it prohibits access even to the majority view (which, -
ig, moreover, the personal view of at least four-out of the Eightl)

What is the explanation? Cunliffe is the only one who has come near to
hinting in writing at what it is all about, in IB 78. ;

"Even the working agreement we used to have on.industrigl quegtiéns
appears to have collapsed, with Carolan makingja Point of taking a
different line from Smith on‘anything and everythxng“.

"Indeed the factionalism emerges in .the pages of the paper, whergr'
supporters of the EC majority sit on the edges of their sgats walﬁlng
for an article by a minority supporter to appear, so that they can
rattle off lengthy and Vituperatiye repliess.." ; :

" If there are disagreements, it is. because we. perversely "make a point of"
disagreeing with Smith, who is the fixed starting—point and lo@e—star of all
political discussion. What Cunliffe is objecting to is that S@lth.(and otheys,
but primarily Smith) do not have the right to say what they like in the paper
without being contradicted. What the Smith group object to is that we have =~
and have chosen to use against them — the same rights in the paper as.they have,
including the right to make them look like idiots, as I did (so I believe) to
Smith over the Cowley witch-hunt. That is what they actually mean —.Egé_fagl -
whéﬁ'they talk of suppression. What they object to is ?hat we have the-r%ght.
of reply, and have since the September 17 conference dispute taken tu using ite

Malyse what this persecuted minority was actually saying, cowpare the
facts of their privileged access to the paper with their bitter cries thgt
the} had a raw deal and their all-too—genuine anger that we Subm?t the mlggty
Smith to publié reply - and what do you have when you translate it out of its
superficial .form of angry and incoherent nonsense ' into senge? ?ou have bl?ter
anger by the minority that they had 1o tolerate the majority in the public
press of the organisation! Bitter anger that they didnot havelg-monoEoly of the
public press, expressed as ridiculous lies that we had or claimed a monopolye
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Everywhere and every time you probe the faction, you will.fipd.the same
core attitudes behind many different questions: the demand fox-' l?r}_\nleges, or
rather the self—rigﬁ£90us demand that there be general recognition that they
are special peuple, the 'worker leadership' — and that they are the measure_gi
all things. .

What we have in their agitation is implacable, incoherent and hysterical
rage at their own condition of (a) being the minority, and (b) having to tolerate
the majority which tolerated them and gave them the privilege, rare 1in demoora?—
jc-centralist organisations, o.f public equality or as close as you can get to it
without abandoping the idea that there is a League lines

1 mean hysterioal as literally as I understand the word - they e;préss
powerfui .emotions of hatred and aggression and chagrin and narcisgistic self-
love"aﬁd.contémpt, not rationally but focused through and on statements and
charges which are nonsensical in themsélves. ;

People who were not suppressed but were privileged, whose grievance was
that they had to tolerate the majority in the paper as equals and couldn't

‘suppress them, people whose central demand for privilgges is alloyed in every
question they raise and is always close to the’ surface - these people express
all their powerful complex of emotions in the charge that they were
suppressed.

e : :
APPENDIX: WHAT WAS WRONG WITH THE 6000-WORD ARTICLE? Sy st R e

What, in my opinion as editor, was wrong with Smith's article? Assessments of .
articles are a matter of opinion, and usually there is room for more than one. .
opinion. But as editor I must in most cases be guided by my own judgement,
initially at least.

The article consisted of three distinct parts. The first part, perhaps .
1000 words, was a rather skimpy survey of recent-events, containing Smith's
doomsday account of the NGA betrayal and defeat. (How does all that impression= -
istic nonsense look now, comrade Smith?) It contained, indeed was structured

around, a number of references to what Smith had said at the September 17
conference, X 2 :

Its purpose was to take the EC disputes and discussions about the NGA
struggle into the paper, putting Smith's views, The.referencesto what he had
said on September 17 were a continuation of his embittered dispute over the
presentation' of his speech in the paper. 5

