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HERE IS A POLITICAL bomb

explosion. There is no evidence
of exactly what kind of people are
responsible, though there are indi-
cations that it was the work of a
group called the Angry Brigade
which seems to resemble the Ameri-
can Weathermen (and which has
been active in London for some
months). But there is the usual sug-
gestion that it must be the work of
anarchists, because anarchists throw
bombs, and anarchism after all
means throwing bombs. We are
used to this. This is where we came
in. And if by any chance any an-
archists are actually arrested and
tried for this or any other bomb, we
may be sure that all the old shit
will start to fly (a few odd turds are
flying already), and we shall once
more be put into the false position
of having either to accept or to
repudiate what is really an irrelevant
action. It has happened before, and
it will happen again. So let’s take
the opportunity of explaining exactly
what our position is.

Ignorant and malicious people
have associated anarchists with
bombs for nearly a century now:
regardless of the fact that those few

anarchists who did resort to political
assassination or even terror were in
fact copying techniques developed
by earlier groups—such as Italian

nationalists, Russian populists, and
Irish republicans—who killed far
more people than the anarchists did;
regardless of the fact that the well-
known descriptions of anarchist
bomb-plots in fiction—such as Zola’s
Germinal and Conrad’s The Secret
Agent—are largely pure invention;
regardless of the fact that many of
the most important bomb-plots In
history—such as the Chicago (Hay-
market) Affair of 1886 and the Bar-
celona (Corpus Christi) Bomb of
1895, or the Walsall Plot of 1892
and the Greenwich Park Bomb of
1894—were the work of police spies
and agents provocateurs; and regard-
less of the most important fact that
the main users of bombs—as of all
kinds of violence—have always been
not anarchists at all, but govern-
ments.

Of course, many anarchists have
favoured violence, some have
favoured the assassination of public
figures, and a few have even
favoured terrorism of the popula-
tion, to help destroy the present
system. Not only have anarchists
thrown bombs, but at some times
and in some places the use of bombs
has been taken seriously as an
anarchist method. There is a dark
side to anarchism, as there i1s of
every political ideology, and there
1s no point denying it. But it is only

- WHAT SORT OF PEOPLE
- DO THEY THINK WE ARE?

N TIME OF WAR we are told what
noble freedom-fighters we are; in time

of ‘peace’ we are told to shut up and do
as we are told. Although every tiny
aspect of British freedom—and it's all
pretty tiny—has had to be fought for
against the bitter oppoSition of the
government of the day, when any British
Government has had to be dug out of
the mire it has called upon the British
people in the name of those very free-
doms which were so reluctantly granted.

It is always the foreign tyrant and his
servile hordes who would enslave the
upstanding British worker; gag the liberal
intellectual; turn the legal system into a
dependent part of the police state; force
us to live in penury so that the over-
riding interests of the ruling clique and
its savage economy may be served.

Against these dire threats the brave
British Tommy marched forth to do and
die; to defend his hard-won freedoms
against the filthy foreign scum who would
take them away!

WELL, TOMMY, WHAT ARE YOU
GOING TO DO NOW?

All the threats we have just listed are
threatening you again. But not from
without, Tommy. This time, from within.

It is not an exaggeration to say that
there is a bigger threat to individual
freedom and to civil liberties in general
facing the British NOW than at any
time since the dictatorship of Oliver
Cromwell.

As the financial crisis deepens, the
administration takes typical measures: it
turns sharply to the Right and sets about
bashing the working class and all those
who speak up for it

The Industrial Relations Bill will force
you, Tommy Atkins, to work for wages
on which you cannot live; it will enable
the Government to send you to prison
if you strike against conditions you find
intolerable.

THIS IS SLAVERY.
And you have no allies in high places

at all. No Parliamentary opposition can
be effective because the rules of the
game ensure that the ruling party wins
the voting in the House. Since the
Labour Party wanted a similar Bill to be
passed when it was the Government, its
opposition can only be hypocritical and
at best half-hearted. And when it comes
to the crunch—the TUC will accept it as
well.

YOU WILL BE DEFENCELESS—EX-
CEPT FOR YOUR OWN STRENGTH.
And that can only be used in the very
means of direct action that they are try-
ing to suppress—because they fear it.
The strike is your first, but not your
last weapon.

If the workers’ present methods of
defending themselves are made illegal—
then the present distinction between
legal and illegal protest disappears. And
the distinction between peaceful and
violent protest will disappear also—
whether we like that or not!

