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VICTORY TO THE IRA-FOR A MASS SOLIDARTTY CAMPAIGN

The October 31st demonstration was an important step
forward in the building of a campaign in this country in support
of the Irish struggle. It showed by its size (at least 20,000)
that there is now a basis for a mass campaign on this issue.
And more importantly, it also showed (for instance, in the
slogans taken up on the demonstration) that there is wide
support for a campaign with an explicit solidarity position,
i.2. one which goes beyond the two demands of the Anti-
Internment League (end internment, withdraw the troops) to
a position of solidarity with those forces who are leading the
struggle against British imperialism.

Why is this last point so important? It is important because
only by taking a position of unconditional solidarity with
those forces which are leading the masses in the struggle to
defeat British imperialism—i.e. the IRA—can we demonstrate
quite unequivocally that we ourselves are for the defeat of
our own ruling class. Many genuine revolutionaries believe
that the demand for the immediate withdrawal of British
troops is adequate for this purpose, and indeed it is essential
to include this demand in the platform of any campaign. But
this demand on its own is unfortunately ambiguous: it can

The Present Stage

We publish below an interview with Jack Sprungat Standard’s in
Cowentry. It pointedly describes the present situation in Standard
Triumph, where management is attempting to force the production
workers off the piece-rates system of payment. Standard Triumph is a
subsidiary of British Leyland, the empire of Lord Stokes, and it pro-
@uces both saloon cars and sports cars, the latter holding a significant
share of the American market. Standard Triumph is a stronghold of
the piece-rate system of wage payment, and it is a central part of the
sndustrial strategy of British capitalism, and specifically of Stoke’s
empire, to smash this system of wage payment. The reasons have been
#nalysed many times before. Piece-rate is a system of payment whereby
# large proportion of the wage packet is determined by shop-floor
megotiations between management rate-fixers and shop stewards over
the price of a particular job. In the period of boom during the 50

workers were able to take advantage of this system to make big wage
gans and to build powerful shop floor organisations. British capitalism
has subsequently experienced this as a barrier to rationalisation and
raped technological innovation. Three-parts of the wage packet of the
Standard-Triumph men for example, are constituted by piece-rate
sarnings, and the powerful shop stewards committee at S-T exhibits all
the ‘evils’ that the Co ventry Blue Book first outlined systematically in
1968: an ability to shield men against redundancy and work-load
fluctuation owing to the effective absence of detailed managemnt
supervison over the job (which previals under Measured Day Work)
and its substitution of steward control over this area, the continual
“pbidding of rates following each new job negotiation, leading in
furn to ‘wage-drift’ over whole areas of industry, the creation of
mzﬁc r:nv: z:ri:r?gﬁizs over yham the union z:rurf:*aucralcy has

k : generalised state of affairs in which manage-
ment cannot introduce day to day changes in working practices,

?unn_:'n;_r, erc. without having to constan tly buy workers off
restrictive practices”’,

It iz one of SToke s major intentions to build an auto empire, in which
the old-established British car firms he has taken over no longer contain
within them systems of wage-payment which has enabled the workers
i the past to defend themselves against the level of exploitation

hat prevails among Stoke’s competitors (Fords for example has

sways had MDW and has experienced no such difficulties in smashing
#hop floor organisation. The timing of the offensive in §-T is significant.
Since 1966 throughout the period of take-overs by British Leyland,

the financial viability of the whole operation has often been in

doubt. This year however has witnessed a period of financial consol-
sdation in the combine, and Stoke's is now prepared to dobattle with
the two-thirds of his inheritance that remains on the old system of
payment, of which S-T is perhaps the toughest bastion of shop-

floor power he will have to crack, where the workers are in a

position to make him pay heavily for any abandonment of piece-

work. It has been high on BL's list of priorities for some years. In
addition to financial consolidation, Stokes also hopes to take
advantage of the level of unemployment which is supposed traditionaly
fo weaken shop floor organisation, (unemployment has appeared in

the Coventry area for the first time since the war as a significant
phenomenon) and the period of present boom in the card industry

fcar registrations are up 30% on August '70). To attack, at the present
time, the wage costs involved in production by switching to MDW

% both necessary and possible, from BL s point of view:; necessary
because Nixon's imposition of the 10 per cent import surcharge will
affect sales of sports cards to the United States, and possible because
the period immediately following the imposition is the best time to risk
@ strike since stockists in the US can supply the market with cars at
pre-surcharge prices while further exports are temporarily reduced to

@ minimum during the period of negotiation over the surcharge.

m struggle in S-T has coincided with another very important struggle
in the Coventry area—that of 10,000 toolroom workers in the area
fo retain the Coventry Toolroom Agreement,

The Coventry toolroom dispute is reaching its culmination this week
with a ballot of the men involved on the guestion of an all-out
indefinite strike. This would shut down all the industries in the

area. The sgruggle began some six months ago when the Coventry
Engineering Employers Federation contracted out of the Toolroom
Agreement which was initiated during the last war, The central feature
of the Agreement is that it ties the wages of the roolroom workers in
all plants in the area to the average earnings of skilled production
workers in the area. This results in high wages for the toolroom
without their having to constantly fight for it. It contains built-in
cost of living increases, and it also serves as a contract of employment,
thereby preven ting the employers from using non-contract labour, in
addition giving the workers a certain security against summary
dismissals. The timing of the EEF withdrawal is partly explained by
this fear of the possibility of the workers fighting at some future date
fo make the Agreement legally enforceable in the Industrial RElations
Court. It is declared policy of the EEF to make contracts legally
enforceable (a point made abundantly clear in the course of the recent
negotiations over the York procedure agreements) —but only of
course those contracts which are favourable to them, and the TRA
does not favour the employers. The TRA struggle is also a kind of
‘trial run’ for the employers in the area for the coming struggles

over the AUEW wage claim, the cancellation of the national procedure
agreements, and the possible use of the I.R. Court (see coming article
in Red Mole on the Engineers)