The way I suggested to Smith that the article could be shortened was
by splicing together an edited version of this first part (shorn of the more
overt factionalism and the references to "what I said on September 17") with
the ‘last third (an. unfinished corclngion), linking them by means of a summary
of the long quotations from year-old TUC speeches which formed the middle
part. I suggested to him that perhaps this middle part could be made into an °
article for the magazine, or possibly later use in the paper. :

. But Smith does not seem to be able to grasp that it is ridiculous.and ... .
invidious to have someone in the public press narcissistically admiring "what

I said last September". His impulse was to reassert himself against his internal
opponénts, But how would it look to the reader? 'That we were some sori of Smith
cult; that we couldn't edit 2 paper; that there were for us the words of athe
prophet; that we were such a weird bunch that we would give a big chunk ‘of the ;
paper to someone whose main concern was to ligh# penny candles to himself,

This sort of self-loving self-glorification is counterproductive anyway.
I+ would.fill most readers with some revulsion amd much contempt. If my 5
attityde -to. Smith and his views were pixilated adoration, I would try to protect
him from.this course of action, and I would certainly try to protect the organ—
isation from it. In fact my assessment of Smith was that he was a very subject—
ive man purguing a political vendetta and more concernéd with that than either
with establishing a true picture of reality or with building the organisation.
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I told Smit@ that the first part of the article was gz factional try-on;
the self-glorifying sty frwas incompatible with the character of the paper,

as well as being a factional try—on; and that I would not agree to it going
in the paper in that form.

The second part of the article (3000 words perhaps) is an analysis of
speeches made by TUC leaders at cthe TUC special conference. By way of a number
of. long qudtations'Sm%th‘proves that they departed from pledges to take actions
The quotations are inordinately long and would take about two pages of the
paper to prove something that does not take us very far anyway and would not
be news to those readers likely to wagde through an article of that length.,

The thing reads like a first draft in which all the material is thrown to-—
gether, later to be pruned, cut, and refined. :

Smith had not got beyond the first draft, as far as I could see., The

quotations were interesting, certainly - but the whole exercise, in my opinion,
was not worth the effort or the space. by

The third part tried to tie it all together. It was unfinished .and skimpy-
(I thought— Smith thinks so too). It read like a first draft; or as the result
of not having quite worked through what Smith wanted to say. I'd guess the
latter was the problem: Smith wasn't sure what he wanted to say (exggpﬁ in the.
first part!) During the December crisis Smith had been all over the place (see
IB 90). In the article he wasn't sure what' he was saying. All he was sure of
was the he wanted to boost himself and felt, even a month after the crisis

was over, that the worker leadership should speak.

- Taken as ‘a whol= the arfiéié ﬁas massively too long fgf'what“i?rsaia,*and
a bit of a mess (though usually Smith-is technically a very good gy;ter).;

It had the additional problem that it was stale and lates All the issues
thrown up in December had been dealt with adequately and at.length in.the'papgr
already, in editorials and in long articles by - J.Mcl. (J.Mcl.ts,mgterxgl, as‘it
happened, had been cut quité drastically to.fit the space)._Even 1f_Sm1th'§ .
-stuff had been in my opinion brilliantly put together and wrltten! apd po%lt%—
cally OK, it was still very late, Its main interest would be: "ThlSlls‘SMIth 8
views. Our e 2w v spent the last month in deep thought, and this is the
result". . That is not what we publish the paper for, though.

-ﬁe%bite all this I seriodusly considered letting the whole thing g9 in as
i{ was, for the sake of peace, But by then I knew that no such concession
would buy peace. So I told Smith that my attitude was, to sum up:

: aT‘The'faétional coat—trailing and ridiculous self-glorification would
have to goj;
5)21 wés-ﬁéf prepared to devote about two pages of the paper t9 reprénti?g
and analysing old TUC specches to prove that they had ratted on their pledges;
c) I was prepared to agree to an article by Smith putt%ng bis views in
a reasonable way at reasonable length (or in 3000 words, which is more than
reasonable),

(FINAL NOTE: I have not checked the IB version of Smith's ar?icle against the
version submitted in January, a copy of which is probably st?ll aﬁ.the centre.
This may be unwise, but time is short and I have more rewarding taings to see

to.)



