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*

Another, earlier TOWARDS A PROGRAMME text can be found on
https://www.thesparrowsnest.oro.uk/collections /public archive/15788.pdf

*

This document was originally drafted by members of the Anarchist Workers' Association,
(A.W.A.) following a resolution passed at the 1976 [7] A.W.A. conference, which called for the
A.W.A. to agree a clearer definition of its theory and strategy. At that time the A.W.A. had
groups and members in England and Scotland, and a sympathiser or two in Ireland, and
published the monthly newspaper 'Anarchist Worker'. The text below was adopted as a
'provisional’ rather than as a definitive text by the tendency whose members went on to
publish 'Libertarian Communist', and renamed the A.W.A. as the Libertarian Communist
Group.

The text below is taken from a typeset edition produced after the conference in the autumn of
1977. It should be read keeping in mind the context of the early 1970's. Britain experienced the
Conservative government of the pro-European liberal-conservative Edward Heath (1970-74),
which secured entry into the European Economic Community in 1973, in the face of criticism
from an alternative racist-conservatism of Enoch Powell (a precursor of Margaret Thatcher).
Heath also faced economic difficulties, not least the hike in the price of crude oil, and a
miner's strike: both reduced energy supplies forcing the "three-day week' in the winter of
1973-1974. This era saw the relative success of some militant trade unionists at the level of
local/ shop steward organisation and at the level of national action and the early years of the
Women's Liberation Movement, (note the lower level of employment of women in the
workforce in these times). The repression of the nationalist people of northern Ireland was
highlighted by the killings of 13 unarmed nationalists by paratroopers in Derry on Bloody
Sunday, April 20th 1972. Unable to reverse the decline of British capital, or to demobilise a
relatively confident Trade Union movement, Heath was defeated in two general elections held
in 1974 and was replaced by the Labour Governments of the Harold Wilson and Jim'
Callaghan which lasted from 1974 to 1979.

This text has been reformatted and has been edited for spelling and punctuation. Most
annotations are those added in April 2004.

TOWARDS A PROGRAMME

LIBERTARIAN COMMUNISM
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Libertarian Communism is the historic theory of the working class. It is the most
complete expression of the historic practice of the working class towards self-
emancipation. After setbacks due as much to economic phenomenon (new forms of
exploitation) as ideological ones (the mystification of Russia and China, represented as
socialist countries) the chance of revolutionary change reappears. Economic, political
and social factors render more necessary than ever a social revolution leading to
communism. The reappearance of revolutionary trends inside the working class enriches
and makes more relevant than ever the theory of libertarian communism. Libertarian
communism is the only theory that truly voices the moves towards a genuine democratic
mass movement for self-management and self-activity. In this context, it becomes day-
by-day more urgent to construct a revolutionary libertarian organisation on a national
and international level, and to define the nature and field of activity of its role.

For this we need a revolutionary programme. We mean two things by this: An analysis
of capitalist society and the forces at work in it; and an action programme responding to
the most immediate problems of the working class and proposing lines of struggle and
forms of organisation most practical at the present, but which can lead to revolutionary
perspectives.

This programme will be open to change and modification in interaction with the
developing struggles and with a dialogue maintained with the revolutionary elements
inside the working class.

At Present

The practice and theory of the A.W.A. is divided and confused. There is no collective
understanding of classes (what they are, which ones are in the process of disappearing,
like the petty bourgeoisie and the middle bourgeoisie), a national attitude to the
important problems of cooperatives and nationalisation. This is apparent on many other
issues - what role do political parties, particularly the social democrats, play? Where do
we stand on national liberation struggles? What do we think about the women's
movement, the gay movement? What solutions do we have to the problems of the
tamily, housework, urbanisation, the environment?

Our practice, too, as a reflection of the lack of theoretical positions, is confused. There
is little communication between groups on the problems facing us all in particular
campaigns, in industry, in education, in the home. One militant may be doing first class
work in, say, NAC, in town X, and the same goes for a militant in town Y. But what
contact do they have between each other, what support does the local group and the
organisation nationally give them?