These combined battles will provoke bitter struggles in the Coventrv

very easily be taken up and transformed into a ‘Bring the boys
home’ campaign based on liberal issues with only a negative
impact. Such a campaign avoids the issues of the class
struggle, can exist completely independently of them, and in
its worst form can even divert resources from that struggle.
A solidarity campaign is necessary because only on this basis
can a campaign on Ireland become an integral part of the
class struggle in thi s country, and only by becoming an
integral part of the class struggle in this country can it
actually have any effect. Only by posing the guestion of
solidarity with those struggling for the defeat of British
Imperialism, and pointing out that such a defeat for the
British ruling class would be a positive victory for the
British working class, can we hope to mobilise sections of the
labour movement on a basis which would change the relation-
ship of class forces in this country. Only in this way can we
demonstrate that working class internationalism is not a
matter of sentiment but a concrete necessity in the fight
against imperialism. As we call for victory to the NLF

rather than for peace in Vietnam, because we are for the
actual defeat of imperialism in Vietnam, so it is necessary

at the present conjuncture, when the military struggle
between the IRA and the British Armyis of decisive
importance in the North of Ireland, that we come out

openly for victory to the IRA. A t the present stage of the
struggle this is a logical and necessary development flowing
out of the slogans, particularly that of national self-deter-
mination,on which we have consistently campaigned.

We would argue, therefore, that it is necessary to transform the
present campaign against internment and for the withdrawal
of British troops into a campaign which is in active solidarity
with those leading the fight against British imperialism. We
helieve not only that it is necessary to take up this position,
but that the October 31st demonstration showed very clearly
the possibility of building a mass campaign on this basis. The
IMG and the Spartacus League will continue to work in and
support the Anti-Internment League, but with the perspective
of winning it to a solidarity position. And in the meantime, we
shall also continue to support and build the Irish Solidarity
Campaign, as part of the process of building a national campaign
in solidarity with those leading the struggle against British
imperialism in Ireland, the IRA".

Ot The Class Struggle In Coventry

Following the cancellation by the EEF of the TRA, the toolroom
workers adopted a co-ordinated policy of non-cooperation and over-
time bans. Two months ago they embarked on a series of weekly one-
day strikes each Monday. The EEF refused to reinstate the Agreement,
offering £3.50 rises to buy the workers out. The EEF has subsequently
replied to the one-day Monday strieks by Tuesday lockouts, This
rather cautious and ineffective policy of one-day strikes has now been
superceded by a ballot for an all-out strike, following the intervention,
ironically enoughj of Rolly Royce. Last week Rollys-Royce, which is
not federated to the EEF in the area, tried to break the solidarity of
the strikers by offering a separate deal with its own section of toolroom
workers. The rebuttal of this tactic by the workers was met by R-R
with an indefinite lock-out of 1,150 of its workers. This was the

signal for an all out strike in the area. With the RB-211 now ahead of
schedule the Government have almost certainly attempted to play a
strike-breaking role in this case through the intervention of R-R [now
a nationalised concern of course). This is complementary to the other
Government intervention which has occurred last week in the industry:
discussions between Goverment, EE F,and AUEW to work out some
formula to head off the coming struggle over the York agreements in
the engineering industry.

What is therefore needed, given this close interrelation of all the factors
discussed in this brief introduction, is an analysis of the balance of
forces not just on the shop-floor of S-T. This is not a criticism in any
way of the militant interviewed below it merely suggests that the
outcome of the struggle in S-T is not going to be determined b 4
isolated factors, but given the balance of forces which bear on S-T and
the prevailing situation around S-T, a situation has been created in
which new tactical possibilities are open to both sides.

(One of the most directly observable points of interrelation for instance
is the fact that the most militant sector of toolroom workers involved
in the TRA dispute are located inside 5-T itself, where three weeks ago
they broke ranks and conducted not just a one-day stoppage, but an
indefinite strike, staying out as it happened for a whole week before
the District Committee of the AUEW forced them back into line)

It must be borne in mind that an indefinite strike of TR workers which
shut the area down for a period would necessarily up-the-stakes in any
struggle inside S-T, thereby directly affecting the behaviour of

Stokes, the Government and the EEF. But the shutdown also raises
new tactical possibilities for the men in S-T. For example, the extension
by the S-T men of an enforced lay-off into a strike on the issue of
MDW might, depending on the circumstances, take the initiative out
of 8 Tokes hands. Con versely, the refusal of. S-T men to negotiate on
MDW until the EEF settled the TRA dispute to the satisfaction of the
toolroom workers might provide a powerful lever on the EEF over

and above the action taken by the toolroom men themselves.

?'he outcome of these two struggles is of prime importance since this
/s only the beginning of the EEF offensive in Coventry,

Red Mole: Could you explain the general background to the
situation in Coventry? In particular what effect is unemploy-
ment having on the workers in the motor industry and how
are the unions reacting?

JS.: Obviously it has an effect in making the men worry over
taking action because they are scared of losing their jobs. The
T & G in the Midlands has a policy of refusing to accept deals,
especially productivity deals, which accept redundancy, but
so far this has not been brought down to the shop floor level.
Jack Jones has spoken of the possibility of using industrial
action to help the pensioners, but at present he is not even
using it to defend his own members, and neither is the refusal
to sign Productivity agreements which involve loss of jobs
being enforced by the union. In Standards for example, I
requested at a mass meeting that the convenors give an
undertaking that in any negotiation with the Management

no job losses would be accepted. This they refused to do.
Saying you refuse to add to unemployment is all very good
but it is now much use unless you are prepared to enforce
that policy.

RM.: Why do you think the union leadership is not prepared
to take effective action against unemployment?

J.S.: I think they are scared of their own members. For
example take the case of the demonstration on January

12th this year against the Industrial Relations Bill. The local
full time officials originally asked for a demonstration during
the factory lunch hour. It was only a meeting of local shop
stewards that decided on a demonstration during working time.
This led to 25,000 people attending the demonstration. This
scared the officials, and there was no follow up. It is just

like the case of the TUC and the demonstration on February
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appearances by organising a demonstration for Sunday
morning.