GUNTHER AND OLTVER - WHO KNOW NOT WHAT THEY WANT by Caval

We seem to have settled on 'petition group' as the name for them,. but I‘?egin ”t:o.l
think that 'petty details group' or the 'people—with—no-sense—of—propcrtlon zroup
would be better — at least for Gunther and Oliver.

These comrades seem unable to relate to the major political issues in the
League right now. They concentrate instead on things that a?e of second-rate or
even tenth-rate importance — Oliver on his beloved NC standing orders and on the
bad clerical and administrative serv-ces provided by our badly overworked centre;
Gunther on such trivialities as exactly when the resolution presented to the
March 31 NC was written.

Tﬂéy are like people who have been traumatised, disoriented by shook;igto |
losing all sense of balance and proﬁortion. They seem to have lost the ability to
tell the difference between what is important and what is mere detail and
secondary matters. - . B ' .

It happens that they even get the petty details that obsess them wronge.
(I*11 explain how the NC resolution was prepared below). But suppose they were
right. It wouldn't count for anything. To g0 on -about alleged breaches of standp
ing orders at an NC meeting in the middle of a split instead of relating to the
major political questions behind the split shows the complete lack of a sense
of proportion.: 77 £ .' ‘ : ok S

In faét'atanding'ofders weren(t'breaéhed. The resolution on March 31'came
up under 'matters arising' from the decision of March 10 and the faction's response
to it. But Gunther,going on about when the resolution was written and when the
lock was changed at the centre; instead of relating to the political issues in
the split, is equally off-beam. ° : :

THE MARCH 31 -RESOLUTION

Both these pomradeé"areﬂsuffering from serious political disorientation. And
people in-that frame of mind really shouldn't trust themselves to establish
acturately even the secondary details, : :

Take the March 31 resolution (IB 99). : :

Gunther says (IB 108): "There are two witnesses to the fact that this reso-
lution was being produced (not merely written!) on Thursday 29th before the EC
took place. Who are the liars and deceivers?"

More to the poin*, whe are the "two witnesses"? In fact, not two but 8 people
(not counting the arch liars and deceivers Kimnell and Carolan) can testify to

tpe exact time and mammer of that resolution's origins: Collins, Callaghan, Fraser,
Hill, Lewis, Joplin, Keith, Whettlinz,

For that resolution was put into shape at 2 meeting of ten NC members which
started at 8pm on Friday March 30.

In such a fundamental matter it was important to work eut exactly what
should and could be done at the NC, so we convened this caucus of NC members why
shared our view that we had come to the end of the road with the faction, to
discuss exactly what to do the following day. We excluded the faction and its
fellow-travellers, including Parsons, for obvious reasons. Jagger, Matthews,
Parkinson, and Strummer supported the expulsion proposal but couldn't make the
caucus. There was some talk of broadening the meeting out and inviting both :
Gunther (who we knew was working that evening) and Oliver (who was in hospithl
part of the week), but in the end we didn't.

_I w?ote the first draft of the resolution between 6.40 and 7,30 on Friday
evening in the buffet at Kings Cross station, just down the road from where the
caucus meeting would be held. There was nothing new in it — nothing, apart from

details, that everybody on the NC hadn't heardbefore, It was a precis of the
stuff set down in IBs,

I read it out to the meeting. The meeting made additions to it, rejected my
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proposals on the exact mechanism
the relevant section of my draft
at the following day's NC.

s gf throwing out the faction, and replaced
with the tersm of the expulsion motion carried

; (1 trigd tglling them that this was lese-majeste, and réminded them that
their function in the organisations and on the NC was to be my 'handraisers!,
They %old me I'd been brainwashed by Smith and Parsons).

