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mentary seats. and compelled to tolerate an
extremely radical youth organisation—a far cry
from the days when its leader, Lloyd George,
was the most intelligent representative of British
imperialism at the height of its power.

None. of these parties has an answer to the
crisis—principally because there is none and all
are thrown into a crisis just trying to find a
policy to ameliorate the position. The two
principal reasons for the crisis are both aspects
of the development of the world revolutionary
process. Britain's decline vis-a-vis the colonial
revolution. other imperialisms and the workers
states: and the changed relationship of forces
between employers and workers in Britain itself.
About the first factor. British imperialism, its
institutions and parties can do nothing except
react as the process develops. It will, further-
more, be difficult to change the relationship of

_forces between the working class and the

bourgeoisie in Britain in the present world
context.

4. The latest attempt to solve this crisis (or at
leastameliorate it)—the Wilson Labour Govern-
ment—has been an almost complete failure. Its
sole major “‘success’’—that of temporarily
improving the balance of payments position—
has been achieved mainly by attacking the living
standards of the British people through
monetary policies (especially the devaluation of
the pound). However, the social function which
the capitalist class hoped Labour would fulfil-
that of instituting an incomes policy. thus
incorporating the unions almost entirely into
neo-capitalist “planning™, has been foiled by the
resistance of the workers. The Labour Govern-
ment has also failed in its attempts to change
decisively the relationship of forces between the
working class and employers in particular key
industries—docks, motor cars, printing, etc. In
this sense, the struggle against the anti-trade
union legislation, conducted under the leader-
ship of the CP and certain sectors of the “‘left”
trade union bureaucracy, was a partial success.
However, because it was conducted under the
leadership of these people, there are greater
dangers that a variant of the incomes policy—
that of incorporating productivity bargaining
into all wage bargaining— will have some success.

The other, though much less important
“success’’ of the Labour Government—that of
helping to accelerate the rate of monopolisation
of British industry—is one of the clearest
indications of the class politics of the Wilson
Government. However, even this “‘success’™ has
an obverse side: the bringing together of workers
in larger units and huge international and
national monopolies creates the objective basis
for a development of class consciousness. A
corollary of the increasing trend towards
monopolisation has been more and more
combine shop stewards committees and working
relations between different groups of trade
unionists in particular industries. One of the
results of all this has been the parity committee
which, despite the disgusting behaviour of
people like Scanlon, has been able to wring huge
wage increases out of the employers. So even
here the Labour Government’s policies have
reaped a very different harvest from the one it
thought it was sowing.

5. The next possible attempt to solve the crisis
of British imperialism—a “modern™ Tory
Government—seems no more likely to succeed-
So much so that sections of bourgeois opinion
are by no means certain that they want the
Tories to win the next election. The position of
the Fconomist is typical of this trend. However,
the Fconomist does not tell the whole tale: a
possible variant of trying to solve the immediate
problems of British imperialism would be to try
to carry out a massive cut in the standard of
living of the British people by huge cuts in
social services. There would, of course, be less
resistance to this form of reducing living
standards than to the equivalent cut in wages.
However, even this solution would have its
dialectic: the long-term effects of cutting social
services would give rise to a deeper and more
directly social opposition to capitalism, The
Tory Government, because of its traditions and
composition, would have less difficulty than a
Labour Government in carrying out this kind of
operation. It could even mobilise a great deal of
“public support™ by a massive campaign against
“'scroungers’’. However, there is no body of
opinion in Britain which really thinks that the
Tories have the answer to Britain's crisis.

6. Thus we have a perspective of continuous
crisis—economic, social and political —with no
bourgeois leadership capable of presenting a
decisive policy for solving it in the immediate
future. The usual solution in such a situation—

a Labour Government—has been tried and found
wanting. At present no bourgeois leadership (or
its agencies) seems likely to want (or capable of)
an outright confrontation with the working
class, Some tendencies automatically assume
that the Tories will begin an immediate attack
on the trade unions. if returned in the next
election. The Tories would. of course, feel more
confident than Wilson does now, but they seem
too astute to lightmindedly begin a process
which will rapidly result in mass struggles against
them. We can never rule out the possibility of
the enemy making a mistake, but on balance it
seems unlikely that the Tories will assist us in
this respect.

7. This crisis will almost certainly be intensified
‘by a number of factors: renewed balance of
payments difficulties because of the U.S.
recession (one of Britain's best export markets)
and expected big increases in imports to rebuild
stocks of raw materials which have been
excessively run down in the last period: also
there is likely to be a cost push inflationary
pressure which effects prices of exports:

— structurazl problems which will b¢ worsened
by any slow-down in the economy: regionai

the leaderskhips of the traditional workers’
organisatiogs—both right and *‘left"—have
always come to the rescue of capitalism, when
it has faced them, by diverting and heading off
struggles. However, there are a number of
indications that these leaderships are less and
less able to do this in this period:

1) the inability of the Labour Government
to impose an incomes policy and the fact that it
had to withdraw the penal clauses,

2) the inability of the right-wing trade union
leaders to stop militant struggles against the
Labour Government and employers; strike
figures are eloquent testimony fo this.

3) the decline in the grip of the Communist
Party over militants which has acted as a second
line of defence for the trade union bureaucrats
in demobilising workers’ struggles. The
importance of the Communist Party’s influence
and role is shown by the way it controlled the
one-day strikes last year. On the other hand, the
recent miners’ strike showed that its former
dominant position in this field has declined
and that the process is continuing. The CP was
unable to stop its members from calling for the
resignation of its nominee for NUM secretary,
Lawrence Daly.

