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the positive ideas in it and
discussion round.the problems raised,

Even where I disagree with Quelch, it seems to me that he is making a

constructive .effort to address -real-problems, -
On the primary importance of theoreti
to steer away from stunted forthodoxy!,

cal .self-clarification, the need
develop internal education

y and our immediate orying need to
{ppe1-2) T .agree with Quelch, -
I don't think his idea for a wide range of 'commissions' as 'investiga~
tive branches of the movement ! -in’ various fields of knowledge, friom' philo-
sophy and economics to the study of reformism, is a good one (p.3). In a mass
party something like it might be reasonable. In a small group like ours,
such a range of technically-ill-equipped ideological 'cobtage industriest
would (a) not be practically fessible: we have enough trouble getting cur
basio, essential structures functioning; (b) if it produced anything, would
most like produce sporadic half-baked intelleotnalising.

The idea for a 'reformism commission' strikes me as particularly off-key,
Some of us would just go to our TU and O meetings, A special band of 'investi-
gators' would meanwhile 'investigate' reformism!

Better to raise the level of discussion and study would be more area
and national day-schools - and, if we can take decisions at this conference
which will free the IB from the literary reflections of faction-fighting,

more articles in the IB of the type of Stanford's recent contribution on
Central America. '

'Wew forms of organisation!

The central section of Quéléh's document - ppe3=9 -hprdﬁosés”a.
strategy for the class struggle based round 'new forms of organisation',

We should, he argues, try to develep NHS defence oommi@tee? a§?’
‘new—-style CND committeest!, 'drawing in YCND, CND, O and’unlons . ?ne
committees and new-style CND are revolutionary Organisamlons'pTOVLdl%%'um
with an alternative mobilising foous for the working clags.w1thut §1oe~
gstepping the fight against the bureaucracy and their pelitics Jp.H)

I think there is a fundamental overestimation of forms of orgazziztlon
here. After all, NHS defence committees have develcped on a }grge“sthpv -
gince Quelch wrote. Useful they are. "Revolutionary organisations a)
not.

What Trotsky wrcte about workers'’ oounoils"applles tglmore a:g:gzein
forms of working-class organisation generally: The Cou?c: serzsgng -
organisational form, and only a form. There is ne way of Tpr plied S
Councils except Tty means cf a correct revolut}onary pol}oy appecifio
spheres of the working class movement: there is n? spe01al£ sp1935)
tpreparation for! Councils". (*The ILP and the FI', September R

Sometimes it may be possible to identify.a partioular oigani§é22§§i§ous~
form as the vehitcle for a revolutionary pOlitlZal iﬁv:iop2§23’s:?ike g
i did wi e
work to make it such — as Rosa Luxemburg b
1305, Lenin and Trotsky with the soviets in 1917! and g?azzzlizlzgstiit .
1 al commissions?! in Italy in 1919-20. But in each ¢ :
ggg:Zinof the Marxists creating a revolutionary development by virtue of
devising a partieularly clever organigational form.

The ~verestimation of organisational form here is, I think, linked %o
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Any'movement/strike, demo
apitalists is now-expressly
ve ite downfall,
forward to victory".

s 4 nge N
some other mistakes. On page 3 Qqelcb;wr}tfsezgéz;xéapi
or other protest, against.either,tQQQgQYﬁr?m__.Ilgébﬁnivé for
politiocal and asESueh“a‘reformistjIg&quiyigwwixéi(:L%he e
only revolutionary»1eadership'is;pgpahlg:Qf;Q9A94 ng . ; 4t be

111 1ead p of annot be s .

But the reformist Scargill 1eadershipiof:fh§%yU?A§d B e b 4he 44
"oonniving for the downfall' of the miners! strike. (&n 'f‘bﬁ,fb he Tories
shows that the NC resolution saying, "We've lo§t the elec J'te'thé mpoor Joke"
but we cah.étillfbeat'them on3the‘pidket_};nesf! was not gu:z_;\ o "poor . jok
Quelch thinks it was)e = e |

Setrman oo ot st s ovrper s 7o gl i uterly
‘ ine forms of organisation. It is more exible than that, M piatiinn
zzgtggjelofarmslofVOrganisation are nqt'in and*of‘thgmselves revolutionary

There are a oouple of other smaller points in this'sec?iop‘ﬁﬁicy'Iogis-_
agree with. On the other hand, I think Quelch is right in his emphasis or

the strategic importance of the O,

Youth; students; WSL 4 . - e L

/ nts-on ' seem to me on the whole quite sensible,

Quelch's comments:-on youth work seem to me yp.tge_who > quit
exoept that I'm not sure how big the real possibilities are for unemployed
work as distinot from work round YTS(j"The'only*thing,that.separatesvthe tw?‘ ,
is 40 hours.of work a week", writes Quelch - but‘thqt's quite some separatiion.

I agree entirely with Quélch on the importance of student work, and
the opportunities in the FE sector, e N

Quelch oénéludes“wiph.a}oriticigm;pfvcgrolan!s,gnd'gy-'ﬁuilﬁ%hg;fPé‘ .
WSL' document (IB 50, reprinted IB 10])waa3?pugely~organasatlonal?,= substi-
tuting organisational changes for a political analysis". I don't agree. -
‘Building the WSL!, as I see it, is part of a whole lot of documentS‘and“ o
analyses which the EC majority has produced, covering many:areas of work:and-
aspects of the class struggle, And the organisation question is political."
*Building the WSL' does not concern itself mainly with administrative

proposals, or''organisational' proposals in the narrowest sense, buféWith-z
the politios of organisation, = . = . -~ Pt )

2, MoInnis's document:(IB 114) o S
MeInnis starts cff’Wi%hvéome'fdolish and typically DCF jibes. But from page
2 onwards the document ‘addresses’ a'serious and ‘important political argument ,
though I think'its~bonolusions‘apeiwrong; : s L

The gist Qf:it;is,thai McInnis proposes two new and central slogans —
'an alternative working class plan of production', and 'an alternative ‘
working class social plan', ~