So this resolution which the "two witnesses" saw at the centre on the
?hursday came into existence between about 6.30 and 9¢30 the following eﬁening
in a process of .drafting, discussion and amendment involving 10 people. It was’
?yped’up by Kinnell on the Saturday morning, before the NC¢ It was perfectly
in order to put that motion to .a meeting at such notice: it came up-under 'matters
arising'. There was no question of anyone being taken by surprise: it was a :
special NC meeting called primarily to discuss the question of the faction, and
the faction hdd been frantically campaigning in the League about the possibility =
of them being expelled for the previous three weeks. :

At the EC on the Thursday, Kinnell, Hill, Parkinson, . .. and I certainly
knew what we would argue for at the cauous meeting on the Friday evehing, but
we did not have a common line on the details and it had not yet been determined
exactly what we would do on the Saturday. In the circumstances we could hardly : -
have had a friendly chat about the pcssibilities with Jones, We did make some
last’attempt to see if there was any possibility of the faction turning back to=-
wards the WSL, but as far as I was concerned it was plain that Jones was a member
of a hostile organisation. : |

Jones and the faction had been agitating for three weeks that they were
going to'be expelled, but on the Thursday I got the strong impression that Jones
did not quite believe it. I saw no reason to put him right and thus give him
extra fuel for agitation. The NC is entitled to make up its mind in an atmosphere
of calm deliberation, without outside pressure, But nevertheless I did say to
Jones that there would "probably" be "a resolution”. :

If the Smith group now say that they didn't expect the expulsion resolution,
then they convict themselves of dishonest agitation for the previous three weeks.
I understand that they expected us to expel the leaders, but not the whole
faction, £

But there is another twist to the story. If the 8 witnesses do not convince
Gunther, we can call another to the stand — comrade Jones himself! IB 99 contains
not only the expulsior. resolution but other documents for the NC. Anyone can see
from looking at it that it was all produced as a single unit (the items follow
directly one after another, instead of each item having a new page). Two of the
items included are documents from Smith., They were handed to Kinnell by Jones on
the Thursday evening. IB 99 therefore could not have beenﬂprodupgd”qn ThurﬁﬁaY-

DETAILS AND LOGIC~CHOPPING

The locks at the centre were changed on Saturday morning after it was clear- that

a majority:of the NC had determined that the faction was going to be put ?ut'of
the WSL..To be sure, 21l these goings—on are not quite 'normal'. But that srg?gt.”
another way of saying that we were organising the ejection of‘the Oxfordlfaqtlo?ﬁ
That's the decisive question — was it necessary, and thereforé right,for us to

do that? 3 = ;

It is impossible to answer that question-by wéy of a deep philosophiqalp' -
inquiry into the implications for League democracy of changing.the lgcks aﬁ ﬁhga,'
centre before there had been a vote at the full NC meeting. Things like thai.gng;m
the petty details, the small change, the mechanics. 2 8

' Gunther elevates the small details into big issues and treats the big issues

as if: they were the small change — or as if an attitude on the big,%ssuéS_Could
be read off from the petty mechanies of the split, like the changing of thgrlocgg.

Gunther also indulges in nonsensical logic-chopping. For example: I wrote
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in IB 105: "Until the conference the NC decision stand§“ — ie€0 un 1 the
conference only the NC could decide, and not the petition then being launched
by Gunther with others., Gunther says that when I wrote that all the HC had
done was give notice that a motion for expulsion would be put on April 14. He
concludes: "Carolan abolishes the role of the NC at a stroke'.

But how can saying that the NC decides be 'abolishing the role of the NC'?
on to bring a

Moreover, the NC on March 31 did not just give someone permissi

motion for the faction's expulsion to an NC meeting on the 14the It suspended
the faction and gave notice that they would be expelled on the 14th, after the
constitutional two weeks! notice. 1 wrote a circular explaining that decisione

Abolishing the role of the NC at a st.oke of the pen, “indeed!