RM.: How are the management using this situation to
attack the workers in Standards?

J.S.: The management have demaned an end to piece work
but ar not prepared to negotiate over rises. They say the
company can’t afford it. All they make are general promises
such as talking about lay off pay and regular pay reviews.
These are completely useless. Lay off pay is like the so

called guaranteed week—you never see it. What is the use of
regular pay reviews if all they say is you can’t have anything
because the company hasn’t got the money? In the company
newspaper Triumph News they talk about a system which will
guarantee ‘stable earnings’ but that is just nonsense. If MDW
goes through it will inevitably lead to redundancy and the
only earnings then will be the dole. MDW also turns men

into machines, for example at Rootes now they even regulate
when you can go to the toilet. Also the management will use
any device to try to trick the men. For exampie in 1956 they
summoned the convenors to the office and while they were
there gave out 3,000 redundancy notices. The bosses cal-
culated that by giving out who was going to loose their job
and who was going to be safe, the solidarity of the men would
be split.

R.M.: How do you thing this sort of situation can be dealt
with?

J.S.: I think the union must take the initiative. It is useless
just to sit there and wait to be attacked. The union must
submit a straight pay claim and reject the MDW outright.

RM.: Do you think the same tactics should have been pursued
in the Tool Room dispute?

J.S.: Yes, definitely. All the men should have been called out
right from the beginning. By only sections coming out it
enables the management to try to turn sections of workers
against each other. For example, they have tried to get men to
work on machines which should have been blacked because the
tool men were out. The machine tool fitters at Standard’s have
voted to come out on indefinite strike. This is the right

tactic. It is particularly vital now because the Engineering

Employers Fec ration is quite definitely trying to break the
unions. Its secret circular on DATA shows this clearly. A
maximum solidarity is necessary at this stage.

R.M.: Surely the same could be said about all the main
struggles at the moment—about the Industrial Relations Act,
the tool room dispute and the Engineering pay claim?

J.S.: Yes. In the case of the tool room agreement the
employers’ tactics is quite simply to isolate the smaller fac-
tories. Some of the men in the well organised plants
unfortunately think that they will not be affected. This is
completely wrong. Once the employers have isolated the small
plants then they will start contracting out the work and force
down the rates in the well organised factories. In the case of
the industrial relations act it is obviously aimed at intimidating
whole groups of workers. As for the autumn pay claim here
too the need is for the unions to take the initiative. If the
struggle gets bogged down in individual disputes the plants
can be picked off one by one. We need a general engineering
strike, or more, to ensure the claim is met in full. Like in the
case of the tool room it is united action which is vital. If the
management can take on each group of workers separately,
then they will probably defeat one factory and demoralise
everyone. The whole management tactic is to divide and
conquer,

R.M.: How do you think this tactic can be applied in the
struggle against the anti-union laws?

J.S.: The first time the law is used everyone should be called
out on strike. But it must not stop there. What is needed
is a General Strike to get rid of this government. We shouldn’t
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THE STAGES OF A SELL-OUT

A very dangerous element in the Tory Goverment'’s
anti-union Industrial Relations Act becomes law on
Friday, Ist October. From a new office in Euston Road
North London the official Registrar of Trade Unions
started his work of listing unions in order to regiment
them under his wide powers in the new Act. The
importance of this event was not lost on the expert

The union

capitalist press—''Registration of trade unions lies at
the centre of the Government’s industrial relations
policy, and is aimed at maintaining stricter control
than has been possible in the past over unions’ rules
and on how they are followed" states the Financial
Times on 29th September under a large headline
reading “‘Registration—a key issue”’. For socialists in
the trade unions it is essential to know how the union
leaderships and the T.U.C. responded to this major
threat to their members’ interests. In a year which
witnessed very widespread and militant struggles by
the working class to maintain living standards and
defeat the Tory offensive, the union leaderships have
balanced determinedly between the rank-and-file res-
istance and the anti-union drive by the state. The
introduction of state registration of unions has
clarified their role in no small measure.

IN PLACE OF STRIKE ACTION

The first warning signs followed hard on the Special Congress
held by the T.U.C. on I8th March this year, to discuss opp-
osition to the new laws. The T.U.C. leaders pushed for rejec-
tion of official strike action against the Tories and succeeded—
for two reasons. The left union leaders never made clear to the
Congress exactly what type of strike action they were
advocating, nevery held out the idea of a prolonged mass

strike and, consequently, seemed to offer only token action
unlikely to shake the Government seriously. Secondly, in
contrast to the lack of plans and details in the ‘left’s’ proposals,
the T.U.C. leaders pledged a seemingly strong campaign to
stop the new Act, based on “‘avoiding” its worst effects
through non-registration by unions and other calculated meas-
ures. The delegates voted down the General Strike call and
passed the specific policies demanded by the General Council.
One of these said “Unions shall be strongly advised not to
become registered under the Act......". The reasons were spelt
out in the T.U.C.’s Report to the Congress—"It cannot be fore-
seen what the demands of the Registrar may be. Initially they
may be modest, but it must be borne in mind that the Bill

has political objectives. The Registrar will have the power and
the duty of intervention and supervision” over the unions which

register—a whip above the heads of union leaders as well as
members. The attitude of the capitalist state was clear.

THE CAMPAIGN

Immediately, the agreed policies for ‘campaigning’ against the
anti-union laws were reduced to farce. The T.U.C.’s own
Chairman, Lord Cooper, announced his personal willingness
to register his own union—the 800,000 strong General and
Municipal Workers’ Union—in an interview with the Guardian
of 10th May. The government fully appreciated the fluctuating
indecisive resistance that the union bureaucrats would mount
against the Act and increased the pressure on unions to become
registered. It was already clear that non-registered unions
would lose all right to call any industrial action in any circum-
stances without difficult, legal formalities. It was becoming
clear that non-registered unions would lose tax exemptions
they had always formerly enjoyed (The Guardian estimated a
loss of £800,000 a year for a union of the size of the Transport
& General Workers Union. Now, the Tories announced that

all unions previously registered under the Trades Union Act

of 187I—which means most unions, as the Act all owed the
tax exemptions mentioned above—would be AUTOMATIC-
ALLY registered under the repressive new legislation. To stand
by the agreed T.U.C. policy, unions would now have to take
steps to de-register under the Industrial Relations Act, adding
to the confusion and the Tory pressure to accept the legisla-
tion in full.