In the I~CL manifesto (p.19) we wrate: "In. situations-of acute coonomic
dislocaticen, governmental crisis, and dual power (or the potential rapid
émergence of dual power), generalised slogans along the lines of :'a workers! .
plan for production' can be vital in the mobilisation of the working class

to struggle for a workers! government and the diotatorship of‘the*prbletariat; o

Portugal in 1975;;and;Russia'in 1917, were such situations",

(I think the'immediate'post-World—WareZ-situatibh'iﬁlﬁhrope;'%hen'oui i
comrades put forward:the slogan of 'A Working Class'Reoonstruqtion Plan', was. .
probably also such a situation).” - e B '

"With a relatively stable capitalist state, however, as in Britain now,
slogans like 'a workers! economic plan' or 'a socialist plan for production'
have no revolutionary validity,

"Either they are confused abstract propaganda for socialism; or they
appeal to the Labour Party and/or TUC to prepare that 'workers! pian', ie,

gramme'; or, if applied only to single seotors of the economy or single firms

(for example Lucas) they have a dangerously sectional and class~collaborationist
d¥namic®,
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imitay L1y 1981 we had a disoussion in' the I-oL whioh conicluded that a
limited r evision :‘_?f-.'Zb,lili‘ﬁ'-’pono‘lusion:';was u8cessary’ o AGeQ L

o Diblio works programe at trade wpien sor)s

plans for partioulér'-iqdusjtries, or g o

f pay and for workers! .-
RN gr0ups of industries, . . . ..
We still, however, Tejected the ‘general 8kogan “of 'a workers' plan' op .
'a socialist. plan for praduotion!, The 4if] erénce "b’etween_“fbthe,; specific slogans
and the general slogan s rather Like "the differdhce betireen a specific demand
for nationalisaticn, Ssay; of the supply industries 1o the Coal Board and a ..
general demand 1ikew Miljta.nt_,"s 'na,tionali_sa.tionpf the 200 monepolies’, -

Since; the fusion we hate been rai

Hé"-‘st'a;'t'ed' raising dema,nds,... o

veen Slngthemore S:peéifiQ-""-';WOI'kel".S '4'p1@s" “

slogans 'tﬁ"?m; time {0 time, For' example, ‘we have raisged :the slogan round the
miners' strike of Mg workers! plan for the energy industry, transport and-

steel. Such a plan would have o be a plam for energy, transpori and’ stesl
throughout Burope", Rosé has “just: started a :
on the issue of a socialigt energy policy.,

R

However, in my view, the way we have raised such sl,'og;a_,ps.whélsl_}_b:éent,‘pré#%t;y"- .
inadequate = generally -at the-level of a -slogan’ tacked on here sr there, In.

~series- of articlés for: thé’*paﬁeir ' o

this respeot I think that some ’of'MqIﬁzi:ig}s:argwhentg point to real failings., :."\ "

the NHS pay dispute was the failure to sdy anything beyond a mst p erfun? tory
minimum on the theme of a WOrkAing-;cléﬁss,_sogialist programme {Q;': h’ealt.hb. o .
services, o e oo T RN ‘

That said, I sfill, think the I-CL“M{:mi;festo's él‘gu{r}ent{ apply agalnst
MeInnis's too-general proposed ‘slogans. They ‘would have "-,’phe&-samev P qulAems

Page 1 of MéInr'l"is_v_ o

Back down into the factional bearpit, Bovever, for a Jow final words
on page 1 of McInnis's ddcument. . S S

As it happens; ‘the only orgahiséd';diséus_si‘pn‘f ‘in the ..eag:e gn Zzwbte;ix- <
nology — at the summer school last year — was proposed ard introduc y ‘me,

and attended -exclusively by majority suppc'z»rter"s (prus ;nfﬂ 'S;I“:yrfr;;zhliao- SR
tion supporter who has since left the organisation). I think

. . . . . e Jr' _. T
saying that all the articles in the paper on this issue have been ‘by me V,NHVOQ:‘_U |

) ) N o oy ’ Jet ..ns_ .

Not enough? Certainly not. But I ‘suspect . that Mc%mlzo :p:;gg‘g}ialei}%h e
about "the leadership's lack of interest" — unfavouaa -y D 4o Wit the |
Smith faction's "obvious awareness of such problems - is m To" Ahan Bny

Sﬁith faction leaders! greater supply of "politicians -;’bonhorinl "then eny -

objective political judgment, | | L
And Carolan "revising our position on Ireland to make it more T

. ; o S RSN . ig not a revision but a .
able to the 0. Left"? !'Federaligm®, right or wrong, is no L

' prinei ecord Ireland —
Sl g : .prineipled record on d =7
. have argued since 1969.. We have a pri e whs: far Sronger
1’1)1?1];3%:12; in the ierio-‘d when hostility: to the Republicans was:

in Britain than it i§ now — which make. these accusations of ug capi bing - .o
1 2 L. -3 >

. “besides, anyone who
to Labour Left public: opinion prefty scurrilouss And :’Oezlizz ! Ogn observe .‘
i bothers to register the facts of the world arcund t of it, anyway — .
SzmiliheoLabour Left .~ the Briefing‘/Kéri‘5},f"i'vings’§o‘rjle‘: "?eg”m?}’s”‘ihn Te {n YT
o in recent years gone over to }a'-vapid“!‘ d:{.]_.u-bed forr.nlloa Y& be acoeptable
ha:’zzaiism" on Ireland. No,we are not trimming our sails i “be ao
nati o 88 °

to the Lef‘t!