4)'the fact that the young people of today
have contempt for the leaderships of the
traditional workers’ organisations. There is no
indication that young trade unionists take the
leaders of their organisations (right or “left”)
seriously. In another sphere we can note that
the membership of the LPYS and YCL has
drastically declined since the rise of the youth
vanguard. ;

But it would be a mistake to think that the
social democrats and Stalinists have lost
completely their ability to disarm the working
class, At this point in time the stage is ripe for
another variant of the social role of the
bureaucracy of the workers’ organisations: that
of “left” social democracy in opposition making
loud noises against an overtly anti-working class
Tory Government. But there are big limits to
the viability of such a manoeuvre: at the present
stage, anything likely to trigger off mass actions
by the working class presents the possibility of
uncontrolled and unstoppable struggles breaking
out. Labour in opposition would have to be
careful how fiercely it criticised the Tories!

9. The combination of a semi-permanent crisis
with the inability of any bourgeois leadership to
solve it, and the fact that the leaderships of the
traditional workers’ organisations are less and
less able to disarm the workers and youth,
means we can look forward to a whole period of
political, economic, industrial and social
struggles, leading in some cases to explosions. It
would be rash to predict the certainty of a
“*May” in Britain in the coming year or so, but
certainly we have to do all in our power to be
prepared for really stormy struggles which can
break out very suddenly and be violent.

This is not to say that the level of working
class consciousness has transcended an
“economist™ outlook. Whilst, on the one hand,
there is a tremendous accumulated discontent,
on the other there has been, amongst older
workers especially, a decline in the level of
consciousness. This is due to the treachery of
the Labour Party leadership and the failure of
a mass left to appear. However, the key thing is
that more and more sections of workers are
prepared to struggle. The task of the vanguard
is to use these struggles to develop socialist
consciousness amongst more and more layers of
workers; hence the importance of inserting
transitional demands into these struggles which
always raise the question of workers’ power.

This state of continuous crisis, with upsurges
and even explosions, can continue for a
protracted period but not indefinitely. Sooner
or later a shift one way or the other will have to
come. There will be a growing tendency in the
ruling class to look for a solution via the
creation of some kind of “strong state”. An
obvious example would be a Tory Government,
with a huge majority and strong Powellite
tendencies to give itself a mass base, which
would pledge itself to ““deal with the unions and
the trouble-makers”, Another possible model
would be a coalition government brought into
existence after some severe crisis. However, the
“strong state” will not be brought into existence
unless the working class has suffered big defeats.

A workers’ solution to the present crisis
would require a conscious leadership. None of
the existing organisations is anything like
approaching this and there is no sign of such a
leadership arising “‘spontaneously” from the
present struggles. In fact, it is only the strength
of the workers’ organisations and the world-
wide favourable relationship of forces which has
prevented big defeats from being inflicted on
the working class in the period since the Second
World War. Lack of a leadership, even a most
primitive kind, has prevented the working class
from gaining anything like it could from the
present favourable conjunctural circumstances.
Sooner or later, unless a leadership is built,
defeats will be inflicted upon the working class
and the way will be open for an evolution to
the right in British politics,

Thus we have at mosta few years to help to
create a conscious leadership, largely from our
own efforts. The alternative is clearly a decisive
defeat for the working class and a period of
reaction. In the longer term one can say that in
the next few decades (maybe only one or two)
we must create a conscious leadership in the
advanced capitalist countries, capable of winning
the struggle for power, or the likely alternative
is disaster for mankind (say through a nuclear
war).

10. If the bourgeoisie has a crisis of leadership,
one can say that the workers’ movement isin a
worse state. The strategy of “*Labour to Power”
held by many left groups was premised upon
the ascumatinn that a2 neariad Af 1 ahasrr T

because of the impotence of reformist schemes
in a period of capitalist crisis and the consequent
confusion and demobilisation. The behaviour of
sectors of the left was an important contributing
factor: part of the traditional (ex-Bevanite) left
joined Wilson in attacking the working class
(Barbara Castle is now chief advocate of the
incomes policy), another part limited itself to
impotent gestures, whilst evolving to the right
just one pace to the left of Wilson (Paul Rose
now castigates the Government for capitulating
to the Libyans by withdrawing from the bases)
and SLL chose to pull out of the Labour Party
immediately after Wilson was elected (although
it must be noted that its policy had been
galloping in that direction for two or three
years). The betrayals of the Labour Government
and the impotence of the major left forces to
oppose its rightward evolution had far-reaching
effects in demoralising for a period whole layers
of Labour Party and trade union activists. Thus
the left wing of the Labour Party was weakened
by the Labour Government and many thousands
of activists were either demoralised or virtually
depoliticised (although carrying on their trade
uhion activities).

11. The situation of the left would be extremely
gloomy if it were not for the coming onto the
scene of a new force: the youth vanguard.
Before going on, it must be said that this youth
vanguard in Britain is small and backward in
comparison with other countries. The recent
resurgence of student struggle and the
_inevitability of a huge crisis in all fields of
education indicate that this youth vanguard will
grow and develop in the next few years. It is
also a question of what we do to help this
growth and development.