The Organisational Platform of the Libertarian Communists’ argues
"A common tactical line in the movement is of decisive importance for the
existence of the organisation and the whole movement. It removes the disastrous

! Available on http://www.zabalaza.net/texts/txt_platform.htm



effect of several tactics in opposition to one another, it concentrates all the forces
of the movement, gives them a common direction leading to a fixed objective."
Therefore it is necessary to formulate clear positions and tactical unity. Otherwise
"The working masses ... will not work with the anarchist movement until they are
convinced of its theoretical and organisational coherence. It is necessary for every
one of us to try to the maximum to attain this coherence."
(Arshinov, The Two Octobers, Libertarian Communist Review).

THE CRISIS

In trying to sketch out the nature and implications of the crisis we have to go further
than quoting sections of 'Capital' or dodging our duty of specific analysis and simply
stating that capitalism is a system of crisis. Having said this we have to pick out the main
features and work on them. We have to place the roots of the crisis in the 'stability’ of
the last thirty years. The overriding factor which enabled others to come into play was
the failure of the European working class, armed in France and Italy, to seize power.
The role of the Communist Parties, helping to establish 'order' in W. Europe and allow
the British to destroy the Greek revolution (agreed at the Yalta meeting between Stalin,
Churchill, and Roosevelt which set zones of influence) was crucial in this defeat, as was
the rapid intervention of Social Democracy (built up where necessary by the AFL-CIO
agents of the CIA). This defeat for the working class opened the way for the boom
based on:

1. The enormous material destruction caused by the war

which enabled

2. US (Marshall) Aid.
The fear of revolution and competition from the bureaucratically planned regimes gave
the US the will to intervene. The precondition was the 1944 Bretton Woods agreement,
which set up the International Monetary Fund (IMF) to overcome balance of payments
difficulties by establishing a pool of gold and currency. This itself was only possible
because its cornerstone was the dollar - then exchangeable at the fixed rate of $35 to an
ounce of fine gold; and

3. The technological advances forced by wartime needs (particularly
production techniques)

with

4. The important help of state intervention established during the war and

greatly expanded after it (e.g. the Labour nationalisation programme of 1945!).
to establish the conditions under which an enlarged market could be created and a higher rate of profit
than previously enjoyed to be gained i.e. the precondition for capitalist development.

All this did not change the fundamental characteristics of capitalism (particularly the
long-term tendency for the rate of the profit to decline but added new aspects to them.
In trying to see how the contradictions reasserted themselves we should look at what is
contributed by the above factors.

Bretton Woods



International financial stability rested on the US dollar. However the credit system built
up to artificially stimulate the international economy could only give rise to inflation
(paper money chasing itself in circles) because the system was not strong enough for all
its reserves to be based on gold (75% of the pool was in local currencies, 25% in gold).
This meant that while the dollar gave the system some stability, the weak currencies
threatened the dollar in turn. Whilst the dollar was supreme the system was all right. The
uneven - on an international scale - development of late capitalism (which we need to
understand better) was probably the main cause of the growing US balance of payments
deficit, although the drain caused by the Korean War, playing international policeman,
and then the war in Indochina played a considerable part This created a bleed on US
gold reserves which in 1950 held 2/3 of the wotld's mined gold. Recently this had
declined to less than a quarter. This could only affect all the world's currencies. In the
early '60s gold made up 60% of 'liquidity' (i.e. gold and foreign exchange) this is now less
than 30%. The truth is that roughly 2/3 of the world's trading assets are valueless i.e. not
convertible. This situation is reflected in gold reserve assets which in the '60s
represented 30% of world imports and is now about 10%. In the late '50s and '60s fears
of the instability of the system led to the French hoarding of gold, which in turn forced
others to take out this insurance. The surface signs of the approaching crisis were a
rightward turn in the US, cutting foreign aid, developing 'colonial' wars, the wave of
West European wage freezes and 'anti-inflation' measures' e.g. Selwyn Lloyd* pay pause,
1962-3, UK recession, the Wilson "inherited' £800m trade deficit of 1964, the Callaghan’
1967 devaluation, etc. The edifice cracked open on August 15" 1971 when Nixon
announced that the dollar link with gold was ended. Now the vast amount of paper
floating about had no basis. The key problem for the system is to re-establish a function.
There is no new, young, rich capitalist power to act as guarantor. The fake cap must be
destroyed, the paper burnt. So currencies must fall, assets disappear, production fall.