JACK JONES WAVERS

Resentment and crisis developed as the annual T.U.C.
Congress approached in September. Ran¥k-and-file pressure
for action remained high, threatening to overturn the reluctant
but sure search of the union bureaucrats for peaceful sub-
mission to the new laws. Delegates narrowly defeated Clive
Jenkins at the annual conference of his union, the A.S.T.M.S.
and demanded outright de-registration, and no compromise.
Rebellious anti-registration currents were reported even inside
Lord Cooper’s G.M.W.U.“Itwas Jack Jones who opened the
escape hatch for the bureaucrats, to avoid similar embarrass-
ments. In a skilful speech to his own union’s conference last
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that all trade unions took the same line and de-registered.

This condition was crucial. With at least some unions intent
on becoming register=d, here was precisely the formula to save
the tender skins of the ‘left wing’ leaders union leaders.
Insistence on collective de-registration allowed Jones to keep
the flag of opposition to the Industrial Relations Act flying
bravely for the eyes of the rank-and-file, whilst simultaneously
providing an opportunity for the ‘left’ to eventually register—

Leaders and

after others had broken ranks and registered, as they were
fairly certain to do, and taken the blame for the collapse of
the T.U.C. policy. Thus the pressure from shopfloor militants
could be kept at bay.

THE ENGINEERS

The ‘left’ union leaders swiftly adopted Jones’ formula at the
T.U.C. Congress Hugh Scanlons’ union the A.U.E.W. has con-
sistently proved more militant in practice than Jack Jones in
combatting the Tory Act for two main reasons. Firstly, the
Engineering Employers’ Federation (E.E.F.) has vociferously
supported the Act—and called for yet worse anti-union laws—
firmly establishing the fact that the engineering industry is the
prime target of the new laws. Secondly, the relatively demo-
cratic nature of Scanlon’s engineering union, in its internal
structure, means that officials are much more susceptible to
rank-and-file pressure for action than in many other unions.
The A.U.E.W. had held strikes against the Act in March. Now,
it had a strong resolution before Congress demanding non-
registration. As the Financial Times then explained on 24th
August, “the T.G.W.U. has tabled an amendment to a strong
anti-registration resolution”, (Scanlon’s resolution)—which the
A.U.E.W. agreed to accept. The wording of the amendment
introduced Jones’ vital condition—""non registration can only
be effective if all affiliated unions act collectively’. Congress
carried the amended resolution. Only Vincent Flynn of the
printing union, SOGAT pointed out to the delegates that the
leaders of the “left” within the T.U.C., Jack Jones and Hugh
Scanlon, had cleared the way for the final sell-out of the rank-
and-file.

WAITING, WAITING

All that remained for the “left"” was to wait until Cooper or
another right wing bureaucrat opted for registration, and they
would be free to follow in his footsteps. Committed in theory
to collective de-registration by member unions, the T.U.C.
instructed all unions to deregister before Ist October. Other-
wise, they would be automatically registered. The A.U.E.W.
did so, but it seems Jones did not. On 24th September, the
Financial Times reported—"last night Mr. Jack Jones, T.G.W.U.
General Secretary was far from sure that his union would
comply....." On the actual date, Ist October, the paper added
“The G.G.W.U. is to tell the T.U.C. within the next few days
that, after taking legal advice on its rule-book, it cannot with-
draw” from the newregister. The excuse appears to be that the
unions’ rules are so worded as to legally require registration of
the T.G.W.U. But the T.U.C's orders concerning such rules were
too “quickly arrange to amend them and in the meantime
inform the Registrar that they wish to de-register” (note I).
Obviously, no mere legislation could be permitted to excuse
unions from standing by this policy of de-registration. But

the T.G.W.U. used this excuse. This means that at the time

of writing, THE MOST POWERFUL UNION IN BRITAIN IS
STATE REGISTERED, due to the provisions for automatic
registration of trade unions unless they requested de-regis-
tration, whilst waiting for the right-wing leadership to move.

The londer this state of affairs continues without protests,

the safer will Jack Jones feel in his decision to be registered
at this time. Only a dramafic upsyrge of the T.G.W.U. rank-
and-file can force a change of policy—and this is not likely.
The warm endorsement of Jones as a ‘militant’ leader by the
Communist Party and organisations like the Institute for
Workers’ Control makes public rebellion against his policies
extremely embarrassing for many of these ‘“leftists’ in the
Union. In addition, the question of registration has been left

the Tories

abstract and remote in the eyes of many shopfloor militants
by most union leaderships. They have not explained its impor-
tance as a giant stride towards state control of the labour
movement’s machinery and operations. Jones will be able

to hind behind his legal excuses until, in the end, other

unions openly opt for registration as a permanent policy.
When this happens, Jones and other ‘left’ leaders will follow
suite, under the terms of their own resolution at T.U.C.
Congress.

THE LESSONS

The question of trade union registration is very far from being
the only Tory weapon against the unions. The Industrial
Relations Act, most of which comes into effect in December
and in early 1972, contains very many harsh and repressive
regulations (note 2). All of these will be available to the Tories
to implement the Engineering Employers’ pleas for "“action to
reduce the present bargaining strength of certain trade union
groups” (note 3). But definite lessons can be extracted from
the experience described in this article of union leaders”
responses to registration as the only part of the new Act to
become law at this stage.