.The youth vanguard has come into existence
with the following characteristics:

(a) it has emerged quite outside the frame-
work of the traditional workers’ organisations;

(b) it has been inspired by the Vietnamese
and Cuban revolutions in particular and anti-
imperialist struggles in general;

(c) it tends to be anti-imperialist, anti-
capitalist, anti-Stalinist, and is contemptuous of
reform;

(d) it tends to equate organisation with
bureaucracy;

(e) it has been unable to create any stable
organisation of its own; and

(f) it is very internationalist-oriented and
longs for unity with the working class.

Its full potentiality in Britain was shown by
the size of the October 27th 1968
demonstration. Of the 100,000 on that
demonstration a big majority were youth and
various samples collected indicate that about
two-thirds of the participants were for the over-
throw of capitalism. With all this in mind, it is
not surprising that nearly all the increase in size
of the left groups has come from this milieu.

12. In addition to the new youth vanguard other
likely reinforcements exist for the revolutionary
potential of the British working class. These are:

(a) the black workers, who are over-
whelmingly young proletarians and who are
completely alienated from all the traditional
parties of British capitalism;

(b) women workers, who are becoming more
and more unionised and conscious of the double
exploitation they suffer, The conscious factor is
very important and the influence of the growing
women'’s liberation movement is likely to be
explosive among the young. Housewives, who
will directly face the consequences of growing
inflation, are likely to be drawn in too. The
Government’s ‘‘Equal Pay’’ law, even assuming
it is not shelved after the general election, has
all kinds of anomalies and will even worsen the
position of some women. Its application and
the expectations that it has aroused will help to
strengthen militancy rather than damp it down
providing there is some kind of leadership—even
an economist one.

(c) newly unionised sectors. It is one of the
many contradictions of modern capitalism that
Previously conservative sections of the working
class—public employees, administrative staff,
etc., can become very militant very quickly.
Such sectors tend to fall behind in the wage race
precisely because of their previous lack of
militancy. Not having a history of struggle, they
are not held back by leaders with a former
“left” prestige. Lastly, as neo-capitalism is
forced to rationalise more and more, these
sections feel the pressures of the speed-up, etc.
This not only creates general discontent—it
“proletarianises™ them by knocking out of their
heads their former ideas of higher social status.

(d) the Irish immigrant population. The
problem of Northern Ireland has no acceptable
solution in foreseeable circumstances, The
sending of troops, the granting of niggling
reforms and lack of leadership enabled the
Government to temporarily dampen down last
year’s struggles, But the rélative stability has
already broken down. If a real mass campaign
could be developed in this country—even some-
thing as modest as the VSC in its best days—a
really explosive situation would develop. The
Irish in this country, who in their large majority
support the oppressed Catholics, are bound by a
million strands to the situation in Ireland. The
situation in the Republic, already very volatile,
is likely to be stirred up by a recession and
developments in the nationalist movement. The
Irish in this country are mainly workers in
industry, building, etc. and tend already to be

‘more militant than their English counter-parts.

All the above sections, together with the
young workers and students, share two common
characteristics: they will be relatively harder hit
by a recession and they are more volatile in
crisis situations. Their specific weight in the
coming struggles will, therefore, be much greater
than their numerical proportion would indicate.
- £l -



I Productivity Deals: How not to fight them
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| The Employers’ Offensive: Productivity Deals

E and How to Fight Them. Tony CIliff, Pluto

‘ Press, 6/-.

| “Productivity bargaining” is by no means a

| recent development as such. It has been a

l constant feature of pay settlements in industry

for some time now. However, there is

| undoubtedly a major difference between what

is a perennial problem for management

f (squeezing more surplus value out of its work

| force) and their determined attempt, mediated

| and centralised through the State (DEP) to tie

| all wage claims to “productivity deals” which,

as the CBI Vice-President admits, signify “...a

new way of work (or life) for 2 new wage

| structure”.(1)

‘ The difference can indeed be measured by

| what Mr. Runge so enphemistically calls a “‘new

| way...of life”". The only way employers can

| increase productivity is by undermining those

| traditional work practices which conecretely

| represent the control of workers over the job

and which “stand in the way of™ efficiency.

The Wilson Government has only too willingly

supplied the spearhead in this operation. often

whipping even “reluctant” and “‘soft”

employers into line(2), MDW in the car and

engineering industry, OMO in public transport,

Devlin on the docks and O & M in the offices

| cut right across those limited measures of power

| which the shop-floor has won in struggle over

| the years—rights to mutually decide wages and

| conditions, safeguards against redundancy and

| work intensification, etc.

Running right through productivity deals is

an implicit attack on such power, on the extent

| of participation in decision-making which is

| concretised in the shop steward. By increasing

| the primacy of management in the factory or
garage, which is the natural result of MDW,

| “labour mobility™ or those “penalty clauses”™

| like those introduced at Fords, the role of the

| steward is rendered more and more superfluous,

| as Cliff points out!3). In other words, because
they attempt to restore “managerial
prerogative”4) at the expense of shop-floor
control, productivity deals represent a political
problem. In this sense they cannot be divorced
from the general strategy of the ruling class
which has tried through the Incomes Policy and
anti-trade union legislation (which culminated
in the TUC's “Programme for Action™) to
equally undermine the strength of the labour
movement, particularly at grass-roots level.