Technical Advances

The destruction in Japan and Germany gave them the chance to refit with the most
advanced methods and become leading capitalist powers in a short time; indeed to
compete with their benefactors. The British position was affected by its 'victory' which
cost it most of its foreign investments to repay the US loans and so left it even more
under-invested than in the '30s (the age of machine tools in British engineering is a clear
guide to this). Also the conflict of finance capital (relic of the imperial past) interested in
freer trading relations than industrial capital which needs protected markets prevented
development in manufacturing (this is an 'old-fashioned' view, crudely put, but it needs
investigating, for its influence on UK attitudes to the EEC, for instance). Technical
advances under capitalism are either destroyed by vested interests or else spread far and
wide in a short time. On an international scale their advantage lasts for a relatively short
time.

State Intervention

21n 1962, Lloyd was Chancellor of the Exchequer (Finance Minister of Finance) in the Macmillan Conservative
Government (1958-63).
% Callaghan was Chancellor of the Exchequer in Harold Wilson's Labour Party Government (1964-1970).



A planned communications, power, and transport system is an enormous advantage,
initially, for industrial production. Many of the wartime measures were maintained and
extended. European social democrats had a key role to play because this 'mixed'
economy is their goal. State intervention enables production on a wider scale. State
buying provides a customer for expanded production. But it does nothing to improve or
hold the rate of profit. State, buying is paid out of taxes or borrowed money from funds
of capitalism's private sector ie. these policies produce government indebtedness and
vulnerability to panics and crises of confidence. So if anything these policies worsen the
rate of profit:

e by helping lame duck' industries from the taxes of the profitable sectors the
average rate of profit is lowered.

e oovernment induced production cannot be of commodities in competition with
private capital so it increases the volume of non-profitable production, e.g. roads
railways power systems or armaments, space research etc. This 'dilution' will also
tend to lower the rate of profit.

So the expansion of production upon which the post War recovery wet built was not a
sigh of health for the system and contained within Itself Its own contradictions.
Inflation is a product of the enormous amount of fictitious capital in circulation and a
result of the expanded production created by state intervention.

The ruling class has to produce a higher rate of profit to climb out of the slump. To do
this it must try to

1. destroy the fictitious capital - bankruptcies, devaluations.
increase the rate of exploitation.

3. avert trade war which will break the tenuous cooperation and destroy all hopes of
a new foundation.

These are not easy to reconcile. Devaluation gives industrial capital some advantage,
damages native financial centres, upsets competitors and places further burdens of a
higher cost of living upon the working class. Increased exploitation needs a new
technical breakthrough and capital to exploit it -neither exists at present - or it needs a
thoroughly beaten working class. This defeat would have to be of a different order from
that inflicted by the Labour/TUC policy of redundancies and wage cuts. The capacity to
tight back still exists (for the Labour and TU leaders cannot destroy the movement they
live on; mislead it, yes, dismantle it, no). This capacity to fight must be destroyed for
capitalism to have a future.

The inctreasing pressure from the TUC for import controls* is contradictory to the needs
for a new solid structure for capitalist trade.

The Labour Party is a particularly dangerous enemy to the working

class, because the 'mixed' economy has reached its limits and cannot resolve the crisis.
The 'National' solutions lie in two directions - a National government to take on the
working class or a national siege economy. We must understand clearly that both are
dangerous for the working class. The return to laissez faire - the only orthodox

4 Britain had been a member of the European Free Trade Area (EFTA) that grouped together Scandinavia, Iberia,
Switzerland and the British Isles, as an alternative to the ‘Common Market': the European Economic Community that
grouped together the low countries, France, Germany and Italy. Britain joined the EEC in 1973. After the Second
World War restrictions on imports - import controls - were only gradually broken down, and within and without these
trade areas. In the early 1970's "Free" trade was prospect for the future.



(Capitalist solution and the most likely -means a government dominated by the
Thatcher-Joseph line. This line was what Callaghan expressed in his key' speeches to the
Labour Party conference:

e Cut government spending, less controls on capital, by implication, cut living
standards, let unemployment grow!

e The alternative, the 'left' labour policy of a command economy, in particular tariff
barriers and control on capital movement, will signal open trade war. This cannot
defend the living standards of the working class for even greater sacrifices in
consumption will be called for.