The principal target of existing union leaderships is still the
achievement of worthwhile economic reforms to satisfy their
members’ aspirations and, hence, retain their privileges as
officials. The current constraints on British capitalism mean
that such reforms are no longer forthcoming. The state no
longer offers opportunities for marginal social change but,
instead, displays the mailed fist of repression. In such con-
ditions, the only alternatives facing the union bureaucrats
are as quiet an acknowledgement of this reality as their
members will permit—or powerful resistance. The latter can
only mean recourse to mass struggle. In such a conflict, the

privileges of the leaders would rapidly disintegrate.

No bureaucrat of the ‘right’ or ‘left’ desires such erosion of his
career and standing. For as long as possible, he will ride with
the anger of his rank-and-file membership—if necessary, he
will call token strikes against a government—but, in the final
analysis, he functions as a bureaucrat only within the
capitalist system and must accept it. The stalinists and reform-
ists of all shades still demand reforms as if the state could
deliver them tomorrow. For revolutionary trade unionists,
there must be no illusions in the state or its” would be
reformers. Neither Jack Jones nor Hugh Scanlon will defeat
the Tories. Only an organised rank-and-file movement in the
workplaces can do that. The urgent constructions of this
movement is the lesson of the sell-out on registration.

T.GW.U. MOLE

NOTES

I. Reported in the industrial relations journal “Incomes Data",
September 1971.

2. See "Red Mole", Vol. |. No. I3, November 1970.

3. “Wage Inflation and Unemployment”, E.E.F., September
1971,




Reading Students In Struggle Against
Government Education Policy

549

For over a week, hundreds of students at Reading
University have been occupying the Administration Building on
the campus, defiantly resisting all attempts to evict them and
defeat the struggle they have been waging since the beginning
of October. This fight has implications for students in every
University and College of Education in the country. For these
reasons it is important that all students realise the implications
of the action taken in Reading and that they receive more
information than has been available in the bourgeois press.

Government Education Policy

The Confrontation with the University Administration by
Reading students over hall of residence fees and accommodation
policy must be seen in the context of the whole education-on-
the cheap policy of successive Labour and Tory governments.
The late capitalist economy needs a rapidly expanding higher
education sector to produce highly skilled scientists, technic-
ians, economists, etc. but it is not willing to expend the
necessary finance to do this properly. Thus the student popula-
tion of Reading University is planned to increase from the
present 5000 to 8000 in 1980, but the planned building pro-
gramme of university accommodation (halls of residence)
comes no-where to meeting this.

The consequences are already taking effect; more and more
students are being forced onto the housing market in town
because of the lack of university accommodation. So the
Students Union “hall fees campaign’* ceases to be a purely
student issue, unrelated to what is going on elsewhere, for
there is simply just not the accommodation available in the
town. The housing situation in Reading is already very bad—
only 20 council houses built in the last 3 years! With ever
more students looking in town for flats and houses, there
will inevitably be an all-round rise in rents. Hence one effect
of cheap education is expensive housing—and not just for
students.

The Labour government abandoned any further State finance
for student accommodation; their Tory successors have

added their own sophisticated touch to this by suggesting that
the present students should pay for future student accommo-
dation. In order to build the current 3 extensions to halls of
residences, which will provide about 400 more places, the
university have committed students for the next 30 years to
paying the interest on the loans they have raised. The loan
service charge is £18 per student this year, and is certain to
rise.

The response to this has been a campaign to boycott all hall
fees in order to force the Administration to concede the
abolition of the loan service charge and a radical change in
student residence policy as a whole. The Students Union
campaign was initially successful, insofaras 90-95% of
students in halls have not paid their fees, but the University
Administration have shown utter intransigeance on the matter
and have refused to talk on the four demands put forward by
the Students Union.

After a fortnight of this impasse it was proposed that a means
must be sought to bring the campaign to a head, if necessary
by bringing the university to a halt until the campaign was
satisfactorily concluded.

The Occupation

On Tuesday 19th October the Students’ Union decided by an
overwhelming majority to occupy the Administration Building,
Whitenights House. It was proposed that the occupation should
take effect immediately for maximum impact, but the final
decision was to occupy at Il a.m. the following morning.

A token force occupied at 9 a.m. on Wednesday and met with
no resistance. Unfortunately this token force was not strong
enough to prevent the authorities from locking almost every
internal door, removing certain files and evacuating all staff
from the building.

10 days later, at the time of writing, the situation is basically
unchanged: although the Administration is being greatly
inconvenienced, no offer of meaningful negotiations has
been made.

What Comes Next?

No doubt under pressure from the Administration, the resident
Head Porter has obtained a court order which prevents
students from blocking or barring any entrance to the building.
Since the university's solicitor was present in court, at the time
the order was issued, 't seems clear that very soon legal pro-
ceedings will be started to evict students from the Administra-
tion Block, by force if necessary. In purely formal talks with
the students’ elected negotiating committee, the Vice-
Chancellor has made it clear that he is not ready to concede,
but rather, that he is willing to take any measures to destroy
the campaign and defeat the occupation.

A Counter-Strategy

Solidarity has already been expressed by dozens of
universities and colleges over the country, but this is not
sufficient. It is obvious that students in Reading cannot win
along: the onus is on other students, in the first instance, to
take up the struggle. Other universities, notably Surrey and
Lancaster, have had similarly reactionary fees structures
imposed on their students. Students in Dublin have occupied
for a similar reason.

It is not enough merely to look to Reading: students elsewhere
must look at their own fees for esidence; in many cases they
will find a loan service element which is included in the total.

In Reading we are making attempts to contact local trades
unions for their support. The UPW has already responded to
an appeal to black all mail to the Administration (largely as a
result of student support expressed during the postmen’s strike
earlier this year), and the Trades Council is being approached.
Spartacus League comrades are maintaining a vigorous

political intervention inside the occupation to combat any
illusions about a victory through compromise and conciliation.

Steps are being taken to organise an effective defence of the
building by all the students affected by the hall fees increase.

If this campaign is to be won, it will be won through unity,
determination and active solidarity from without and within.

—Reading Spartacists

University Administrators locked out of Administration
Building.