. LEADERSHIP

If these deals have had some measure of success
in their implementation to date—and CIiff
correctly estimates about 6 million workers are
now operating them in some form or another—
| it is not only because of the “‘soft-soap™
techniques of management who are very adept
at luring rank-and-file negotiators into the
productivity trap by means of huge wage
carrots.

It is primarily due to the level of
| consciousness of a whole strata of trade
| unionists who, rising to leading positions during
boom-time conditions, are often quite unable to
grasp the long-term strategic harm of such deals.
This is primarily the reason why even the ““lefts”
in the union hierarchy have embraced them so
willingly—Scanlon helping the introduction of
MDW in the car and engineering industry and
Jack Jones pushing containerisation on the
docks and OMO in transport. Captivated with
the idea of a “high-wage economy” (i.e. lacking
an alternative socialist policy), their aim is
reduced to getting the best they can out of such
deals with certain “‘reservations™ and
“qualifications™. It is an identical attitude they
showed in the struggle against “In Place of
Strife”” which, because they accepted the
“Government’s premise that militants had to be
disciplined, ended in the TUC compromise.

The struggle against productivity deals is not
then merely an industrial one concerned with
wages and conditions: because such deals are an
integral part of an offensive strategy by the
ruling class to destroy the independence and
power of the shop-floor, it is a political one
which is inseparable from the fight inside the
trade unions to create an alternative socialist
leadership.

CLIFF’S PREMISES
Cliff is quite clear on the strategic importance
of these deals by seeing them as a deliberate and
well-planned attempt to “shift the balance of
forces in industry significantly in its (the
employers’) favour”.(5) His concept of
combatting them also correctly pivots around
the question of power, or, as he himself asks,
| "“..how far can we improve our control over
the situation, maintain and advance the level of
organisation inside the factory and limit the
management’s power to dictate to the
_ workers?”'(5
But “‘control” is an ambiguous word: it

depends very concretely on how you evoke an
awareness of it and what political forms such an
awareness takes. In Cliff’s approach, it nowhere
extends beyond a syndicalist concept which
sees the struggle for “power” confined to the
shop-floor. His starting point, despite
affirmations to the contrary, is not “how to
help forge through our intervention and
propaganda an alternative political leadership™
but “how can we get the best deal possible
within a given situation’’. The two approaches

are not mutually exclusive—but they are
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resistance to any form of productivity deal, the
logic of his position is to be drawn into the deal
in order not to become “isolated’* from the
rank and file—a logic which actually incurs his
criticism of those who stand out, warn and
explain what productivity deals really mean:

“The alternative of maintaining an
inflexible attitude of rejection of any
productivity deal can lead to a catastrophic
division between the stewards and their
membership which will be eagerly exploited by
the employer and may lead...to the acceptance
of a far worse deal than was necessary.”{6)

This is, of course, the logic of syndicalism
because it starts within the employers’ terms of
reference that only through productivity deals
can wage claims be granted. He surrenders a
principle without firing a single shot and all that
remains, as we shall see, is to make tactical gains
within these confines.

BEST DEAL POSSIBLE

It is not as if the image Cliff presents—of a
money-hungry rank and file pressurising its leaders
to talk “package deals”—is correct. In the case

of the London busmen’s productivity deal in

'67 and the engineers’ in '68, the exact reverse
was the case—it was the union leadership,
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But even if the rank and file are tempted by
the ““carrot”—which is mainly because no
consistent struggle has been waged to explain to
them the implications of such deals—it is
importait to stand firm against the concept that
workers, through an attack on their control,
should shoulder the responsibility of the
Government’s rationalisation plans. It isnot a
question of numbers—although the minority
such a fight will win to begin with will be a
majority after the workers have tasted the deal
in practice—it is a question of trying to enlarge
the political consciousness of the workers
through such deals. Cliff’s whole approach blurs
over this aspect: such comments as *‘the girl
who starts by saying No gets a higher price for
her virtue than the girl who talks money at the
onset’(7) panders to the syndicalist leanings of
many stewards today and presupposes, of
course, that the “virtue” will be sold.

PRINCIPLE?

It is very important to understand the big
psychological step implied in moving from
rejection of a deal to acceptance. It means
demonstrating before the membership that you
are willing to sell conditions for cash. Ffom that
point on, any objections you might raise on the

T LN Ry paEsr B SN e

the best you can out of such a deal withis &
framework imposed by the employers RS
himself admits this is his aim when he write

“We must always remember [!] 1o stan
opposing the Productivity Deal and thes I
if necessary, retreat to a position where we
try and get the best out of the deal we can.

The point is that by accepting the
of this type of bargaining, the differences
remain will appear to the rank and file s
secondary issues. This is precisely where
management is so astute. The implications «
productivity deal (i.e. redundancy etc. ) cam
as CILiff correctly states, “so early on be sen
the shop floor”.(8) They cannot be seen b
all management wants is a commitment 1o
principle which will be concretised in many
further stages and which commits the men |
pattern of bargaining which accepts the pee
that conditions can be sold for cash. As
Donovan clearly states in his report:

“In productivity bargaining, the signates
marks the end of the negotiating gac and
beginning of the implementation.