A command economy under 'the social democrats would be like a General strike under
the General Council of the TUC - a defeat of enormous scale. In the short run we have
to beware of stop-gap measures designed to carry out parts of the long term needs of
British capitalism. For instance the need for an increase in the rate of exploitation, in the
face of working class resistance to wages policy, can only lead to a big sell of
productivity as Wilson tried in the '60s. We may well see Phase Three®> of the wage
policy next year containing the traps of job evaluation, further measured day work, etc.,
etc. We have to study the lessons of the past period this tactic was applied and be
prepared to meet it. The dominance of financial orthodoxy (a la 1925) in the Labour
leadership must mean further cuts in public expenditure. For this to be fought a public
sector workers alliance will be absolutely necessary.

A programme of demands around which the working class can be rallied is the key to
this whole period, these demands must, not be economistic shopping lists (less hours,
more pay) but must pose collective and independent working class solutions i.e.
demands which extend beyond the local struggle. This must reopen our consideration of
the idea of transitional demands such as work sharing with no loss of pay, opening the
books under workers' inspection, a sliding scale of wages. We must develop further our
position that 'It's not our crisis, we shall not pay for it'.

WHAT POLITICS, THEN, SHOULD AW.A. ADVOCATE WITHIN THE
WORKERS MOVEMENT?

These politics should contribute to the process of beginning the fight back, forming
united class struggle fronts with other

left tendencies and indicating a way out of capitalism towards

libertarian communism. Our strategy as indicated in past copies of Libertarian Struggle
and Anarchist Worker is as follows. We have consistently adopted a position to
opposition to the effects of the crisis: we have urged workers to oppose the cuts,
oppose the four and a half % limit,® etc. We have indicated the organisational methods
to be adopted by workers in their struggles (basically federated rank and file committees
of different sorts) and we have warned them not to set up isolated workers' cooperatives

® Faced with a trade deficit, the Labour government tried to implement wage freezes to preserve the productivity of
British capital and to defend the Pound against devaluation.

& A limit of wage rises to £6 (at a time when the average wage was around £60 ) was followed in August 1976 by a
4.5% limit on wage rises- at the time inflation was running at over 15%.



or accept nationalisation. We have said that the 'Right to Work"” campaign has
limitations, and stressed the need for a revolutionary movement to overthrow
capitalism. We have also attempted to give coverage of and encouragement to actual
struggles as they have occurred. The most noticeable characteristic of this policy has
been the repeated recourse to the word 'must’, not so much as an imperative but rather
as a desperate and generally unheeded plea. We repeatedly say that the working class
must do this or that. We then proceed to present immediate tactical perspectives as if this attitude of
intransigent opposition been wholeheartedly accepted by millions of workers!

Our way forward is, in other words, aimed at a working class already consciously united
in substantial sections in opposition to the consequences of capitalism; in our '.what to
do' contributions we concentrate upon tactical and organisational observations - as if the
working class' was everywhere in ferment and the battle against social democracy and
class collaboration had already been won. (As if, also, we were speaking through a paper
that had a mass circulation within the working class).

Let's begin a reappraisal of our approach with its pivotal point - the occupation as a
resistance to one or other effect of the crisis. Firstly we must realise that however
effective as a potential tactic occupation might be, it is by no means predictable as a
widespread expression of working class struggle over the coming period. Secondly, it
must be emphasised that the criticisms made below are not intended to deny the
positive aspects - the main being, of course, its involvement of the assertion of workers'
control over the plant or whatever concerned. What we must address ourselves to is
how an occupation can relate to the immediate demands of the workers involved and
the general state of the class struggle.