I
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WHY DISCUSS THE FALKLANDS/MALVINAS? |
. f .Kiﬁnéll;jﬂ;,\%v.ut'ﬂnqﬁ‘i,e ,
ki ‘K%lantioc war and our pro-—

i s %o having "The Sout ntio v
omrades have objected to S nne Agendas
:zr;;m: aga,ins:b."imperialism" on the: conférence . . hole buSiness and want
= oo Peal weary - Of the whole \
, , ‘ 1 -understand why they: feel weary. o o inei ‘why we must
‘~£- ' ihcgijgzizé??aut,theme are important. reasénsof prlpc}plethy‘.
O pu ’ ve . R T R e 4 T T )
discuss ite S ' . . P A ', does
The revolutionary party aims~towbetth94jmeqéry%of.zgeiglzzielbgta ol
4. just react to events ad hos, ohe by oney7butattemp s of the past to the
o %g'bbdy of dootrine, .enabling it tﬁﬁrelaxeﬁthef}?ssopsi take, it ootrrects
L :re:s of.the presents When it makéS‘amserious’pol;f13a1~ﬂb§t it’iS"not
vsi:sand accounts for it politioally.?That‘may“beipalﬁfua’ .'
optionals . - ‘ ' ’

f g es e
+

. Ve made‘a mistake at the September 19 -onference ot thf 'S‘.’“x;‘gli};‘m
war and on ihe more gemeral theory of imperialism. 17 out of 2 imgle menber
the NC think so. 5 out of 5 members of the EC think so. Every sing

iresent at om London areaApré;qonfe;ep¢ehméetigg;tbdﬁghy.so.vCerfalnly a

' big majority of the organisation thinks go» . . ... n
et o , - : o o tion pasgsed in:Sgptember
.. Even some of those who voted for the~resoluthp passed pte
11982 think it contains theoretical-mistakes, I have never yet. found ‘anybody
~ who agrees with that resolution!s "theory of enclaves',..

" .. Now iwhat. a véﬁsmwhbnathéreiarefeveﬁtsiwhere'ourfrengHSe-dgpends on
our gﬁz:;zglzrggzgmme against impérialisﬁ{€§n§?$h§re argjmanyfsuck ev?nts)?
Clearly:any NG.Qr»EG)eLéctedwbyéthiS‘cbnferen¢e‘w;l}'applyithe Qr;terla
and method of the defeated resolution of September 1982 rdther than the
adopted one. . . | g e e et gt . : :

In fact, that's already happened., Out attitude on the war in Chad -
though the Smith faction raised no complaint against it — wag. clearly not
‘based on the sort of criteria that would lead to support for Argentina in
the South-Atlantic war., . R T S A L

In the argument about Ireland last summer, the Smith' faction made it
plain that they saw the underlying theoretical: issues as the same as on the
South Atlantic war. And they were right, %o an extent, (See IB 106).

- So we are actually being inconsistent. Our attitudes on. Ireland and
on Chad are based. on-different criteria: and theoretical foundations %o our

~our formal attitude on the Soutthtlantib’War;»ﬂl  ’ ‘

' For4Mérxisfs:thaﬁ@ébrt"qf:ihoonsiéﬁgﬁéy:is:hot}a'small problem,

- Besides, it is foolish to‘prétend‘tbat this inconsistency is some odd
docktrinal quirk which can safely beplgffginfits’dﬁs@y,oqrner. The issue of
class politics vs. 'camp* politics — as I would see it — has been central
in in thespolitical life of the WSL for two years now, Certainly the dig-

cussion has developed in the most unsatisfactory way, befouled by all sorts
of extraneous issues and pseudo-issues,

but it has happened, and underneath
all the shit there are serious questions involved., The least we can do is
draw some conclusions.

Only a conference can change a conference decision., So there are two
alternatives. Either this conferenoce registers what a big majority of us
clearly believe — that we made a mistake in September 19823 or we continue
indefinitely knowing that our criteria that we use for present—day politics
are quite inconsistent with thecriteria underlying what still remains a
formal position of the WSL. The latter alternative is politically corrupt.

Some other practical considerations also demand that we get the formal
League position on the South Atlantic war into line with what the big
majority of the members of the WSL actually think about it.

We went through the war with politics unlike those of almost any other



orthodox Trotekyist grouping,. \ when the war ma ove
C ‘ : Dge-:Then when the war
in Segj;’e_mber;]982v»c;i‘eg‘i_dted by.2.votes that we werz wrong, .

By implication it condemmed.iwhdt we had ‘done during ‘the war,
~ Now.even then the.majority -at the conference: wé,s:‘faise and artificials

it was achieved with the votes:of inactive j 3, Eve )
1% was aghi, : the . ;of ive members. Even then a majorit
the active members of the WSL were opposed to the decision, - - "j' et

. If we. had:re~taken the -vote at’ the Fetruary '31‘98'3f:ebnfe'x".ehoe. the posffi-'on

’ :ggid have been.overturned: then, we didn't, because that was less ‘important
“however, that agdording. to ‘strict Leagie legali op :

: s Ry e - b0 8tricy L gality we. camnot.openly explai
OWT Justify our performance. during the war, . - . . o p?..-.y wpiain

o

In fact what happens when the matter is rajsed - for exainplé‘ by Socialist

e Action among -l;.{;;e youth ~:our comrades have had to ignore the legalities and
.defend use. VESjtrJ.p‘blx, speaking they have been’ brgaking all the rules.

. It-would ‘be ‘sbsurd o do iétherwise.. Our constitution' explicitly does not

.demand of members that- they positively argue something they don't agree with,

But we have hardly any members who actually agree that we were wrong during

- the.war. It is .absurd that. to defend the viewpoint of:.the big majority of the
- organigation,.-comrades have.to- break strict League legality. . - -

Bven before-the expulsion of the Smith faction the supporters of

. Argentina were not more. then one -quarter of the organisation. Now they are

a tiny fraction of it. And ouri motive for not re-raising- the.matter at last

year's conferences = the-hope of establishing caoperation with the Smith

. group - has now-disappeareds .-  °

This situation simply brings contempt upon Leagu§-1e§a1~ity.' It ‘s-hov.ld
be changed. The conferenve hab three optiomss . ., . = . . B |
'~ * Reiterate supbé’zf;t forthe ‘decision of -the 'Septe_m‘bergi1'9§2 conference

 (very unlikely); :