Already the bomb attacks on Robert
Carr’s house tell us that there are some
militants who are not going to wait for
the Bill to become law. Whether we
care for this type of propaganda or not
IT IS GOING TO HAPPEN BECAUSE
OTHER FORMS OF PROTEST HAVE
NO EFFECT.

The ordinary working man Kknows
whose side the Law is on; he is not sold
on this ‘freedom under the Law’ rubbish
that tells him that he is free only when
he does as he is told.

The ordinary working man may not
be able to find the necessary anger to
take extreme forms of direct action—-
but some extraordinary working men will.

After all, the British ruling class tells
the ordinary British working man that
he loves his freedom and is prepared to
fight and die for it—when it suits them.
They cannot be surprised if he is pre-
pared to fight and die for his freedom
when they come along to take it away.

After all—what sort of people do they
think we are?

one side of anarchism, and a small
one. It would be absurd to exag-
gerate this particular aspect of an-
archism, and it is probably true to
say that the general anarchist view
of bomb-throwing has always been
roughly as follows.

As anarchists, we will not con-
demn any person who feels impelled
by a passionate hatred of the present
system to use iIts own weapons
against it. When a social and poli-
tical structure is maintained by
violence, it is tempting to try and
destroy it by violence. And when
normal methods of action are in-
effective, it 1s tempting to lose
patience and strike what is hoped
to be a more effective blow. We
understand such feelings, and we
sympathise with them. Who has
never felt the same way? But we
do not believe that this is the way
to establish anarchism. This does
not mean that we are necessarily
against the use of force, any more
than we are necessarily in favour of
it. There are circumstances in which
it 1s the only possible method of
action.

In many countries in the past, and
still in Spain and Greece, in Russia
and its satellites, in much of Southern

Africa and South America, it is diffi-
cult to know what kind of non-violent
action 18 open to opponents of
dictatorship. When even the mildest
and most passive resistance IS
smashed by overwhelming force,
what is left on the other side but
force? Violent resistance may be
the only alternative to no resistance
at all. In such circumstances we
cannot condemn violence—not only
sabotage of property, but even the
assassination of people in certain
cases, though we could not accept
the use of techniques which would
endanger innocent people, let alone
the resort to mere terror.

But violence even in extreme
circumstances is not a method of
political action. Violence may be
necessary to win back the freedom
of action of a people, or of an in-
dividual person, but real political
action begins only when violence
stops. The urge to destroy is not a
creative urge; it is simply a prior
condition for the possibility of
creation. Where there is freedom
of thought, speech, assembly, or-
ganisation, and agitation, there is
nothing to be gained by violence.
On the contrary, the deliberate use
of violence will in fact endanger the
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political rights won for us at great
cost and after bitter struggles lasting
for hundreds of years fought by our
ancestors for our sake. Even if we
do not condemn violence because
it 1s immoral, we must condemn it

because it is unwise
It can be argued that political
rights are part of a system of repres-
sive tolerance, and that violent pro-
vocation 1S necessary to force the
authorities to drop their mask and
bring their real intolerance and
violence out into the open. There is
some truth in this argument, but in
practice it is very dangerous to pro-
voke a superior counterforce in this
way. It can also be argued that
ordinary propaganda, propaganda
by word, is not enough to persuade
people of the need for radical
changes, and that it must be supple-
mented by more persuasive propa-
ganda, propaganda by deed. There
IS some truth in this arecument as
well, but the point is: what kind of
deed? When the phrase was origin-
ally used, during the 1870s, it meant
demonstrations, riots and risings
which were thought of as symbolic
actions designed to win publicity,
and this kind of deed is surely much
Continued on page 2

E DEMONSTRATIONS and strikes

of January 12 against the Govern-
ment’s labour relations bill did not get
the overall support that was expected.
What distinguished it from December 8
was the widespread nature of the sup-
port and the different forms that it took.
This was, of course, partly due to the
TUC’s call for lunch-time and other
meetings outside working hours. It was
obvious that many of these would either
be extended, start early or end with
strike action.

The strongest support came from
Merseyside and the Midlands. It was
a day on which workers in their own
areas and industries organised their own
meetings and demonstrations. In London
many meetings took place but the main
focal point was the meeting at Speakers’
Corner and the march to the Albert
Hall. Speeches both at the Park and
outside the Hall centred on urging the
TUC to act. Kevin Halpin, Chairman
of the Liaison Committee for the Defence
of Trade Unions, called upon the TUC
to ‘take action, real action’. This line
has in fact been pushed by the Com-
munist Party. Certainly from their point
of view it is a realistic line since they
aim to gain official power within the
unions rather than organising mass rank
and file opposition. Their dilemma is
and always has been of how to create
just sufficient consciousness to be chan-
nelled for their own ends.