A struggle in all our minds at the moment when the word 'occupation' crops up is that
pf, the IMRO® workers. We must, however, be cautious" in our evaluation of this. In
IMRO we find a small workforce that has developed unity in revolutionary action over a
long period of struggle, and matured into an example of a beautiful example of class
intransigence. There are elements of their struggle that reveal their willingness to use it
as a general didactic and propaganda organ. Because they have had a sophisticated and
united consciousness of their situation they have not been prone to disillusionment:
their stated objective, that of preserving their jobs, has been sustained by a mixture of
pragmatism and political awareness that has seen them through nine months of
occupation and eventual eviction apparently bringing them no nearer to it. Are we to
expect such determination from every group of workers accepting occupation as their
mode of struggle? Probably not. There is often unevenness between the form of
workers' actions and the clarity and extent of their internal political commitment. Stiff
though this fight may be and much as the left may give assistance and encouragement in
the particular situation, in most cases the workers will be unwilling to make working
class martyrs of themselves by going hammer and tongs against everything in the IMRO

" In February 1974 the Labour manifesto said: "It is our intention to bring about a fundamental and irreversible shift in
the balance of power and wealth in favour of working people and their families." Unemployment was around half a
million in 1974, and rose to 1.6 million in 1976.

8 IMRO- the imprimerie (Print shop) of Rouen was occupied by workers - see reports in Anarchist Worker c. 1976.



manner. The Union bureaucracy will effectively isolate them. They will face defeat or
else be involved in some attempted reconstruction of their sector. We have polemicised
against both the major restructurings that can take place within capitalism -
establishment of a workers' cooperative and nationalisation. It is of course correct that
because both do occur within capitalism they both can and do tend to act against the
workers interests. On the one hand the case of Triumph Meriden has had a sobering
effect on the whole of the self-management left with regards to cooperatives. It
provided a telling example of how 'an 'island of socialism' could not resist the pressures
put on it by its organic links with and dependence upon the profit system. The workers
had to turn on themselves to maintain the cooperative's liquidity.

The only way they could have avoided this in the short term (beyond a technological or
marketing coup) would have been by demanding repeated cash injections without
strings - which would have brought them back to square one. State Intervention via
nationalisation, meanwhile, has repeatedly been revealed to be oriented to the overall
needs of capitalism, Its effect on sectors such as coal, steel, railways and cat-
manufacturing has repeatedly been to assist the process of rationalisation and
streamlining. But what about the occupying workers? Are we to refuse to relate to their
strugele in any other way than to urge them to carry on the struggle at white heat even
when the potential of the working class as a whole to assist through rank and file activity
has failed to materialise despite our exhortations? We need to accommodate ourselves,
in other words, to the limitations of what occupations are likely to achieve in terms of
the defence of workers interests. Unless there is a take-off into sustained revolutionary
growth - with other sectors of workers getting involved by a sort of chain reaction
(which not even IMRO has achieved) - scattered outbreaks of workers resistance will
play an ambiguous role in terms of overall class struggle. On the one hand they will
serve as inspirations and examples to other workers and focal points around which
propaganda can be made and towards which the fight for active support in the rank and
file can be directed. On the other hand, even an occupation on the IMRO scale is likely
to fail to break through the barriers to revolutionary advance created by the general
conditions of class consciousness and the balance of forces

of the class struggle.

Beyond and in addition to the support and encouragement we give to such struggles there consequently
remains the task of formulating general response to the state of the class struggle - a response which
an be the beginnings of a matrix of class struggle solidarity, which can have relevance to
all struggles, and which can indicate lines of battle within them which have the potential
to prevent any retreat from 'eyeball to eyeball' situation turning into a rout. Such a
response is not supplied by the historic programme of revolutionary anarchism alone.
That programme is, on the contrary, only applicable as an exc/usive political intervention
at a time when a revolutionary situation has developed not only in terms of the
condition and direction of the economy but also in terms of the coherence, unification
and turning towards class struggle of workers' consciousness. It is to claim, however,
that it is not sufficient to achieve it. It remains insufficient because the response of the
working class to crisis is not a pavlovian propensity to be drawn immediately to