.18 the only one that makes semses . .-

* Reverse the 1982 decision and adopt a resolution which puts the

* Leave things as they aree T e
Conference’ should b& clear on what the consequences of the latter choice
will be. Beoause: the:present situation’ is plainly umtenable any likely new

- position actually held by +the big maaorltyof the"o?ganigati_o;l;: ‘

"NC will have to ignore.the formal League position and publicly explain and

Mttt . . Vo ey e ding to the opinion of

defend what we did during the war ~ t5 argue, according to t ot

the big majority of the WSL and of any likely NC, that we were right to do

and say what we did and said Quring_the Falklands ware . e |
I+ would be ‘better tq straighten things out. The second option above
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SOME_COMMENTS ON MELLOR'S AMENDMENT ON INT E‘NA?IWAP.;WC?RK

Kinnell
- (1B 123, p.11) , o LT ST
1, I think the amendment is out of order. At tbegygﬁpn£ﬁzgl;rzg:kggsts,
. proposéd ‘our international work — i.es °~°§'“'°‘~°$§e“f&'c gn Cunliffo's
etc. — as an item for the conference agenda. bstitu%ed~a repottt focused

I;flé.Efx:‘g;aiizzid‘s\zﬁ;;;:; :ﬁ:kafzngzlzgiosuto Irela.nd, Vlgen“tra"l‘ America,
South Africa, Turkey and -Palestine. T d oore the
i en to anyone, in the period be .
deadlggz ;grézgziiu;;ozzsagg gocumenis{ %o try'to=put’int§pnatlonalvwork
" 'back on the agenda, But nobody dids . ¢ R D
© Mellor is'trying:td‘put:it'bh‘%hé‘égenda:by”méans'ofgan amendment .
to a document dealing with somethirg else, 1 wkrg cro ﬁcf.'.“ a
I don’t think it's being formalistio and pedantic about Standing

Orders to say that this way of intrqdpcing;a.whblg new major item onto
the agenda at the last minute is putwoglquer. L 5 |

\2. What September ;onference decision? There was a resolution caﬂnbed‘at
~the February 1983 conference to pursue discussions with the INMG. Cunliffe,

' on behalf of the EC, wrote ihem a letter (printed in IB 50). They never

- replieds The NG discussed it in August and made a written report to the
August 1983 conference that nothing further could be done for the moments

'3.'The:e'is*qﬁite‘dl1bt df ﬁnﬁ£in6i§lgd.domﬁinétiqnism going on here,
' Meilor-ﬁantélmore'intennationaliwork‘ Goods What sort of work? -

- More letters, bulletins, translations, etc? I would agree. But (a) that
is not going to transform our position qualitatively; (b) surely part of
the blame for inadequacies in that respect must fall on Cunliffe, who was
- half~full-time international -secretary until ‘late November. Yet Mellor's
- denunciation of us as:Mnationalistic and sectarian" iz made in-alliance with
Cunliffe within the DCF. S .

Or does Mellor want what:Cuntiffe proposed at the November 1983 NC,
a move for fusion with the USFI? If so, let him say so precisely, rather
‘than talkingebout more “interrnational work in generale .There are reasons
other than "nationalistic and seotarian® ones for opposing such a movel

WHY NOT HAVE THE FULL _SMITH FACTION PRESENT FOR THE APPEAL? *

A comment on the»DCF«fesoluyion_on aépéal bro¢édure (IB 116) - Kinnell

One thing ‘should be immediately obvious about the DCF resolution. The oconclu—
sion does not match the premiss, If the Smith faction actually are not a
group, and cannot be dealt with as a group - if they are .35.individual ocases
~ then just having them all in to listen is not adequate. Each caseshould

‘be dealt with separately. Anything less is. injustice, . S

- The DCF donm't argue“that,logieal:conolusion.fromAtheirfpremiss because
they‘knOthhat‘it‘would‘be immediately seen as a filibuster ~"as a way of
squeezing all other discussion out by making us hawi:the identical argument
35 timeslgvgr. : : . . :

If that logical conclusion is false = and the DCF implicitly admit it
is — then the DCF's premiss is false too. And we should 1ook: more closely
- at the conclusion-they actually do drawe. - - .. - " -

- If we are dealing with a group, *then .what.is necessary for fair play
is that a chosen spokesperson of that group -has. a reasongble opportunity to
~put their case. That we have, What purpose is served by having the rest of
the group in, to listen and pérhaps a few of them to make brief comments? (It
could only be a'few, otherwise we would be back with a blatant filibuster),
No»purpose‘of justices The only purpose -that could be served is that of
creating a 'gallery', an emotional pressure, and a larger disposable body of
people for demonstrations, disturbances, or walk-outs in the conference.




-
DOES THE SUITH FACTION-WANT ;m::gg REINSTATED?

Some comrades will thi Klnnell

nk thls is a sill
.all the fuss is ‘abouts th 8illy question. After all '

e Smith’ y isn't +that what
NG maJorlty wants them out? 't factlon wants 40 be back in the WSL iy and the

o It is not so simple, Yes
N . the Smlth fact
- the WSLs But they would,. wouldn't they? If. tni?afiﬁ'

dish the DC
WSL. the F and destroy their ohanoes of pulling a

they want to be ‘back in
t, they would completely
'seeond wavs' out of the

In

to oonfejzfzea:ftgﬁ Apr11 14 NG Smlth said that, they would probably'_gi appeal

for. the NCihearln e NC decided on a similar procdedurs,for the appeal to that

explanation £ 8 = 1.6, ons Spokeeperson for the whole faction. The obvious
on for their change of mind is %he oalculation about: dlshlng the DCF.

Look:at the ev1dence on other oounts.
a) They haven't sold the*paper .

