WHAT IS
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MASS UPSURGE IN FRANCE [RELAND: AFTER ALDERSHOT
U.C.S.-TORY RETREAT  AFTER THE MINERS STRIKE
MANDEL BARRED FROM WEST GERMANY




THE BOURGEOISIE AFTER THE MINERS STRIKE

The tidal wave of the miners’ strike has left the British ruling
class in a state of bedraggled confusion. Heath's TV attempt
to pretend that nobody had won the strike evidently failed
to convince a single member of his own class, which has been
mvolved in 2 heated, if muddled debate as to what or who is
to blame.

tantrums

The Economist has put on a most unbecoming display of
tantrums since the strike. Having prided itself for so long
on its detached, clinical approach to the class struggle, the
miners’ victory has tranformed it into a spoilt upper class
brat whose lollypop has been grabbed by one of the
servants: in the first week after the settiement it turmed
its fury against the miners, dreaming up all manner of
vicious schemes for closing down the pits; in the second
week it sank its teeth into Wilberforce and said some
shocking things about the poor fellow who was after

all only doing what he was told. But Heath's broadcast
produced a final paroxysm of rage:

The Prime Minister talked on television last Sunday of
she double danger before Britain, of growing inflation
and growing intimidation: ‘I do not believe you elect
@y government to allow that to happen, and [ can
prommise you that it will not be rolerated. ' Instead,

s povernment has decided it will be rewarded. Mr.
Hearh spoke on the morrow of giving an inflationary
£100 m. a year to the striking miners, and on the eve
of piving £35m. to the Clyde sitters-in.....The message
shat & being taught by Government in Britain today
& that, if you are in a declining industry, then your
Bext cowrse is either to picket your work-place or
[Betier) the workplace of some expanding industries,
¥ mtienidate, o demonstrate as loudly as possible,

80 seize property, to strike.”’

e Rad Mole considers such remarks to be grossly unfair
o Be Prime Minsster who dad everything he could to
sk the muners. Those cosy arm-chair strategists at The
Ecomomust must face up to one of the facts of life: that
when the mass of workers really get on the move in
defence of their living standards, theee is precious little
St can stop them short of armed repression.

Bt it s not enough to deprecate outbursts like those
of The Economist. We must try to understand what

causes them. And the answer is that the journal is

scared to death by the economic problems of the
bourgeoisie, the chronic inability of the capitalist

class to accumulate capital at a sufficient rate to be able
to hold its own against its hungry rivals in the jungle of
intemnational competion. What infuriates The Economist
is that all sections of bourgeois opinion including the Labour
leadership admit, in fact take as their starting point, the
need for the rapid growth of British capital, but refuse to
recognise that such growth depends on taking extra-
ordinary measures to increase the rate of exploitation of
the working class, to destroy the fighting strength of the
unions, and cut the living standards of the workers.

This is precisely the dilemma before the leaders of the
bourgeoisie: the economic needs of their class point

very clearly in one direction—that of confrontation with

the unions -while a substantial section of their own class,
epitomised by such papers as The Times, not to mention

wide layers of the middle class, are still not prepared to

face the poliical comsequences of such economic necessities
and instead uighed with relief when Lord Wilberforce waved
the white flag to the miners. They then flood the news-

papers with all manner of panaceas and red herrings. Some
look for administrative solutions: the Department of Trade
and Industry is too big, say some businessmen, it’s not up

to its job; we were palmed off with junior ministers

and under secretaries during the crisis. We need to split it

up. or we need the old Prices and Incomes Board back, or

we need some new ‘independent body’ which will sort out
Yair' pay differentials.

Others see the problem as one of personnel. The whole trouble,
grumbles the Financial Times, was that the conciliation officers,
the NCB men and the government ministers were not really up
to the job. Within the government and the Conservative Party
there are also clearly moves in favour of sacking various
ministers.

Inevitably the legalists have a panacea in the shape of new
laws on such things as picketing. No doubt it is only a matter
of months before the bourgeoisie’s legal experts finally hit
upon the obvious solution to all problems and work out a
law banning all strikes and any other kind of independent
working class action!

The crisis has even prompted some elements in this most
empiricist and pragmatic of bourgeoisies to suggest that

the root of the problem lies in the realms of theory, arguing
that the whole economic philosophy of the State has been
wrong since the adoption of ‘Keynesianism” and that we
need to revive the obscure theories of some academic back-

woodsman by the name of Hayek (but he sounds rather
foreign don’t you think?)

heath’s tactics

The last editorial in The Red Mole outlined the basic
framework within which bourgeois politics would evolve
following the strike. Events since then suggest that Heath
has been forced at least to appear to make concessions

to the ‘conciliationist’ wing of the ruling class, These con-
cessions take the form of open-ended discussions with the
TUC (and of course the CBI). The Times, which has
played a consistently flabby role during the last two years
in its efforts to stand above the class struggle has hailed
these talks as “a turn of events of extreme importance™.

The talks will indeed mark an important turn if either
the TUC decides to support a wage freeze on Heath's
terms or the government decides to accept the TUC's
idea of linking wage increases to price increases. For
the TUC to accept a wage freeze would undoubtedly
split the trade union movement in a situation where
the right-wing leadership had absolutely nothing to
gain from such a split. On the other side the very
holding of the talks, combined with the UCS deal and
Wilberforce, has created a crisis of ‘morale’ inside the
Conservative Party, which is already torn over the
Common Market and facing a crisis over both Ireland
and Rhodesia.