“
STUDENT UNIONS UNDER ATTACK

The much threatened attack on students unions now appears
to be imminent. Press reports about the activities of certain
Tory backswood men could only have been given the promin-
ence they have, as a run in to the actions of the government. It
is quite clear that the first stage will be the prohibition of so
called ‘ultra vires’ payments, an attempt to give legal gloss to the
interference of the government in the disposition of the finan-
ces of a student’s union. There are many reasons for the attack
which | shall go into in a moment, but the activity which so
raises the gall of the Tory backbenches is the growing practice
of students unions, through the activities of revolutionary
militants, to donate money to the various causes of the world
revolution; from donations to guerilla groups in S. Africa.and
Bangla Desh, the financial support of strikes and claimants
unions, to the more recent involvement in the Irish struggle.
The argument amounts to two things. First that it is illegal
for any body to sanction activities (in this case, finance) which
are outside of or prohibited by the constitution of that body—
what the precise content of this is will be revealed with the
conclusion of the current legal case in which Sussex Union is
involved. And, secondly, the fact that Students Union finance
comes directly from so called ‘public’ monies—in particular
the levy which local authorities pay to the Unions for each
individual student. It is supposed to self evidently follow
from this that student union finance is then ‘accountable’ to
the ‘public’ whoever they might be. The force of this latter
argument is, of course, accepted by the NUS. But the
‘public’ always turns out to be the ruling class and appease-
ment inevitably means capitulation, a situation which lays
the basis for yet further attacks. Nor are the NUS any more
realistic as to how to fight the former argument, proposing
all manner of legal dodges through such things as the utilisation
of the ‘Juke box’ fund (i.e. monies gained by the Unions,
in their own right, through trading activities of one sort or
another) for the payment of political donations; through the
changing of constitutions or more generally the exhortation

But this is no way to tackle the problem. In its essence, it is
not a matter of legality but of politics. These tactics can only
lead to unpreparedness and defeat.

NSU and the cold war

There are two sorts of reasons for the current attack on student
students unions, one long term and the other more immediate.
In the long term there is a need to transform dramatically the
workings of NUS. What we have in Britain is a situation which
is almost unique in the western capitalist world inasmuch as
the students unions are financed directly by the State. The
reasons for this were obvious throughout the Cold War period
when the role of the NUS through its sponsorship of the ISC
(a CIA financed organisation) did much to ensure student
enthusiasm for the life and politics of the Free World. This
satisfactory performance of NUS nationally meshed in well
with a federal structure of the Union which ensured the con-
tinuance of a bureacratised structure at local level. At the same
time there grew up quite legitimate servicing and welfare
functions performed by the NUS but it would be quite wrong
to identify these as its raison d'etre.

A new role for NUS

With the breakdown of Cold War ideology and the concomit-
ant crystallisation of a radicalised layer amongst the student
body, this role is no longer possible for the NUS. At the same
time, the federal structure of this organisation has given an
opening to revolutionary students on campus to propagate
their politics and commit their unions to radical actions.
That most raising the ire of the Tory back benchers is that of
political donations—especially of the ultra vires type. From
the point of view of the bourgeoisie, then, it is absolutely
essential that NUS is transformed and a new role mapped out
for it. This appears to be as a policing body (some call it
representative) to dampen down student conflicts. In this,
the present leadershio of the NUIS anneare 10 ba willinn (i§

require a much greater centralisation of the union which would
need very often a doctoring of individual constitutions .

The attack and the class struggle

The reason why it is propitious now for the bourgeoisie to go
on the offensive stems from the current stage of the class

struggle. Having failed to decisively defeat the working class
through direct confrontation and having come to the limits,
for the present, of the weapons of unemployment and
stagnation without significant success, the bourgeoisie

are now looking for some sort of deal with the TU leaders.
The present state of British capitalism doesn’t allow this
deal to be won through concessions. On the other hand,
blatant repression would make it impossible for the union
leaders to sell the deal to the membership. In this context
repression of peripheral groups will allow such a
‘responsible’ response from the TU leadership doing their
bit to prevent society falling apart at the seams. Thus the
intensification of Black repression, the hunt for 104
Russian diplomats under every bed, the backlash against
pornography (Festival of Light and Lord Longford), and
the revelations of the dangerous corruption of our schoolkids
through Little Red School Books and Oz. In this scheme of
things, students are an easy and popular target. Political
payments is the excuse.

Politics—the answer

To attempt to fight the current attack by the sort of ostrich
like approach which characterises current NUS policy is the
height of folly. | am not in any way saying the battle is lost
but pointing to the tendencies inherent in the situation.
Certainly NUS (and its leadership) can be forced to fight

the immediate attack and contest its proferred role. But

this would need a political approach to mobilise the mass of
students. In a situation of student apathy, the only practical
policies are reformist and capitulationist ones.



GRADUATE UNEMPLOYMENT

t is no longer the fate of the industrial working
class alone. It is becoming quite clear that previously privileged
sectors of the labour force—those in occupations requiring

essional” qualifications and higher education—will not re-

main insulated from the deepening crisis of British capitalism.
The current panic over “graduate unemployment™ is only the
beginning—the future holds the prospect of even larger
crises affecting not only new graduates but those already em-
ployed in the technical and administrative bureaucracies of
capitalist society.

Even the present scale of the problem presents the post-war
ideology of bourgeois society with a major challenge. It has
been a dogma of economists and social planners alike th:'u the
capitalist economy had an unlimited need for technologically
trained manpower. One very influential school of thought even
argued that education, seen as “human capital” development,
was the motor force of economic growth in advanced capita-
lism. This ideology now has the impossible task of explaining
away an ever growing surplus of highly educated manpower
throughout most of the capitalist world. At the same time, the
existence of serious unemployment in this sector of the work
force strikes a major blow at another principal tenet of
bourgeois ideology: unemployment is a product of individual
failure, and mismatching between the skills in exsitence and
the needs of the economy; extensive educational upgrading and
retraining is the answer for the individual and society alike.
How then can growing unemployment among the most highly
educated sector of the work force be explained? Is it possible
to take seriously Heath’s proposal that unemployment could
be reduced if school leavers would stay on past 15 when more
and more university graduates (including even those with
higher degrees) are having difficulty finding work? This clearly
will not do. But it is not just a question of sending a few
ideologistsback to the drawing boards to come up with
arguments more consonant with reality. The whole of govern-
mental policy on manpower planning and the educational
system has been founded upon premises that are being daily
ground to dust. The vast machine of state policy continues

to move inexorably towards producing more students with
university entrance qualifications, more places in further and
higher education, more highly trained graduates, while the
current level of output of the educational system is already
overflowing the reserviour of industrial governmental re-
quirements. The crisis in bourgeois ideology is paralleled by a
crisis in bourgeois state policy.