Some comrad . . L ‘
Paperl" s ° WII; sey‘ wwéuﬁfP??led themf Of Gourse they won‘t sell our

. I can well understand how the e ' e

xpu1s1on would have made the Smith faoction
._members hostlle to. the’ paper. They were, after all,. pretty hostile even before
~that. But we should glve them at least ‘some credlt for belng golltloal militantse

. ~For political mll;tants, matters suoh as gellzng papers are not ~ ..
decided by how you feel about the people who produce the paper. The Labour
Party treats Trotskyists abominably. Yet a Trotskyist expelled from the Labour
- +Party would still do work for it like canvassing - and if they didn't we would
" eriticise them. for allow1ng subqectlve reactlons*to overwhelm polltloal
) caloulatlons. ] '¢ - : -

’ After they were- thrown out of the WRP, Smlth 4nd his comrades protested
about not having Workers Press supplied to: them to sell, (See 'The Battle
for. Trotskylsm') v

<

" It's a matter of politioal. calculax;on.;y,b -

o What are.the polltlcal con31derat10ns for and agalnst selllng the paper,
- for the Smith faction? .

FOR 1: The political value of the paper in enl1ghten1ng, eduoatnqg, and
clarifying people. . ,

-How you rate that value depends, of course, “on your vlew of the paper's
politiose But given what ‘has been tabled for-thi§ conference, it is practically
‘inconceivable that the paper's politics after the conference w111 be radically
‘ different from now (see item below on- conference). '

.. . Soif the political value of the paper is going to make it worth
selllng for the Smith faction after the conference, it makes it- worth selling
now. You could understand them not gelling it if they wsre themselves produoing
" - gomething they thought was better. But they're nots. They're going through the
" ‘miners": strike —~ perhaps the most important workers!' ‘struggle in %his
‘country for a-decade - without any pol1t10el voice at alle’ -

_ The idea of them selling the paper for its polltlcal value is in

: -pr1n01ple mot at all absurd. After.all, we have one comrade who wes expelled
" with the Morrow faction and presumably is still in one or another wing of

the WIL regularly selling the paper -~ : and sendlng us money for-ite.

FOR 2: The tactlcal, factional’ value of . selllng the _paper.

If the Smith faotlon 801d the paper), they could make a favourable
1mpre391on on serious WSL members and 1norease the;r chanoes of reinstatement.

* AGAINST 13- The1r subJectlve al;ena$1on, as above,

~ AGAINST 2: If they sell the paper, then of course they w111 attract
people to the paper. And if they don't take the 1dea of relnstatement very
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14 be
seriously, that's a minus. By attracting people to: the papzrafggybzgzg back
attracting people to the WSL. And if they don't take the ide of o to -
in the WSL wery. serlously, that means, ﬁer them, attradting pe p
competitor organlsatlon. I o BRI

What the facf that the Smlth faction aren't selling the papei ;tell:sus‘ .
is that the factors’ against ‘Gutweigh' “for them the Ffactors for. That giv
a pretty dlm plcture of how serlously they Want re1nstatement. )

The faetors here are very simllar. Reasons (for them) _gg collaboratlng
w1th us would be-the possibility:it gave them of functioning as political
militants .in the miners' strike: {and how -they rate that: depends on .their v1eW»;v
of our polltlos), and the-tactical’value of impressing WSL members. favourably‘
and getting close redations with them to discuss with theme A

‘HFactors: agalnstw thelr ‘aliencation: from-us, as above, and the:fear: that -
oollabora$1ng with us: might lead to- them 1os1ng people to us réther than v1ce
versas . o e ,

But there is an extra. element here, Normally for -an. expelled factlon to
have practical collaboratiocn with the organisation it was expelle& ‘from’ would .
mean the faction members continuing activity roughly similar "te what they did - -
before the expulsion, rather than ohanglng thelr aot1v1ty. o :

"But in faot the Smith factlon - so far as we can observe - has contlnued
doing more or less exa¢tly what it was doing before the ‘expulsion, ‘except that
they now don't sell the paper (to whatever extent they did- se“prevlously), and
they now conduct-their battle against--the WSL* from outside it .rather -{than inside
ite To start practical-:collaboration.with ui, more than marglnally, they would
have to substantially. change their: actlvlty¢ e :

Before the expulsion there was less practleal eollaboraxion :between ,
the Smith faction ‘ang the “WSL' maJorlty - although we were not1onally part of .
the same organlsat;on - than there was between the old WSL and the I—CL in j,f'
the months before fusion. The fact that the Smith faction members can continue
their business as usual,. and that means no practiocal collaboratiom with the
WSL now, is clear proof of: that. It should help people sort out what they

think about. the: expu131on.f
LI ‘_—mY" V(\l»a O L SR ' . ol e
c) They voted for Soclalzst Aotlon agalnst SO at the LCI AGM

Smlth's and Jones's answer on thls is ﬁhat the vete was wronglbut 'under— E
standable's The DCF seem to take the same line, except that I haven't heard

them éven say that the vote was wrong. ("Perhaps SA had a better candldate" -
Parsons). . :

I think 1t's clear proof that they are not serious- about relnstatement. i
The vote .was not. a- -spur—of=the-mement, impulsive gesture «f anger. It happened -
two weeks after they had been suspended. If they were serious about reinstate—

ment, then obviously, even from the narrowest factlonal 901nt *of v1ew, they
should have ‘voted “*efor Sb.h

What polltioal fectors argued for votlng for SA? That they agreed.w1th
SA polltlcally, on Ireland, more than S0. And the1“ allenatlon, as above.

d) The oond1t10ns~they themselves lay down for - -reunification. are
unrealisable.: .. = %*A'Eh: P T

When asked at area meetlngs what condltlons would be necessary for
reunlflcatlon, Smith has said:” "A ‘change 6F attitude’ “y Carolan and Kinnell™.»

Now if Smith demanded specific, precise minority rlghts as a oondltlon
for reunlflcatlon, that mlght be reasonable, And he might hope to get such
minority rights enforoced agalnst and desplte bad attitudes on’ the part of

Carolan and me, (Or on the part of the® outgo:mg Ne ma,jor:.ty). ’

* What about Hill, . Joplln, Parklnsen, and the rest of the NG magorlty? Don't
they have to "change their attitudes”:{oo? Or gloes Smith-that they are just.
"acolytes", "handraisers", who will become deferential to Smith if we do?