THE SPECIAL CONFERENCE

No, the NC did not tignore' the call for a special conference. It decided to
hold a regular conference at which the comrades can propose whatever they like.
In other words, it incorporated the special conference into a full conference
also discussing other things. On April 14 the NC also decided that a full day
of the corference would be devoted to the internal organisational issues which
Gunther and others are concerned withoe :

In general the charge that we have been unconstitutional is thrown around -
a lot., There is no truth in it. Everything the NC did was within the constitution.
The right to a special conference does not constitutionally cancel out, suspend,
or override the NC's right to 'legislate' for the organisation, including on.
relations with the Smith group. :

The NC decision %o hold a full ‘conference "six weeks after “he miners*
strike or three months after March 31" is within the competence of an NC trying
amidst the difficulties created by the faction to lead the organisation in its-
primary class—struggle worke. The maximum delay of one month beyond the two
months schedule for a special conference is (a) comparatively trivial, and (b)
not in any serious way a refusal to.allow members access to constitutional rights.
In fact, the decision to call a regular conference gives those who wanted a
special conference something they would not otherwise have had — re-election
of the NC.

> Only people with no sense of proportion or perspective could talk about the
NC teaylgg.up the constitution". The NC has discharged its constitutional
responsibility to lead the organisation. The membership will have a chance %o

pronounce on the way we had led it within a few short weeks. That should be the
end of the matter,

THE MINERS' STRIKE AND THE FACTION

Gunther says ?hat it is "a lie" to imply that those calling for a special confer-
ence are not interested in working around the miners' strike. He recalls that
conferences were held during revolutions and world wars.

Now in fact the US had not joined World War 2 at the time of the SWP-US

canfgrence in 1940. But that's a detail. llore seriously, Gunther misses at least
two important points.

_Those who proposed a special conference involving theSmith group and the
WSL in the middle of the miners' strike in fact = whether they understood it or
not — proposed to turn the organisation inwards for a two months' brawl which
could not conceivably have served any constructive purpose for the League. It

would @ave tied up our energies and could only have been an extremely messy and
expensive form of a split.

In t@e period before such a special conference, the elected leadership of
the organisation would have to choose either to let the future of the organisation
go hang, dutifully beavering away at the external work while the faction'ran
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rampage in the organisation - or else o £ i i
' i ght to save the organisation to th
ietrlm?nt of t@e proper external work of the organisation in the miners! striﬁe
terrlple.ch01ce, and one which left us no option but to out the Gordian Knot )
by abolishing the pretence of a common framework with the Oxford faction.

I.dld not say, and would pot say, that all those who supported the call for
a special conference "weren't interested” in working around the miners' strike
I do say that the faction was more interested in pursuing factional goals wi%hin
thg WSP than in the WSL's ability to function in the miners' strike (an attitude
which is understandable enough considering what they said about the organisatioﬁ).
I say that those like Gunther and Oliver who backed the faction didn't know what
was_good for the WSL; that the NC knew better; that it was elected to make such
decisions; and that it was right to act as the League leadership it was elected
to be. Only the NC could make a choice between resolving the situation with the
faction quickly, or letting the organisation be paralysed. To "take it to the
membership"‘would imply a decision to surrender the organisation to paralysis
and disruption. It would have been a decision to let the factional minority
decide what the League would do in the miners' strike -~ the faction which had
its own considerations and calculations, and which for many months had been
utterly irresponsible towards every aspect uf League work. Or, more precisely,
to the the faction and those like Gunther and Oliver - people who in the NC
majority's opinion are deeply confused and disoriented — decide. That is not
demoecracy.

The choice the NC faced was either to act as a leadership, or to let the
elected leadership of the organisation collapse ignominiously, mouthing pathetic
pseudo-democratic phrases about "the membership" deciding. That would not have
been "the membership" deciding, but a muddled and gutless NC deciding in favour
of chaos. The membership elected the NC to take responsible decisions on such
matters, not to abdicate when real difficulties arose.