The talks are much more likely to be used by Heath

to pacify the conciliationist tendency within the ruling
class in the interval before the next important wages
struggle, at which point the government will revert

to its confrontation tactic, possibly use sections of the
Industrial Relations Act, say goodbye to the TUC and
hopefully win a resounding victory in the strike, thus
silencing the conciliationists, and revivifying the Tory
Party. Subsequently it could happily offer renewed
talks with the TUC.

working-class response
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manoeuvres of the bourgeoisie, the basic tasks of
working class militants in the economic struggle
must remain the same: to smash any wage freeze in
whatever guise and under whoever's sponsorship; to
make the Industrial Relations Act unusable; and to
redouble solidarity action for any section of workers
on strike.

TRed Mole
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internment and mass murder”’.

“1

3
<O

ﬂ_
CAG:s

:;f'qa'-ﬁ HL\L Sl

s T RSt 2 g z R
(_J@ZT« i ...-\L RE&, S R Cirwnitd Qv
N : A L 4 taos Lo &s&”@/ J
}i bw-1 \be. e ..,L\.\%- M ]
ol ( s 9 ':/ ¥ rllu ‘
. i & 'J'g"? . -
-~ W; - h”"-c ’L\\" OL' ,{1 S
_»{{;" e A = {;3 J
. ~ L 111\“- /
~ RIS g b Sl ; .
-3 t.g !
o RN SR L R
o ~J = AanE
¢ _4‘. ok 2 _,..\‘I\. \b
b 14:, ! J I"-
(_—_; \\‘, & o ,‘J‘J
- - I u\ ‘]‘r
s Va0 v
£ '__/ .

Sent to the Red Mole ““in recognition of your refusal to support the policy of brutality, torture,

HuT 33

(11) > *"(c 77).: e

LoenG KiesH

-

’Z',;,i Eh‘f“"" i

olla Nyl %"ﬁ Mt (AN j

4

1Y IRV ANPERSeA

The Red Mole 13 March 1972 Paas 2



ﬁmtufﬂndurmoﬂbel}cs
"Iﬁhamﬂmmmﬁhﬂ
m«m fmm-ﬁﬁlhh.u

mmatvcsmmﬁeuh
lmuhoumdu way forward, and the
urgent need now is to carry their fight on to
get rid of the Tory wreckers, and to install
a Labour Government committed to Left
policies opening the road to Socialism.”

issues involved

What are the issues involved? Is The
Economist right in saying that the new
T«ypoleywlﬂaﬂunﬂymhmemploy—
ment worse? Or is the

correct in seeinsthestmgleofths ucs
workers (firmly under the leadership of well-
known Communist Party members) as
having struck a decisive blow against unem-
ployment?

Firstly, what is involved? The answer is very
stratightforward: the conflict between the
‘lame duck’ policy and the policy of giving
government subsidies to industry in trouble
is the conflict between two rival capitalist
strategies.

'mum action. The
ment is no exception to this rule. It allowed

Rolls-Royce to go bankrupt but had second'

situation British capitalism tinds itselt

in. Today industry is so inter-related and
inter-dependent and the amounts of capital
needed to start (or modernise) branches of
industry so large that continuous govern-
wmtwym mmuhow

present Tory Govern-

and stopped short of cancelling the
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Some £15 million
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yards: WMYmnﬂﬂiﬂmd
and Wolff, Belfast. grants
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tool companies.

‘Quite apart from this, the ‘lame duck’
argument falls down on another
score. Thetypeofhmtmm
todayisowrwhlninﬂymm
(i.e. employing large amounts of

proportion to labour—akin to mt
of the orpmcampadﬂmof

increasing
fcapital). Therefore there is a built-in tendency

for this policy to increase unemployment
unless working hours are reduced or the
increase in production keeps pace with the

 nerease in productivity. Again, the latter

ronditions hardly apply to British capitalism.

tory rmm“,, |

that more money will be available to
assist its take over.

Of course the Tory proposals fall far short
of saving the 8,000 jobs which was the
number of operatives employed when the
crisis blew up. So far, only just over half
that figure would be guaranteed.

How then do we assess themsm&
talk of victory? Undoubtedly, among big
sections of the working class the news
will be greeted with enthusiasm. It will
seem to be vindication of the taétics of the
shop stewards of UCS. In a certain sense

of course, this is so—the workers at UCS
refused to accept the principle of unem-
ployment and have forced the Tories to
retreat. However, this response contains

a great danger: it can gloss over the class
collaboration aspects of the CPJed UCS
shop stewards’ attitudes and it can assist

in spreading the illusion that Labour’s

coveredbythe'l‘oﬁes ‘proposals, (nydsbmk)

merely postpone a massive increase in
unemployment in Scotland. >3
The Tory volte face on UCS is to be wel-
comed if the correct lessons are drawn .
and it is a stimulus to further struggle
rather than a dampener. But the real
example is that of the miners. A com-
bination of the fighting spirit of the
miners and the UCS workers’ disregard for
the sanctity of private property—which
now sets a positive example—could give
an explosive mixture which would
engender mass struggles of a kind not seen
in Britain for over 50 years. !
—P. Peterson i

N.B. for an examination of the mcﬁe
work-in and other background material






