GRADUATE UNEMPLOYMENT—FACTS AND FIGURES

At the present time data from university careers services
indicate that unemployment among this year’s graduates is
running at about 14%; if those who have entered teacher
training courses or are doing a higher degree are eliminated, the
figure ismore like one-third.1 Even by the end of the year—
tne date usually chosen for the U.G.C’s survey of graduate
employment—the figure is expected to be about 10%; for male
graduates this will be almost double the 1970 level of 5.4%.2
A survey taken by the Times Higher Education Supplement
indicates a wide variation in the figures from university to
university: unemployed graduates represented only 6% of the
total at Oxford, Loghborough and York but 18% at Sussex,
and an astounding 43% at Swansea.3

In fact data on graduate unemployment tends to understate
the problem. For one thing those graduates without work are
taken as a percentage of all graduates; however this latter figure
includes a considerable number about whom nothing is known
—many of them may be without work, and it certainly cannot
be assumed that all of them have found jobs (as this procedure
does). Moreover the total also includes many students who
were probably never prospective entrants to the labour
market—foreign students who returned home, students on

leave from their companies while at university who then re-
turned to their former jobs, and others classified as “not
available for employment”.

In interpreting these figures a number ~of things should be kept
in mind. First of all, 1963 was itself something of a crisis year
in graduate unemployment. It came at the end of a long period
of declining job opportunities, and, with the improved overall
economic conjuncture, graduate unemployment declined con-
siderably in 1964 and '65. The 1963 level of unemployment
was not reached again until 1967. The figures, moreover, indi-
cate only those graduates who are still “‘seeking employment™—
they tell us nothing about the type of work which those in
employment have found. It seems very likely that the lower
unemployment rate among women can be explained wholly

by their greater willingness to accept lower paying, low-status,
jobs: for example, in 1969 over 10% of those women science
graduates who entered the labour market took up jobs in
schools; for men the corresponding figure was less than 4%.

PATTERNS AND PROSPECTS

The immediate sources of this rising trend in graduate unem-
ployment are several. For one thing, the number of university
graduates expanded more rapidly than the number of post-
graduate courses, so the proportion of graduates able to con-
tinue their education beyond a first degree fell. Secondly, the
years 1965 and 1966 were associated with significant
expansions in the education system (especially further and
higher education) and the social services; as a result education,
the civil service and local government become expanding fields
for graduate employment. After 1965 this slowed down quite
markedly, producing a serious surplus of graduates, particul-
arily in the most rapidly-growing area which had most
benefited from these expanding opportunities—the social
sciences. However in this phase of declining graduate opportu-
nities the demand from industry and commerce continued to
grow, and these areas actually managed to enlarge their
relative shares of a rapidly growing output of graduate man-
power. What this has meant, however, is that since 1966
graduate employment opportunities have been closely bound
up with private business nee ds. This was always fairly true of
science and technology. What is new about 1970—and far more
so 1971—is that private business demand for qualified man-
power has begun to taper off very rapidly. This has produced

At Manchester, Mr. Holloway said: “At September 30,
1970 of physics, metallurgy and electrical graduates en-
gineering graduates (including electronics) 116 had obtained
jobs in industry or public utilities; at September 20, 1971
the corresponding figure was 49. For physicists alone the
figures were 30 and eight respectively. Mechanical engineers
are in severe difficulty and there is just no point in many
scientists and engineers hoping to get jobs within their
disciplines.”

The problem for graduates seem to be serious, but they

are even worse for the smaller number of Ph.D. holders who
now seek employment. The secretary of the appointment
Oxford University Appointments Committee, Mr. Tom
Snow, commented: “Post doctoral scientists are almost
unemployable. Of the 12 post-doctoral chemists on our
books only three are known to have jobs.” The University
of Wales also had “some good Ph.D’s in science’ on their
books.

CONCLUSION

A systematic analysis of the roots of graduate unemployment
should be the theme of another article. However, there can be
little doubt that this problem is very intimately linked with
the general crisis of British capitalism. On the one hand the
cut-backs in social service and educational expenditures by
the government, on the other the crisis of British industry:
these are the twin pillars on which the decline in graduate
employment opportunities rest. The first affects primarily
arts and social science graduates, the latter those from the
science disciplines. There seems considerable evidence that
this year was the beginning of a qualitatively new phase in
the deterioration of demand for graduate manpower. Events
on a much more dramatic scale than we have previously
witnessed appear in the offing. It seems inevitable that a
problem on this scale would be the source of a whole new
range of social conflicts. Their revolutionary potential lie

in the fact that there is no foreseeable solution except the
elimination of the contradictions of the capitalist economic
system, which must necessarily ential the destruction of
that system itself..The sole bright spot on the capitalist
horizon might be the impact of common market entry. But
here, as in most other areas of the British economy, this
development will carry with it numerous curses and only
very mixed blessings. The prospect is a continuing crisis
accompanied by major changes in the political outlook of
the entire sector of highly educated technical and admin-
istrative personnel.

L Times Higher Education Supplement (THES) no. 2,
October 22, 1971, p.L.

2. “Why is there a science job crisis” by Barrie Sherman;
New Scientist, 19 August, 1971, p.415.