“SAFEGUARDS”

It is because of this that Cliff’s main strateg
fighting the deal from “within"—is so
dangerous. It blurs over the qualitative step
which acceptance of the deal means—but =
than that, it puts forward a pattern of dems
which are by no means unacceptable 1o
management. Cliff’s pivotal demand & that
“mutuality”’. Recognising the fact that
productivity deals hit at the power of the
floor, his answer is to assert, through this
demand, the control already won through p
struggles. As he himself puts it:

“Whether it be mobility of labour, job
evaluation, overtime or safety, the demand |
mutuality strikes a daﬁer at the heart of &
productivity deal...”

The point is, of course, that this is not i»
Why is it, may we ask, does Jack Jones o §
explain his adherence to productivity with
precisely this reservation? As he recently s
a speech in Essex: ““We don’t quibble on th
principle of negotiating efficiency deals
provided the principle of mutuality ist:u
“Mutuality” is by no means incomra -
management’s long-term plans for factory
shake-ups—indeed, it is often actively
encouraged by them as a means of ensaring
union is implicated as a co-partner in any
changes that may later prove unpopular om ¢
shop floor! If Cliff isn’t aware of this, may »
quote to him the Rootes Coventry Deal { 19
the Lucas CAV deal or the Otis Agreement
among many others—particularly the latier
which states:

*...the immediate target of the company
to reduce time standards through negotiatio
and mutual agreement by an appropriate
amount of six million minutes.”

This is not to say such procedures are
standard practice in all agreements—it depen
on how far the management think they will
have to go in making concessions. But they
quite amenable to such demands provided &
get across the principle of Measured-Day Wa
“labour mobility”, O & M, etc. Why in heaw
name does CIliff think they are so keen on lo
stewards taking courses in work-study, et ~
some unions like the ETU already provide &
own? Precisely because they can then come
back and “mutually” agree to management s
changes after they have been suitably
indoctrinated in management’s approsch’

NEGATIVE APPROACH?

Cliff’s book is undoubtedly of value for the
information it presents concerning the natus
and extent of productivity deals. But he fals
suggest, in his strategy for combatting thems
approach which goes beyond the old syadics
approach of “getting the best you can™ out &
the deal. The demands formulated by Chil
precisely because they are tactical manoews
within the confines of the Government s
strategy, are thus meaningless.

This is not to suggest that a socialist
approach to such deals should be, as he termn
them, “an empty negative” approach They
should be a clear rejection tied to 2 series of
positive transitional demands which assert o
only the power already won at shop-floor lew
but which seek to extend that power as part |
building an alternative socialist lead ip. Se
a programme is illustrated in A Socialisr Polic
for the Trade Unions which seeks to group
around a genuine revolutionary programme »
militants and socialists in the labour movemes
movement(11),

A. D. Scott

NOTES

(1) P. Runge: The Relations of Productivity te
Price and Wage Control, p.14.

(2) cf. e.g. Barbara Castle’s intervention i the
London busmen’s productivity negotistion
in 1967.

:2: l():hzapler 4, “Undermining the shop steward

.25,

(51 P.212

6] P.212

(MP.216

81 p.23

(9) Donovan Commission, Report No. 39,
“Evidence of Esso Petroleum Co. Ltd ™, p.|
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Pakist

The myth of racial inferiority has been used to
wxplain and facilitate centuries of imperialist
domination and exploitation, and large sections
of the working class have been successfully
imbued with racist attitudes. Some of the
“seasons” given for racialism—immigrants live in
ewercrowded conditions, are noisy, have wide
poses and black skins—could of course just as
well be reversed—Englishmen are dull, lifeless,
and occasionally violent, they eat boring and
disgusting fodd, have blotchy pink skins... They
are no more than rationalisations for 2 much
r phenomenon. Similarly with some of the
given for attacking Pakistanis: they
't speak English, they don’t mix, they don’t
fight back. Nor is the view that racialism is
eaused by competition for jobs and housing
adequate; the problem of racialism would not
sutomatically disappear with better housing
and full employment, any more than the social
and material problems of the British people
would be solved if the immigrants went away.
Racialism has by now become deeply embedded
in the consciousness of British people, and has
» superstructural life of its own. But it is clear
that the ending of capitalist exploitation is a
precondition for eradicating the poison of

“racialism.

Racialism has acquired an additional useful-
nmess for British capitalism, although its explosive
dangers are also apparent to the authorities (this
is one of the contradictions of their position):
it serves to divide the oppressed against them-
selves, and to divert white workers from the real
source of their grievances. Poor housing
conditions, bad schools, high taxes, can all be
blamed on immigrants; not openly by official
Tory and Labour spokesmen, but the task is
adequately performed by Powell and his like.
The skinheads, as the article below makes clear,
have a quite definite class consciousness, and
they are prepared to attack the authorities,
particularly the police, and property. But they
also attack Pakistanis. There is some evidence
that their attacks may be organised by fascist
elements; meetings in a parficular part, it is
said, have been infiltrated by agents of the
Pakistani community and reported to the police.
When the skinheads’ violence is channelled in

ONE MAN WHO
WILL
FIGHT BACK

—How long have you been living here? What work do
you do?

| came to Birmingham three years agp, and have been
living in the East End for one and a half years. | work
in a tailor's, making ladies’ coats.

~How do the attacks on Pakistanis happen?

Sometimes people come and ask the time: if you can't
answer, they just punch you. Or they may ask for a
cigarette, or matches; when the Pakistani starts to give
them, they will take out a knife and say give us money.
I have been attacked three times. Once | was going to a
coffee shop. A girl came up to me and said, “'Do you
want me?" | said, “*No.” Then 15 or 16 white fellows
came to beat me. They broke my head. | called for the
police; they took me, they didn’t charge the white
people, only me, and the proprietor of the cafe, and
people who were working there, and another Pakistani
who was in another room, all Pakistanis; | was charged
with fighting, although | said the others had started it.
The case hasn’t been heard yet.