Rt




But h !
e didn't, And.he couldntt.”Af%er the Aprrl 1983 the Smlth fact1on

wa
8 given the fullest minority rights it was possible to give a minroity .

wit
t; %gzzkazzagoziggkngozizﬁ :gle gltogether., The reason the. fusion contlnued
for them, ose rights ~ and PPIViieges ~ weren't enough

"A change of attltude" is not ‘
an enfor01ble demand I can't s eak £
gzzgizg,a:gztltﬁuess he would think, like mey that the oonclus10nspwe hasz
rone deferent1ale"§:§i:i§:% zuaédtzhof th:eSmlth faetion and the imperm1851b11ity
o Smith can changed - only by convincin t
are wronge A conference vote can enforce medsures we den't . like, depogeuis hey.

from the 1
attltudes"eadlng Oommdtteesf sendluslto Slberia - 1* oan't "change our

a4

Maybe Smith was being less than candid. Cunllffg9 58§d§¥ions for reunife
ication ~ in his "60 myths" document, item 45 = is -more plausible: a change '
in majority control of the leading committees,

'e) But that takes us on- to the way the Smlth factlon has prepared
for thls conference.‘j

If the Smith factlon is’ serlcus abomx relnstetement then 1t must have
some programme for, the next steps after reinstatement: winnlng on the political
1ssues, presumably, and w1nn1ng an NC magorlty cprrespondlngly.

Now our conferenee will d1scuss many: issues of factlonal dlspute:
tagks ‘and perspectives (the Smith-faction’ voted against:.or abstalned qn
practically every clause of the NC 'Immedinte. Tasks' document), Afghanlstan,
the South Atlantic war and imperialiam. -‘The- Smith facfion can't reasonably
hope to get a majqrity on the NC without winning a majority on those questions
— they can't .really believe that sympaihy on the expu181on,1ssue will be -
sufflolent to persuade the conference fo yote in a leadersth wlth pblltlos
radlcally opposed to the conference's own polxtlcal de0131ons. :

So whax have they ‘done about-it? Nothing. They-have pui out 1ots of
doouments -~ but, in the four months since the factienal. cr181s.reached 1ts
acute stage, and indeed for many months before that, nothing, about the
political dlfferences. It has all been about their organlsatlonal grievances,
If readmitted they would -not even have alternative resolutions on tasks.
and perspectives and on Afghanistan, ard they would have. produced nothlng
to defend their’ posmtlon onthe South Atlantic.ware . K i

"How could they do documents and resolutions?", some” comrades may’ ask.
"They don't know the oconference agenda”, I find it impossible uto believe
that the Smith faction does not have sufficient contact with the WSL to
have heard, one way or: another, what the conference: agenda iss Anyway they
could simply write to us, saying that they want to know.what the rest of the
agenda is 80 that they ocan prepare ‘to take part .in it if readmltted.

They haven't done because they don't take reinstatement seriously - -
because, for them, the campaign for reinstatement is only a gambit they have
to go through to keep the DCF afloat. e

Moreover, the co-thinkers and friends of the Smith ‘faction in the’ DGF
have done a pretty poor job of preparing for the conference.-

There are two serious political documents from DCF members - McInnis's
IB 114 and QUElch's IB 74. But these appear.to be purely 1nd1V1dua1 ‘contribu=—
tions rather than DCF doouments,. and in any. case they‘are not a basxs for a
factional, slate for the NC,

The bulk of the DCF materlal for the conference items ether than
the reinstatement issue came in on the last, day for. amendments, Sunday 24th,
most of it after a DCF conference that day. Tt séems to indicate that the DCF
don't reckon on the rest of the conference after the reinstatement issue as
anythlng to take serlously. For  sure it doesn't add up. to a confincing platform’
for the DCF to stand for gadﬁlng the majority on the NC,:with or without an =~

¥
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alliance with a hypétﬁéfiaé,_i'ly'_reinsté’tjédf‘-s:nith factions . S
Cunliffe's amendment on work r.ou.nd the NHS is gensible ‘M_gfnsgiluG:;Z?
Mellor's on Irish work is serious, even if you don't agree with i ;d e twring
is a parade of petty point—scoring and politiocking - usua_,l}'.y_g?gt;‘-w0-9;‘1 :l"y :
to exploit some grievanoe, or: other against ‘'the leadgr,ghip_ ~while carefu ]y
sméaring over .the lack of any clear unified idea among ‘the ICF.on the ‘issue
copeermed.. . . | - (as the DCF allege) © . local
T For s if 4 L i ‘ : ian/on-the “Labour Party, local.
For sure, if the WSL is unolear and-seotarlg?/on the,. ‘
government, -B: ¢ and international work,. then. it will zfgmafln'upq}garv and sectarian
“after this confereénce even if the DCF win évery single voked. . . ‘
d .‘;~,§«’A :':L. s ) .f_u . ' . . s bers.think again;‘,
-1 even hope this depressing parade may :make " some  DCF mem‘ '8 < aga
about what they have got themselves ‘into, And if .tht_ey also .f;om;udgr the ev?.d}elnce
that the foundation-stone of their faction.— the Smith If:a,ctlo_n 8. ._':_zllege.c.i wis
%0 be reinstated in ‘the WSL - igs’'a fraud, then maybe some of them can find a
L way, ~out*gf."the.,qua_‘gmix"e." o e : -
.0 course the Smith faction would like to win the vote on ‘réinstatement,
But the evidence = .I submit =~ shows that :they ‘do not hones-t.’!.ytbglleve that. .. ..
reunification (except perhaps for a brief, -heotic faction fight :followed by. a’
second split) is possible; <that they de not take the idea of--reunrfmat:..on.v-
seriously; and that their ‘appeal for reinstatement: is,fugdamenifglly a gamblt

%o prop up. the :DCF.

1

loetnioooaﬁq.ooo.ecOl.c000ot.qno’lo.’lggoq-)00900Qogqoloq.‘oq.q”ogqo.p"!-..,pqqk
PR v . oo . . . : - X . . B .