Taking all this into aceount, the NC had every right to use its own judg-
ment on such matters as the timing of the conference. It had the right to choose
to have a regular conference minus the Oxford faction rather than a special
conference "with" the Oxford faction followed by the inevitable open split. It
had thé right not to'treat the letter of the constitution as a religion. It had
the right to refuse to let the organisation get trapped in an impossible situa-
tion where the NC's right to lead and legislate for the organisation against
the Oxford faction could be "overridden" by an irresponsible minority using a
call for a special ccnference, which the Oxford faction could decide to have
more or less at will,

MINIMISING THE DISRUPTION

No, comrade Gunther, we didn't choose this time to sort out the faction. ?he
faction made the running with their agitation. Their agitation for a speolgl :
conference to discuss their petty grievances did not arise out of the resolution
passed at the; NC on March 10: they merely used that resolution as a "go0o0d
reason". Nor did the agitation come out of the proposals in the 'Document of

the Eight'; on the contrary, they first decided that they would a_l.gitatc? for a
special conference, then later decided what they wanted to propose at it (the

' Document of the Eight' came out later, on the 25th).

Their agitation for a conference started in January, and Was:certgin to
become a call for a special conference once the NC voted down the faction on
March 10 — whatever we did. They forced us to act against them, or to let the
factional tail (which had just enough support to call a special  conference when
it wanted and on any pretext) force the League into that particular way gf
having: the iﬁevitable split which would be most: advantageous to the faction and

most disadvantageous to the League.

The timing was not of our making. All we did after March 10 was to conQLude,
that the break was inevitable, and decide to organise it in the most economical



and least disruptive way. |
agitation that we were 'frightened' to

éé‘to a special conference for fear of 'losing' or that we needed to e;pel tﬁi
faction to ensure a majority is simply stupid. Neither the Oxford faction,; n

/- .
the Oxford faction in combinaticn with either ﬁhe Morrow/?WL faction ;r Zhies
Parsons group, won any of the decisive votes at last year's thre? con‘ert?on ;f
(The only major iopposition' victory was the February conferegce s rejeot i
the FI document drafted by Cunliffe). Since then the RWL faction has spllt}
faction has graduated quite a few supporters out of the League (Hunt, James,
-'Todd, Andrea C. etc.), and some of Parsons' former sympathisers have legrned :)
thing or two (for instance; Strummer and Jagger voted %o throw the faction out)a

The Smith/Parsons bloc would not have won any important vote either at_g spe¢}§%
conference, or at a regular conference.

The notion implied in much of the

Aside from the rabid factional irresponsibility of wanting such a:conference
during the miners' strike, our bhasic objection to the special confererce was
that it was an abuse of the constitution by the faction. They were attempting to
use the consiitution in order %o have the inevitable split in the way most
advantageous to them and most digadvantageous to the League. They were trying
to use clause 5(v) of the constitution $o force the organisation to place the
faction's petty grievance-mongering centre stage. Nothing constructive could’
possibly come of it. ; :

It was an attempt to turn the constitution's safeguard clauses, degsigned
for the protection of minorities, into a tool for minority rule - into a mechan-—
ism whereby the minorisy which in practice had refused to accept the results of
last year's three confercnces could constitutionally override the majority,
devalue and downgrade the NC, and make proper majority rule impossible. They
were aitempting to impose on the organiscaiion their own ideas about frequent -
conferences (once every 3 or 4 monthks, says the Document of the Eight) and a
weak NC, without having won the organisation to those ideas. They were flagrantly
abusing the provisions in the constitution for a special conference.

In this situaiion the notion that the NC had no proper option but to let:
the faction and their allies — including znti-—democratic-centralists :like
Parsons — interpret Lhe consbitution, could only occur to people who want or
half-want the headless orgenisation implied in the Document of the Eight. But
that, comrades,  is not {the WSL we hawve got vight now, st :

The decision of whe fdction i+ impose on the organisation its fifth confer=—
ence in 18 months, with no possible constructive purpose, would in any circum=
stances have forced us to answer the question: can we continue in (what is et
alleged to be) one organisation together with these irresponsible people. The
fact that things came to & hecd during the miners' strike made.it. impossible for.
us to reach any other conclvsion than the one we did reach.