Another time | was going to a party; | was running:
the police stopped me and said I had been fighting; |
had not been fighting, | was doing nothing; [ was
charged and fined £5: my friend who was with me was
fined £20.

Another time [ was beaten up, I told the police, but
they took no notice. I wasa member of the Pakistan
Welfare Association, but they did nothing for me. |
got a lawyer for myself, and paid for him-he isa
Pakistani—because my English is bad,

—Up to now you say you haven’t fought back. Are you
going to fight now?

Now, if anyone attacks me, | shall fight: I have to
defend myself. Before | didn’t fight with anyone. If I
want to stay in this country, I shall have to defend
.myself. If they come with a knife, we shall take a
knife. If they come with a gun, we shall take a gun. If
they come with a petrol bomb, we shall take a petrol
bomb. If they are going to throw the petrol bomb, we
must throw the petrol bomb; otherwise we will die.

—Do you have a way of communicating with your
friends if anyone is beaten up?

We get information about people beging beaten up by
telephone; we have to tell each other if anyone is
beaten up.

If it was in my country, I could beat them: but
when I can’t speak English, it's difficult.

—Do most of the Pakistanis living here agree that you
must fight back?

Many of my friends agree; most of my community.
We must not be dogs or animals, but men, in this
country. Some are scared; they don’t speak English;
they say this is not my country, I shall be here two or
three years, then go home, so it’s not worth fighting,
Before everyone thought we should not fight; now, it
we are beaten, 180 want to fight back, 20 don’t want
to.

~Do some people not want to fight because they want

to have good relations with the police, to rely on the
police? ;
No,-the police don’t help anyway, we can’t rely on
them, whatever we do. We must rely on ourselves. We
are stronger than English people; because their mothers
feed them with their bottles, our mothers feed us from
TTRCEE TR INTTE UG G T SR [, dee TRl b N PSRl e ATHERR o e
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this direction, it is, whatever the reasons (lack
of evidence, the police say; but this has not
deterred them from arresting Pakistanis
involved), largely ignored.

Skinheads in Uniform

Attacks on Pakistanis, in the East End and else-
where, have been going on for some years. In
the East End there have been no police
prosecutions of white attackers, although there
have been a number of arrests and convictions
of Pakistanis, and there have been some success-
ful private prosecutions of whites by Pakistani
lawyers. As the statement reproduced opposite
shows, the police are able to control these
attacks, once forced into action by their fear of
organised Pakistani patrols. The Pakistani
community is convinced that the police are
simply unwilling to give them the same
protection that they give to whites, or to
property. The police force in the East End is
25% under strength, while it is fully up to
strength in the West End. And self-defence is
considered legitimate from, for example,
jewellers in the West End and property owners,
but not for Pakistanis whose lives and safety are
threatened, since of coftrse successful and
organised resistance by Pakistanis to gang
attacks would pose serious threats to the
system. In addition, it would in fact be
surprising if the police, given their authoritarian
position and their function in protecting the
system, were not racialist; some militant
Pakistanis have referred to “skinhead-police”,
skinheads in iniform. The police deliver their
own form of summary justice, regularly beating
up Pakistanis and other black immigrants whom
they arrest on minimal evidence and may after-
wards release: hardly necessary to officially
reintroduce flogging, as is occasionally proposed
by Tories in Parliament.

‘*“A Few Hooligans"
The death of Tosir Ali, the press headlines, and
the skinheads’ open statements on television
about Paki-bashing (which the police chose to
ignore) and publicised statements on the need
for Pakistanis self-defence have forced some
reaction from the authorities. They have
claimed that they are increasing patrols. But
their main reaction appears to have been to
attempt to reduce the militancy of the Pakistani
community: by claiming that the police “are
doing their best”, and by denying the existence
of racialism, both among the police and in the
opulation and the skinhead gangs themselves;
it is merely, they say, a question of “a few
hooligans”.

The authorities have attempted to give the
impression that Tosir Ali was murdered by
Pakistanis, not by whites. The police issued a
statement that skinheads were not involved in
the murder of Tosir Ali; in answer to enquiries,
they said that they thought it was a matter of
private vengeance between Pakistanis, but
admitted that they had “‘no evidence either
way”". They also picked up a Pakistani named
Ryaset Ullah, who had been beaten up on two
occasions, had been ignored by the police, and
had had his story publicised in the press and on
TV; they took him to the police station, kept
him about six hours, accused him of murdering
Tosir Ali, told him he was “‘a liar, fucking
Moslem™ when he denied it, and beat him up;
the evidence which apparently allowed them
to avenge themselves for the publicity was that
Ullah had taken a suit stained with blood from
his beatings-up to the laundry. Other Pakistani
“suspects” have been similarly questioned and
harassed.