' WHAT ARE THE'GHARGES?

At the““'Mi'dlénds area pré-conferenoe ,,me”eting,pobnmade Pim P, aék’ed.- Trepeatedly:
what are the charges against the _exp'e.l__lebd_f:acﬁion?' S - :

I referred him to the record. In the 'Enough 'is-enough! ‘resolution (IB 83), -
the March 10.NG indicted the Smith faction on Several ‘precise counts - finance,
relation of Oxford .to the national - rganisationy behaviour -in the :leading com- ‘
mittees, etec. There are quite precise things that the Smith-faction oculd have -
done to respond - see -IB 122, item 17y .ppe3/7~3/8 ~ and they did.mot have to- :
'admit guilt! in doing so, But they refused. The NC then suspended .and ‘expelled -
them for refusing.;.(See_I';B 99)e L o o

But that did not satisfy Tim, And it is quite true that ‘the ‘charges do not
take the form of a detailed 1ist of who "did what, when; and that usually ir a \
disciplinary case you would expeot them to take tha;f forme - o

"Why is that? Gut of political choice. F

' At any time: from the 1982 summer school to April 1983, there was an. OPeT—andm
shut case for breaking with the RWL - who were ‘obviously .out.to split u§ ~ ané -
expelling severa};,ggmbers of the Morrow group as agents of -the RWL, For example,
they walkéd out of the WSL summer school debate on the V}T‘alkil'anr_i‘s/Mal,vinas togethar
With '-the RWL. . s " L l. " : PR . ' .» 4.. ; ..1 o -.”,. . - o .

In faot‘ the leading committees did not evén éeﬁsure then. or- express disapproval
in any way., Though some of us expressed personal opinions, we made no proposals

[P

for action-fbst'ﬁh'e_ ‘conﬁr{itteze‘s,_: . '

¢

Why? The ‘Smith group - right up t0-April-1983.— was, in. olose alliance with

the Morrow gioup. Up to September 1 982--they were in. the same tendency. Up to - .
Christmas 1982 and- partly even afterwards, Smith hotly. defended the RWL against
those of us who ocondemned itA.-‘.'f‘" T Co B

. If the committees had taken action agdinst. the “Morrow group and the RWL,
it would have 'split tHe WS, right down the middle. Tt would have beén a much
more messy and bloody business than our present split, C

~ But'="you may’ say = 'that was the :Mdﬁ-w group, We Know &1l about them. But
the Smith group is different, = - - e el
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Noe« We could have had a split on thé basis of who~did-what-when charges

any time between April 1983 and now,- t00.,. -We chose .not o,
. I'11 take two short periods as examples,. .. . . .
April 24-May-2 1983 L e e m e
13 & an BC mooting at the TILG session of April 24 Smith and sonss dealared

that they would not . aogept. a. draft: WSL responge +o the RWL-& LOR," written by

Cunliffe, whether the EC voted for it or not. Carolan and I accepted the -ultimatum,

regiotered a formal protest, and mever took the matter further. . . . -
.- 24 A few minutes later, when the TILC. session started and - the RWL/LOR. distri-

buted an appeal ‘to Smith and Jones to form a faotion. in .the WSL; Smith and Jones
walked out of the TILC ‘s‘ession-without-' any consultation at all with the other
WSL delegates presents - v . . 0 .o Sou oo B R e s

. DBy any formalities this was out of order. (And imagine the row.if Carolan and
I had walked out without consultation!) But formal reprimands, or even -complaints,
were the last thing in the minds of Carolan and myself, We were instead relieved
and glad that Smith and Jones had finally made a decisive break with the RiWLeoo

3+ The same evening (so we later &isobveji‘e&) Smith and Jone"sf”diciif launch their

Ve e A

faotion. The constitution says: "Members wishing to form a faction_mus:b‘;éir‘gulaté
2 platform explaining their differences’ with the gioup's positions, signed by . .
all members of the faction". Smith and Jones did not submit a list of members of
their faotion until nearly a year later (and then the list was-an.inaccurate oneje
This was not an oversight. The faction was asked repeatedly for the list — and
repeatedly promised it "in tBé post", Miext week",. "tomorrow!, etc.. ebCh .- .. ...

4 At the NC on May 2 the Smith group abstained on the disciplinary motion
against the Morrow group, explaining that in.ikeir view the Morrow group had
broken discipline but we had driven them %o it, - . = - T T

Now it's an old and bad method -of bureaucratic. purges to expel ‘soms indivie
dual or small group and then tell everyone else they will be expelled unless
they:approve the first ‘expulsions. But this is something different, Smith snd
Jones were in éffect saying that breaking discipline should not be punished if
the -discipline-treskers weré political opponents of the majority. Levy himself .
said at: the NG that Smith and Jones had “voted- against democratio certralism  ~°
being applied. . oo T

" October 28-29 1983 (weekend of the broad groups day sochool and AGM). -

le In the day school debate on the EEC — with non-menibers present - Smith
accused me of rigging the debate, e S

2 There was a resolution from a non-member for the AGM on the Middle East.
- When the EC first discussed it, Smith said that he would mot accept any decision
the EC made as binding on him, We adjourned the EC, and when we req@r_xzvened‘ he ’

3

had ‘calmed -down and agreed we should support the resolu'_c:iori.““}. L e
3, There wis a.resolution from nbn-niember?s for the AGM attacking our line on. «
Ireland, The EC deoided, after some argument, that we-ghould oppose it Membei”;
+ of the Smith faction then spoke (vehemently) in favour of it, and Smith himself -
.abstained on the votes S o R : A S ~

'4;1"'Smi‘l§h came 4o theEC with a resolution on the invasion of Grenada and - N

aid he was going to put it to the AGM whether the EC liked it -or n91.; - its
iine‘ (that .tge :r‘:gvasilo)n was basically a result of the Falklands/Malv:ma.swar) .
had the authority of the September 1982 conference ‘dedis_:ton.behlné itd B
. We peinted out that that. conference decision on tpe_Agr}léqgng 1982 war e
could not be extrapolated into a deoision“on the Grenada invasion 18.,month§. 5
later, Then, essentially, we 'negotiated' with Smith =~ he finally agreed not -