The Liaison Committee’s efforts to
organise opposition are, of course, tied
to the Party's dictates. But since
December 8, their efforts to make
January 12 a success must be criticised.
Except for a general call, nothing was
really organised. The meeting at
Speakers’ Corner was, for instance,
agreed upon by building workers before
Christmas.

What is happening is that more groups
of workers are campaigning and organ-
iIsing action independently of both the
Liaison Committee and the TUC. They
are relying on the organisation that
exists at shop floor level. The Trades’
Councils are playing a much bigger
part now as well. For too long most
of them have been mere talking shops
and have followed the TUC. Now they
are playing an important part in mobi-
lising opposition at a local level to
the Tories’ Bill.

ALBERT HALL MEETING

The TUC's meeting in the Albert Hall
turned out to be a fiasco for them.
Vic Feather had to abandon half of

his speech when an estimated 109, of
the audience kept calling for a general
strike. His response to this was, ‘If
I “thought a one-day stoppage would
end this Bill T would be for it, but it
won't.” Mr. Wilson was given similar
treatment with slow handclaps and
shouts of ‘Sit down!’ and “‘We beat you'.
Both Feather and Wilson had to be
protected by the police when they entered
the Hall

No one would deny the truth of
Mr. Feather’s remark and one of the
criticisms that can be levelled at the
Liaison Committee is that they try to
give the impression that a one-day
stoppage can be successful. Only a
campaign of action could achieve the
aims and this will not be mounted by
either the Liaison Committee or the
TUC.

The TUC has become too interested
in its governing role and too full of
plans for running an economic system
that should be abolished. It is only too
willing to co-operate if the terms are
right and just such terms were offered
last week. Although the plans they
put forward to hold down wages were
unacceptable to the Government, it
nevertheless shows that they are con-

cerned with inflation.
‘TRIPARTITE PACT

Lord Lever, millionaire member of
Wilson'’s Government, writing in the New
Statesman has said: ‘The TUC has,
in effect, offered to create, with the
Government and the employers, a tri-
partite pact. In so doing, it has openly
acknowledged that the self-defeating and
dislocating evils of our currently ex-
cessive rate of inflation threaten the
continuation of even the modest increase
in our well-being that we have lately
enjoyed.” He argues that the Tories'
rejection of the TUC's co-operation ‘will
mean that the Government will con-
tinue to tackle inflation relying only
on some long-term generalisations and
an undefined policy of tight money. The
great probability will then be that in-
flation will continue and will commence
to erode our balance of payments
surplus. The Government will feel
obliged to undertake further and sharper
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monetary deflation. If with the economy
stagnant or in recession inflation is still
not contained, the Government will ul-
timately be driven to some form of
direct action on wages, incomes and
prices.’

It has often been pointed out in
these columns that a ‘package deal’
could even come about between the
Tories and the TUC to cope with the
present economic situation. Harold
Wilson mentioned such a deal at the
Albert Hall meeting and said that he
himself had already had talks with the
TUC. Certainly they have their own
plans to deal with unofficial strikes and
to Keep wage claims to an acceptable
amount. Such a ‘tripartite’ with any
Government would mean that trade
unionists’ demands would be trimmed
to ensure high profit margins. The
independence now threatend by the Tory
legislation would be equally at stake with
a ‘package deal’.

THE ALTERNATIVE

Although the trade unions could not
be described as revolutionary organi-
sations, their independence from state
control of any sort is essential. They
should not help to solve the problems
of a capitalist System at the expense of
their members, for any deal with the
Government of the day would do just
that. In their role as producers, workers
will always receive a raw deal and be
expected to make the sacrifices to ensure
the continued rule of capital. Whatever
agreements are made between the TUC
apd the Government, the workers’ posi=
tion in society will remain the same.
The present bargaining is only concerned
with the amount of money the economy.
can afford in wages. The only way to
break from inflation, wage freeze, legis-
lation, daily routine of work and unem-
plpymcnt. iIs by way of revolution and
this is the only alternative to any plan
the TUC may have.

They will not fight the Bill. They
will live with it and salvage what they
can in order to maintain their power.
T9 demand a lead in opposing the
Bill from them is a waste of time. If
this is to be done then it can be
achieved by the workers themselves.
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