revolutionary principles, but rather depends in part on the role played by consciousness
as it has already developed. The historic programme achieves a fu/ly comprehensible
relationship to this consciousness relating to the contemporary balance of forces only be
allowing itself to be mediated by the objective situation. The process of revolutionary
politics consequently becomes one of rediscovering historical objectives as they appear at
the various levels of contemporary strugele and development. It is when this process is
dictated that divisions occur between awareness of the historical programme and our
responses to the myriad conflicts and activities of the working class. The former does
not achieve its fullest possible implantation within he latter, where it acts as an agent in
their development. Our intervention is not as effective a social force as it might have
been; it becomes rather a standpoint explaining out sympathies. A response that is
mediated by objective circumstances should above ill relate to the general political
debate in the working class (especially in its mass organisations) and to the balance of
class forces that this represents. It should focus on and define the main areas of class
conflict - in the present situation, wages, work conditions (speed-ups etc) and
unemployment. These are the basic economic indices, given that the cuts ire being dealt
with elsewhere, though some aspects are relevant here. When we look at the balance of
class forces we have to define which class is on the offensive. At the moment the
initiative lies firmly in the lands of the capitalists as they respond to the crisis of financial
credibility and profitability in their imperialist market. Alongside their economic
measures, they have launched a major ideological offensive, based strongly on
chauvinism. class collaboration and sacrifice: they have begun to score accesses against
individual militants and militant sections of workers n plants and through the assistance
of allies in the labour movement. True, the working class has not been ground down as
much as necessary, but this very deadlock only worsens the desperation of the losses
and their need to act drastically whilst it does nothing to clarify he workers'
understanding of what is at stake. Under these conditions tie prime function of the
response we fight for must be to change the direction of the struggle initiative. Such an
intervention would centre around a series of demands exhibiting a willingness to
preserve standards of living and employment at the same time as it challenged the social
benefits and the politics of the bourgeoisie within capitalism.

On the question of incomes this involves clarifying the call for resistance to wage
restraint by adding to it the rider that incomes must rise to compensate for losses
through inflation. It also involves attacking the incomes structure of modern capitalist
corporations - demanding that the incomes of managers, directors and shareholders be
reduced to that of the best paid producers in their corporations and that the lower paid
be raised up to this level. The responsibility for assessing the state of incomes with
regard to inflation should be that of instantly recallable committees selected from the
shop floor. To assist in the fight against the living standards of stockholders etc NO
must add an attack on the 'investment strike' - a wealth tax on individual and company
profits to feed a national investment fund. Another 'anti-rich' tactic is to call for the
abolition of the civil list.”

% |.e. the millions paid to the family of the British head of state.



The demand 'no redundancies' is obvious. It can, however be extended by advocating
'work sharing on full pay' to be decided at branch or shop floor level (this covering both
overtime and hours and introducing the ideas of cooperation and shop floor control)
and 'full union rights for the unemployed' with the branch rather than the personal
officer being the point of entry into work. It  should not prevent us.****

The demand 'open the books' is a useful appendage to any specific conflict and to the
general state of the economy. If private industry cannot meet workers' demands the
state should be challenged to satisty them. If private owners are forced into liquidation,
nationalisation should be favoured to the establishment of a cooperative on the sole
grounds that the latter poses the greater threat to the workforce by making its own
representatives agents of capitalist forces.

The utility of such a series of demands is basically as an answer to the question 'what
would you do then?' which goes beyond the vagueness of 'have a revolution' or the
basically defensive 'resist this or that'. It has use in all areas of the labour movement,
though the essential task remains the willing of rank and file workers so as to prevent it
becoming merely the talking shop of bureaucrats.

The advocacy of such a series of demands should not obscure our commitment to the
revolutionary overthrow of capitalism by the working class and the re-organisation of
production around workers and community councils. It should be presented as the line
of defence of workers' interests we advocate precisely because we realise that the
working class does not possess a revolutionary consciousness. It should not be
presented as exclusive to A.W.A. but rather be presented as being of relevance to all
workers and revolutionaries who we are able to reach with the limited circulation of our
publications: it should be seen by them as a way to fight for the development of
conditions where the debate about the historic programme (with which one may still
disagree) becomes more relevant and pressing. We should not forget about the historic
programme, though, nor cease to propagandise the basic tenets of revolutionary
anarchism in a readily accessible form, but this activity should be accompanied by a
greater awareness of orientation through demands to those workers already reacting to
the futility of capitalism, yet dependent, despairing of their fellows and searching for
some way out of the impasse.

NATIONAL LIBERATION STRUGGLES

The problems of national liberation struggles cannot be viewed en block. Each case has
its own particular aspects - differing class composition of liberation movements, etc. It
is important to examine the forces; at work inside a country fighting for liberation and
to examine the forces at play on an international level. In most cases, the interests of the
three great power blocks, USA, USSR, Peoples Republic of China, will be involved. It is
necessary to analyse these interests and how they can effect the development of a
national l