%o put his resolution on condition that he could speak(guttir(xg 't;ief ZLine ?f : fh?rt o

resolution. _ S U
2. Then, during the AGM, Smith ‘approached .me and said he was writing an

article on the Grenada invasion (putting that same lime, which was in a minority .

on the EC)e If I did not guarantee it would go into the.paper, he would raise

-~



of the article "
the issue/there and then from tHe AGM floorl Eventually I persuaded him %o
settle for an assurance that I personally would support publication of the
articles

6e Immediately after the AGM we had an EC. This was the first EC sinde Smith
had received his £8000s I asked whether we could expect.a donatzon. Smith said
that for various reasons he could not give a definite answer, and we ad journed
the questions We ‘spent months afterwards to—~and~-froing on the isgue -~ discuseing
problems with social seourity and so- on‘= but: we might as well have saved our
time and energy. Eventually Smith 1nformed7%hat even if all the problems with
social seourity were cleared up, the League would not get ‘4 penny. He needed: it .
all for personal use. . o :

Now there is no constitutional requlrement for members to make donat1ons ifv
they receive such large sums. But, especially in the case of an EC member, we e
surely think it is a blt out of order if they don'to '

Yet we made no sort of formal oomplalnt, not even the mildest. Nor. d1d we , 
on any of the other issues. (We did ask Smith to explain his abstention on Ire= -
lande But when he did so, not to our satisfaction, we left it *here) .

Those two periods were, I suppose, high points. But they were essentially
typicale The list of incidents could be stretched out to dozens or sdores.

They were all petty, not grounds for expulsion? Maybe. But .some were not
so petty. Take the case of the union laws campaign, for example, At the Jnne 1983
NC we decided to revive if. Smith volunteered for the jobe He never did it: He
was constantly remlnded, ‘and constantly said he would get round to'it; but never
dide Eventually, when the NGA dispute arrived’= at which time a revived campaign
would have been really usefil to us - Smith declared that he had not done the
jobsss not beocause of lack of +time, or because he felt not up to the job, ‘but
because he dlsagreed -with the progecto o

It was qulte a serious blow to our work. ‘But. even then we made no complalnt.e
We just said that it was water under the bridge, and asked if he could undertake
it nowe Yes he could he said. No, he didn't do it.

Now suppose we had not been conoiliatory on suoh matters. Suppose we had
gone in for formal complaints, censures and reprimands. I can see no good reason
to doubt that conflict would quickly have escalated into a splite

But what 21l the details add up to is that from May 1982, increasingly, the
situation inride the organisation was more one of a war of nerves between two
distinet groups than any normal internal life. The fusion had been partly broken
apart again,

The decision to be taken about all the incidents, then, was not essentially
a constitutional,'legal' one, but a political one, Did we want to go for a split

or did we want to try to save the fusion? we

We vied to save the fusion. That's why/ﬁere conciliatory. (To be honest, I
guess there was also a less noble motive — sheer weariness and disgust. We
preferred to let things go for the sake of peace and quiet. However, we never
got the peace and quiet).

What has changed now is that we think there is no longer any chance of
gsaving the fusion.

We could pick the last dozen or so incidents of the type above and base
ourselves on those 'charges'. It might look better to the constitutionalists.
But politically it would be dishonest, misleading and mystifying,

There is nothing very new about the incidents. What is new is the 'trans—
formation from quantity into quality' in the separation and breakdown of relations
between the two groups in the WSLe

It wouldy%tup1d, demoralising and degrading to carry out the split on the
basis of petty who-did-what-when arguments about particular incidents. Instead,
we have based ourselves on the fundamental political factse




Me do not agk anyone to take.our word aboyt the 11 incidents listed above,
or any. other .of ‘the dozens of . 1ncldents ‘that’ could be cited, We ask comrades *
to take 8, stand on the Jbasis of these fundamental polltzcai facts. ‘ .

1: The fusmon has broken down. F 40 -not: know ‘anyone serlously 1nvolved in the-

natlonai life: of the organlsatlon who denles thige »+ - Call

2.‘322 hreakdown cannot be healéd The Smlth factlon had/%he mormal rights
of a minority - right to argue their views in the IB and in interdal meetings,
right to participate normally in the work:of the organisation, right to form a
faction. In: addition they had privileges on.top ~ overrepresentation on the.

EC and 0SC and in central. jobs, extensive access: to- the public press for their
factional polemics, and a disproportionaté share of the public: speaking jobs:of
the organisation, etc. But they were not satisfied, In other words, they are
not prepared to accept the status of a m1nor1ty. But the support for their =
politics within “the organlsation does. not entltle them to- be any more than a o

minority,

3e Ao_pllt was. therefore inevitable, sooner rather than. 1ater.

On the basis of these three basic facts, comrades should de01de whloh 81de
of the split they want to be on, and vote aooordlngly.

The ‘NG's ocase can be. replied to by naylng that the WSL's polltlos are 1ndeed
as rofden as the Smith. group says they 'are, and therefore that the Smith group

were rlght 40 act as destructlvely as-they ‘did; or by producing some convincing . -

formula for reunification;. But the comrades’ who make no response to the basioc
points aboeve,.and instead talk’ exclusively  about constitutional procedures .and.

- standing orders, are not only (as it happens) wrong on the oonstitutlonalltles,,'=

" but way off-beam politically. They are letting secondary issues cloud over
- primary issues - 1ndeed, 1ssues of llfe or death (or at least grave 1n3ury)
to the~drganlsatlon.

We emphasised in IB 105z "Only in form is thls an expu1s1on. In essenoe 1t
is 81mp1y recognltlon and resolution of a situation which has been a fact for

some time = that there were two dlstlnct organlsatlons 1n51de the shelI of the , ~.

“WsL",

T