Clapping and Subservience

On Saturday April 18th a public meeting was
calléd by the quite unrepresentative National
Federation of Pakistani Associations. The
meeting was intended to undermine the effects
of & meeting previously called for Sunday by
the militant Pakistani Workers’ Union (PWU).
The Saturday meeting was filled partly with
Pakistanis brought in from Birmingham and
West London, some of them, like the officers of
the National Federation, restaurant owners
with property interests at stake; but it neverthe-
less drew only about 600 people, compared
with over 1,000 on Sunday. If wasa
manifestation of extreme Uncle Tomism. On
the %latfurm were two police officers and

Mr. Peter Shore, MP, who had originally been
invited to the Sunday meeting, but had chosen
to come to the obedient clapping and
subservience of Saturday’s meeting. The
speeches were a series of appeals to Pakistanis
not to “take the law into their own hands™; the
only speaker who did not make such an appeal
was Bishop Trevor Huddlestone, who made the
point that law and order based on racialism was
not law and order.

Shore and the policemen claimed, to
clapping, that they were doing all they could.
They used the meeting to deny the existence of
racialism, or “bad community feeling”, as Shore
preferred to put it. Shore thought that
television had made “a grave error” in exposing
the existence and views of the skinhead “Paki
bashers”. The police stated: “If a Pakistdhi js
assaulted, he is not being singled out by any
groulp as far as we know."’ The police, they said,
would do everything in their power to protect
everybody, whether Pakistani, Chinese or
English, “white, brown, yellow, pink or blue”
Buf they also attempted to blame the Pakistanis
for what was happening. Pakistanis must realise
that they were part of British society, and that
the police were servants of this society; they
didn’t understand BRritieh lawe and thev didn’t

The skinhead cult has emerged from, and appeals to,
working class kids who have left school before O-levels

around football matches and the violence ensuing from
them, the skinheads have developed very meticulous
standards of dress—mohair suits, expensive shirts, and
genuine levis. Their attitudes are simply those of their
parents but they translate them more readily into
action.

A Pakistani student gave us the following
impressions: the skinheads originally defined them:
selves against the greasers (long hair, motor bikes and
dirty). Whereas the greasers have tended to move
towards the hippy scene and dropping out of the
system, | have heard the skinheads attack trade union
leaders for making compromises which eventually
affect their pockets, and also the guvnor wha'll try to
squeeze out as much as he can. When a trainee chef at
the Savoy said that it costs at least £25 for an evening
dinner at his work-place, his mates shouted: “That’s
more than | live on in a week”’ and “It’s about time
we spanked the fuckers one”’. None of the greaser
“Yeah man, you know like man, you know it's a bad
scene man, but let’s not get uptight about it (man?)”

One skinhead told me that, just as they didn't like
the greasers with their oily hands, so they didn’t like

and work in labouring or light unskilled jobs. Revolving

WHAT IS A SKINHEAD?

the Pakistanis with their greasy hair and their greasy
ways. Also the greasers are for Vietnam and the
Pakistani protest demos so if the greasers like the Pakis
we don't. The West Indians on the other hand arent
sneaky; they're sort of cool like and produce good
music and dancing, Also they dress properly—unlike
the Pakistanis. '

The skinheads see the police as those who restrain
the free flow of enjoyment of football—it becomes
“us” and “them’’. They seem to think that the police
are against the West Indians and the skinheads, hence
meaking them common sufferers. But after having
sworn at the police they say the usual “But | suppose
somebody’s got to do it.” The Race Relations Act is
seen as a weapon in the hands of the Pakistanis to beat
the white men with, to get a council house before the
whites do, and all the skinheads can do is to beat the
Pakistanis so that they go away, Often instances like
this typical one are given: My old man has been
living in this dump since he was a child and when he
put his name down at the council, the Pakistanis got in
before him though they have only been here for a
month””. When | asked them whether they thought it
was the fault of the council for nat building more
houses, the answer was that the council was afraid of
being blackmailed by the Race Relations Board.

standards of proof (except, it appears, when
Pakistanis are being prosecuted) and evidence
was hard to get. Many of the difficulties
between “‘you and us”, they said, came from
misunderstanding. Therefore they were
appointing a liaison officer. He would “be able
to assure you that we have done everything that
we could”, “help you to understand the laws of
the land”, “assure you of special interest”,
welcome you to Tower Hamlets, and offer you
“cups of tea”.

Peace-loving People ;

The Uncle Toms, for their part, assured their
“distinguished guests” that the Pakistanis were
peace-loving people, appealed for “peace and
order”, said the police will look after us, and
asked the police, the Pakistani High
Commission, the government, the press, ete. to
make greater efforts on their behalf. Mr. Jo
Hunte, Community Relations Officer (black),
said we should take our difficulties to “the
powers that be”, that immigrants had to show
the host population they were skilful and use-
ful, people of honour and credit, that only
“over my dead body’’ would violence be used
against violence, that he worked in close
collaboration with the police, and that nobody
could tell him black was derogatory; it just
happened he was over-baked(.}lﬁberruptions
from the audience were smothered and
profusely apologised for.