. It is not demagogy to talk of the miners! sirike, or to say that the :
faction didn't give a damn =2bout our ability to function in the miners' strike.
Of course we have had to waste time and energy in the’-last few weeks! But we
would have wasted a lot more in a2 two months pre-conference period followed'by
a probably prolonged and messy split. And, to repeat a point, since they were
dragging the ocrzani. sation into a pre-conference period and a crescends of
internal agitation, we did not have the opiion of ‘leaving them alone' until
after the miners? strike. :

THE PETITION

No; comrade Guntherl we haven't 'torn the organisatioﬁ aparti. Far from it. Quite
the opposite. We have freed the organisation from. a malignant organism, and the
signs are that we have done it without much damage to the basic tissue of the WSL.

I'm not surprised that you have fcurd 32 peosple - including the faction
fellow-travellers ~ to sign your pctition, Bu% I'm not very impressed either,
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fﬁat your petition means is that the big majority of the WSL understand what
e N€ did and support it. Most of the 32 will come to understand that too. Iven

if a few more comrades go out after the faction, that still won

the organisation apart", 't be "tearing

: Ygt again, I find Gunther's reasoning hard to follow. He says: "After
?egectlng resolutions calling for no expulsions before conference afterIEjeétQ'
1ng.the call for a special conference, Carolan then attempts to uée Trotsky
against those who are still attempting to prevent the wrecking of the WSL ag if

we wanted WSL policy decided by referendum! Carolan has the audacity to quote
'In Derence of Marxism!:

: T'Instead of a convention it is sufficient to introduce a counting of local
votes'. : : ;

"Comrades, we called for a convention. This was rejected'by the NC majority.
Trotsky's quote cannot be used to tell us that black is white",

But, comrade Gunther, the NC has not only "called for" but schedulzd a
"convention", before the end of June. The petition is about trying to override
and reverse the NC before the conference. : : :

Obviously you are entitled to think you know best about how to "nrevent
the wrecking of the WSL". You are even entitled to the bizarre view that our-
decision formally to separate out the hostile wrd disruptive Oxford faction® from
the WSL is "wrecking the WSL".: But the NC majority is also entitled %to think it
knows best, and to think that right now'you are getting under the feet of those
who are in fact stopping the WSL getting wrecked and you wre helping those who
are.trying to wreck it (whatgver you may intend). = :

And the NC majority has rights that no minérity can have — the right to
decide. The NC's Choice‘to exercise that right cannot licence your attempt to
substitute a semi-plebiscite for our democratic norms; nor does it elevate -
your semi-plebiscite into-a form of demdcratic conSultation ‘which people who
take our tradition of democracy seriously can respect. In fact you are trying
to do to the NC what Trotsky specifically-pinpointed as one of the main
reasons why the revolutionary party-would not tolerate plebiscites: paralyse
the party. ;

"We demand a referendum on the war question bcecause we want to paralyse
.or weaken the centralism of the imperialist state, But can we recognise
.the referendum as a normal-method for deciding issues in our own party?
It is not possible to.answer this question except in the negative... The
party as a centralised whole disappearse..' i 2

(tIn Defence of Marxism', p.40).

WHERE NOW? . | |

Gunther says that my assertion that the political discussion at the March 31
NC after the faction left was "the most fruitful political discussion we have
had for a long time", was part of an "extremely cynical" section of .IB 105.

Yet Gunther seems to agree with my assessment of that discussion. Good. He
should think what it implies:abbut the rights and wrongs of-expelling the
faction. ;

Gunther just wants to claim some credit for the discussion for himself,
Levy and Cunliffe. I'd give Levy some credit., Cunliffe's centribution was to
move a sneaky ‘little motion indirectly attacking the paper. He got knocked backa
Gunther himself did a very revealing political volte-face when he attacked the
position on 'General strike to kick the Tories out' whieh he has held and
defended for about 10 years.