3. THES, op.cit.
4, Bothin THES, op.cit., p.1, & p.24.

Internationalism
Versus Chauvinism,
Racism and Reaction

Three anecdotes can best sum up the Anti-Common
Market demonstration in Trafalgar Square on Sunday
13th October. Firstly an inordinate number of
faithful social democrats attending the demonstration
went slightly apopleptic at the sight of my bundle of
Red Moles which boldly proclaimed solidarity with
the I.R.A. Secondly, there was the sort of shock that
familiarity has still not numbed one to: beside me in
the thick of the crowd a worker had been shouting
loudly during the speech of Tory M.P. Edward Taylor
that his crowd couldn’t even find jobs enough for the
few men at UCS. When Labour M.P. Judith Hart came
to speak he listened attentively as she pleaded that in
this matter of Britain’s destiny it was the British
people alone who should decide their own fate. Then
he turned to me, as would a man who had dwelled
long and hard on the destiny of his class and gave me
his verdict. “Yes’’, he said as if translating the real
message of Mrs. Hart, “the trouble is that there are
too many darkies over here”. The third incident was
the sight of a demonstration leader of the National
Front, unmistakable by his silver badge and
equipped with a loud hailer directing his union jack
carrying supporters in the midst of several thousand
Labour Party and trade union members who raised
not ever their eyebrows, never mind their fists.

In themselves such random incidents might be brushed aside,
and discounted as isolated or even quite accidental events.
There is however no precedent, save the jingoism of the two
Imperialist World Wars for such a unity of purpose as was
displayed in Trafalgar between Michael Foot, and Tory M.P.
Sir Derek Walker Smith. Both made indistinguishable
nationalistic speeches in defence of national sovereignty

and the time-tested institutions of British democracy,

now alleged to be threatened, in front of a mass of allied
trade union banners and Union Jacks

In the light of such an extraordinary fact, the extremities
of the Anti-Common Market demonstration suggest that a
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but has found perhaps its most cogent expression in the
campaign of the Footite ‘lefts’ against Common Market
entry. In Trafalgar Square it was indeed Michael Foot who
spoke with the greatest emotion and demagogy.

Adding fuel to the fire of national chauvinism over this
issue has emerged as the last resort of a Labour‘left’ which
has passed far beyond the point where it could give half
hearted, or even a convincing token lead in the struggles of
the working class. In what is purely and simply a struggle
for their own existence. The camp followers of left social
democracy have seized upon Common Market entry as the
only possible issue that might obscure the balance sheet of
their treachery.

Revamped from the deeply rooted imperialist ideology of

the British Labour Movement, and culled from the discarded
trappings of Conservative nationalism, chauvanism is the
natural last ditch stand for a ‘left’ bankrupt of political ideas.
For them to take any other road in such a period of
sharpening class struggle would have meant an all out struggle
with the Labour right and a split in the Labour Party forcing
them to take up the leadership in the fight for the workers’
independent interests. Having definitively rejected that
alternative there is no choice for them but to oppose Common
Market entry on the most nationalistic lines. And it was not
many steps to a situation like the October 13th demonstration
where Michael Foot consummated an alliance with the whole
spectrum of the reactionary right.

Thus in the developing crisis of British capitalism social
democracy seeks a way out of its impasse by taking up the
traditional Tory Party role of defending the ‘nation’. Mean-
while the Tories ar e making hay. While the Labour Party
panders to lowest petty nationalist instincts of the working
class, the capitalist class has grown more confident of their
strategy and more united. Dissension, which might have
opened up on the basis of divergient economic balance sheets
of EEC entry, has been smothered over by a broader
hegemony. The bourgeoisie is not so foolish as to risk its class
interests in a nationalistic crusade that less and less serves

its real interests.

Yet now the class interest : of the workers is clearly more and
more at risk. The real and correct apprehension the workers’
have over this new venture by British capitalism are in the
hands of Michael Foot and his fellow social-chauvanists
directed into a campaign to defend the rotten state that has
been their direct and main oppressor for generations. If we
rightly reject the Common Market as a capitalist solution we
also—now even more strongly—reject any campaign to prop-up

the capitalist nation state. That task we can leave to the
capable hands of the petty-bourgeois rabble of the Monday
Club and the National Front.

The new posture of national chauvinism by the Labour ‘left’
has consequences which go beyond the outcome of the
Common Market struggle. Chauvinism and racism in their every
overt or subtle manifestations hamper and cripple the chances
of the workers in their class struggle from the shop floor dis-
pute to the position of the workers movement in the interna-
tional class conflicts. It is an imperialist ideology through and
through which robs the workers of their basic class senses. It

is the antithesis of proletarian internationalism which is the
very life blood of the struggles of the working class.

In Britain today this has a very concrete meaning. The
sgruggle of the Irish people against a British imperialist
occupying army remains virtually undefended in the ranks of
obganised labour in Britain because of this same chauvinism.
And by no means least, the government is this.day putting on
the statute books vicious new legislation directly aimed at the
elementary liberties of the black and immigrant population
with virtually no opposition from the traditional labour
organisations.

How is it possible for the working class to forge a programme
to defeat the Tories and advance on the road to defeating
capitalism without breaking away from chauvinism over the
right of Irish self determination, the immigration policy of
these last years, and the Common Market? The answer is
simply that it is impossible because everytime chauvinism

will take you down a blind alley to beat your head on a wall—
or some other worker’s head—in impotent frustration.

The reality is that the enslavement of Ireland stands directly
in the road of the defeat of capitalism and the destruction of
its state and army in Britain: so too the repression of black
people is the example for British workers of what they can
expect should they discard their false sense of superiority:
and the Common Market is the means for rescuing and con-
tinuing a declining British capitalism.

Racism and chauvinism must therefore be fought without
quarter. Proletarian internationalism must be the first and
not the last banner to be raised in actual class struggles of
every description. Above all we must expose these matters
for those deluded workers who followed behind Michael
Foot’s bandwagon in Trafalgar Square and tell them very
plainly:chauvinism has a very specific purpose in the hands
of the Labour leaders: the betrayal of the coming struggles
of the working class.

—Ben Joseph