Harassment
This meeting seems to have been the
culmination of a series of attempts, by police
agents, Uncle Toms and others, to sow
confusion among the Pakistani community, and
introduce doubts among people previously
fairly united on the need to organise their own
Protectioh; doubts based on talk of
‘Communists”, extremists, advocates of
indiscriminate violence against all whites; the
turning of vigilantes into a dirty word. In
addition, the police have begun attacks on the
embryonic patrols which exist: when seven
young Pakistanis went to see what had
happened to two Pakistani kids who had been
beaten up, they were thrown out of a cafe and
two of them were arrested by the police outside,
although they had not been involved in any
fighting; the police said they had no right to
walk around in a group. But when they stopped
another group of Pakistanis, searched them and
found a penknife, the Pakistanis, for the first
time, challenged the right of the police to stop

them, and the police were reduced to saying
that they would take them in the next time
they found them *“‘walking around” (a new
offence, it appears, in English common law).
The PWU meeting on Sunday was so big that

it had to spill over into two halls. At the
meeting it was announced that the PWU would
organise a demonstration on Sunday May 3rd,
to march from Speakers Corner. Appeals were
made for Pakistanis to organise themselves in
self-defence; the right of all men to protect -
themselves was asserted. It was pointed out that
the East Londoners themselves, not the c!":;;-lice,
stopped the fascists coming through in Cable
Street in the ’30s; there was a tradition of anti-
fascist struggle in the East End which must be
maintained. The Pakistanis would not allow
themselves to be massacred like the Jews in
Germany; they would fight back. Vigilantes
would be formed, not to attack Englishmen,
but to patrol. Pakistanis must go out and
destroy evil forces, fight for a collapse of their
enemies, prove to the racists that there is a
limit to their patience. They would not accept
that there should be one law for whites,
another for blacks. If the state could not

rotect them, they would protect themselves.

kistanis must not live as slaves but as human

beings.

Black Solidarity ;
It is clear that the Pakistani community is
emerging from its isolation and relative non-
involvement in politics. The events of the last
few years, and especially of the last two weeks,
have demonstrated to Pakistanis the hollowness
of the pretence that the British state upholds
and protects the rights of all sections of the
community, and that all are equal before the
law. Their situation forces them, perhaps more
quickly than other sectiqns of the working class,
into a consciousness of their oppression and a
determination to organise themselves for their
own defence and to fight for their riﬁhts. The
PWU meeting was strongly supported by other
sections of the black community, and it was
emphasised that they should unite in solidarity
against oppression. The black community can
thus become one of the most advanced and
militant sectors in the struggle for the over-
throw of capitalism.

The Red Mole declares its solidarity with
the Pakistani Workers’ Union demonstration on
May 3rd.

Teresa Hayler

Why pick on Pakistanis? The answer, now accepted by
both aggressor and victim, is that the Pakistanis don’t
fight back. Most Pakistanis don't fight back. Most
Pakistanis see the immediate solution as being along
lines of self-defence. The idea of "police protection”
has long since become a joke—these East Enders have
no illusions about who the police pratect. The grim
fact is that self-protection constitutes guarding oneself
against the skinheads AND the police.” To thisend
Pakistanis in the East End have been encouraged by
the success of citizens’ street patrols in the Euston
area where "'Paki-bashing’’ has become rare. Similarly,
the knowledge that West Indians are not readily
singled out for physical assaults due to their reputation
for offering fierce resistance, has convinced the
majority of Pakistanis of the urgency of casting off
such patronising epithets as “'a docile and peace-loving
people’’ (foisted upon them by ex-colonials), and to
show that courage the ability to resist acts of terrorism
are just as much part of their character.

However, even some of those who subscribe to these
views are overwhelmed by the difficulties of organising
the 6,000 or so Pakistanis im the area. Personal self-
defence technigues are clearly not very applicable to
old people, and in any case, a Pakistani is seldom
attacked by one or two thugs, but by a pack of them.
In such circumstances the best method is that of
escape. Vigilante groups would no doubt reduce the
attacks, but the police have already threatened to
disrupt any such preventative measures. Y ouths who
have dared to defend themselves against their attackers
have more often than not been charged with assault.
For a young Pakistani lad a steel comb or a blunt pen-
knife found on his person (and arbitrary frisking is not
uncommon) carries the risk of being called “offensive
weapons'’,

Militant Pakistanis are of the opinion that while
! these obstacles have to be faced realistically, it would

Notes on the Paki action

action on the part of the community to defend their
lives and property. As a West Indian militant put it,
“In England your home is your castle; but if you can't
defend it, they'll take it away from you.”’

Opposition to any self-defence whatsoever comes
from an unrepresentative but vocal minority, bolstered
by MPs, police and the Establishment in general. These
puppets of the Establishment reiterate calls for “'law
and order™, wilfully ignoring the question of whose
Jaws they are and what sort of order they uphold—
questions that every immigrant and industrial militant,
white and black, has to ask himself.

To some extent, this slavish attitude can be
explained by the fact that some people are afraid of

' the consequences of any action, even of a purely

defensive kind, believing that the reaction to karate-
trained Pakistanis will be increased brutality and
violence; that vigilante groups will provoke more
organised attacks. Behind all this is the fear of being
crushed by the weight and power of the Establishment
and the sheer numbers of the white population.

A darker side of the situation is the not infrequent
attacks made on Pakistanis by members of other
immigrant groups, Cypriots, Turks, Indians and West
Indians. This tragic fact, however, illustrates the causal
elements of the race situation in Britain: the result of
poverty, exploitation and an imperialist ideology
which seeks to divide national groups against one
another in the interests of the capitalist status quo. In
the East End each community competes with the
others for pcor housing, sweated jobs and illusory
status. It is not unknown for exploited people to turn
in on themselves. It parallels the case of the exploited
worker who identifies himself with the bosses and
attacks his mates with words and attitudes borrowed
from the boss.

Tanveer Khan

*Facts about police harassment and partiality are