People change their minds, of course. But Gunther scoffed at it, as if
only an eccentric could hold our position. Gunther evidently has a driye to
cut himself off from his own long-held political attitudes ~ on this issue,
and on organisational questions, as he did when he signed that manifesto of
muddled federalism, the Document of the Eighto,
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Me, if I found myself doing such a wholesale revision of a@ti#udes and :
positioés I had held for many years, I would not rush into oommlttlng myself in
the middle of a faction fights I would give myself time to think about ite

Oliver, like Gunther. cannot rise above a few petty details to ﬁhe real
1sstes. o v 3 :

)

Both Gunther and Oliver are : : : i
not functioning according to their own basic politics. Both

of them concentrace on the frivia because they can't give themselves a frank
account of what they are doing politically - because their implicit answers to
the major political questions posed in the League now, the answers given by
their deeds and alignments, flatly contradict the principles and norms that
they have spent much of their lives (in Oliver's case, over half his life) defen-—
ding and practising. ' : : i : G

Both .of .these comrades have been in revolutionary politics a long time -
Oliver not far .off a quarter century, Gunther for perhaps 15 ‘years. Guntberihas
been part of the WF/I-CL tendency for about 10 years, Oliver 'since late 1967.
They know better than the muddled federalism they put {heir names to together
with six other NC members. :

It is quite possible that most of those who suppsrt that document ;fiﬁélﬁE:”
ing the pretentious but inexperienced Jones and Cunliffe - really believe that
loose federalism is more democratic than the regime embodied in the WSL consti-
tution. But Oliver doesn't, He knows better. He saw enough in IS between 1968
and '71 to make it impossible for him not to know better. That .is, if he allows
himself to think about it. . ;

He knows, because he has seen it in action in 1S/SWP, that the sort of
loose federalist structure advocated (or certainly implied) in the Document of
the Eight would lead to organisational arbitrariness and increase, not lessen,
domination by groups and cliques and factions declared or undeclared,

It would make honest politics and honest pnlitical accounting impossible.
It would destroy the authority of the NC, But the full membership meeting every
three months could not directly run the organisation. So either the organisation
would fall apart or you would get a de facto leadership holding it together by
manipulation — an organism which would be a very great deal less accountable than
the present NC and EC. Oliver knows all this as well as I do, because he saw it
in operation in IS/SWP in the late '60s, just likérI did.

STOP AND THINK

But Oliver — like Gunther — chooses not to think about the political issues.
Like Gunther scoffing at a position which he has held for 10 years as if only
an idiot could hold it, Oliver chooses to forget his own experience. He chooses
to orient blindly, in defiance of his politics, steering himself i 5

_ _ on
the hand-holds of secondary details,

He makes general, sweeping condemnations of the I-CL 'regimef', yet he
never specifies anything more horrendous than badly serviced NC meetings. (And
he's wrong about that, too. WF/ImCL had a very good service of EC minutes con—
sidering its resourccs, and 'minutes/hatters arising' was a regular item on NC
agendas).

I challenge him to spell out what was wrong with his and my general concep—
tion, or what was undemocratic in the way we ran the organisation for 14 years
before July 1981. ° :
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Others can happily talk about "Carolanism", Oliver knows very well that
we invented nothing basic on organisational questions and that we have always
consciously and deliberately represented a tradition not of our own making -
Trotsky's and Cannon's tradition. He knows that the only thing we ourselves
added to that tradition was the libertarian twist which allowed access o the
public press for minorities and insisted that minorities would not have to
denounce their own politics publicly, ectc.

I can think of a 1ot more to say to Oliver — who combines ridiculous and
extremely subjective stuff about 'bureaucratic centralism', defined as a bad
service from our badly-overworked centre, with consistent refusal to support it
against the disruptions of Cunliffe and the Oxford faction. But for the moment,
here too enough is enough.

Both Oliver and Gunther will, if they don't catch themselves om, wind up
turning their backs on what they have between them spent sbout 40 years working
for and wind up in some pathetic centrist enterprise like the Chartists or Smith's
new outfit — or worse (I can think of worse). They will wind up themselves
practising politics they have spent all their political lives despising — Oliver,
perhaps, as a free-whee ling labour movement 'personality'.

You set yourself higher goals than that once upon a time, comrade Oliver
— to build the revolutionary party that the working class despearaely needs.

For a mixture of utilitarian and sentimental reasons, and from a general
belief that both these comrades are 2 lot better than the role they are playing
in the WSL now would lead you to think, I hope they stop and think about what
they are doing and where they are going. Catch yourselves on; comrades!






