
1.1

No. 182
▲

J.

8/6/1 988

UGT Behind Phoney CNT i Wat?
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Middlesbrough, Harwich, Folkestone, 
Aberdeen and Barrow.

The support was undeniably there, but 
immediately brought about court injunctions 
against the NUS for unlawful secondary 
action. These injunctions, together with the 
action by Sealink meant that the sequestration 
threat could be used to intimidate the union.
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Black Flag has received incontrovertible 
proof that the socialist union in Spain, the 
UGT, is making a bid for the CNT-AIT 
patrimony. Furthermore it has admitted 
that it hopes to do this by 'amalgamating9 
with the phoney CNT. This begs the 
question whether UGT/Socialist Party were 
behind the Split in the first place. The UGT 
are trying to get TUC backing in the 
campaign to replenish their funds from the 
Patrimony. Behind all this are the •r 
reformists who wish to break anarchism.
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having received a large part of its own stolen 
assets back, the UGT says it is living from 
hand to mouth and is asking creditors to delay 
pressing, hoping to regain the rest, which 
would only meet current commitments (its 
staff is all paid professional). ‘It cannot be 
that democratic unionism will perish in our 
free society for want of cash, when we even 
survived Franco,’ says the letter (it didn’t 
survive, it was revived). It points out that the 
CCOO is already virtually bankrupt (this may 
be a plot for American support): ‘though if 
foreign funding is not received we will either 
have to merge with them, or our only hope is 
that the CNT will be able to regain its 
patrimony and come in with us. These assets 
would solve all our problems but there are 
some difficulties’.

The slight difficulties are, of course, that 
the CNT can’t get its sequestrated assets 
back, and that it hasn’t the least idea of going 
in to save the socialist sinking ship by 
self-immolation.

But the letter casts light on the mystery of 
the phoney CNT for anyone who is not yet 
clear, for it is to this they refer. The original 
founders may have been genuine schismatics, 
but it has long been taken over by 
manipulators who are using the name ‘CNT' 
to disguise dirty tricks of the Socialist 
Party—first to suggest there are two CNTs, 
then to legalise the acceptable one, next to 
hand it the assets of the genuine organisation 
sequestrated for nearly fifty years, finally to 
take over the the organisation with all its 
assets.

But whether the TUC is to be hoodwinked 
is another matter (it is less amenable to this 
sort of trick than it used to be, having crises 
enough of its own), and it may be that prime 
minister Felipe Gonzalez, who would prefer 
the TUC to do the saving since this would 
avoid the appearance of returning assets and 
annoy the Right Wing—will have to carry the 
plot through for them.
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Police vans protect the phoney CNT's 'Congress of Reunification' 
in 1986.
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Sealink was inconvenienced. This was despite 
an over-reaction by the police, who had 
massive reserves in case trucks were stopped.

The introduction of Sealink into the dispute 
turned things around slightly. Sealink hoped 
to sink P & O, but without committing 
themselves to too many promises to the NUS. 
At the same time they were quite prepared to 
allow P & O to do the dirty work. Sealink 
wanted it both ways and played a game where 
they would halt their own court actions if the 
NUS agreed to a deal in which half the sacked 
P & O workers would be temporarily 
employed by Sealink. Obviously this was no 
real solution and the NUS rejected the offer. 
All of this also distracted attention and morale 
waned.

Eventually the scab ships arrived. But the 
high profile dispute meant that it was a moral 
victory only. They were crewed by scabs and 
passengers were virtually non-existent. The 
only option open was for P & O to 
concentrate on freighting until things haa died 
down.

While all this was going on, and at the 
height of the dispute, NUS members came out 
in solidarity at a number of ports. At different 
points in the dispute NUS members took 
strike action at Fishguard, Lame, 
Portsmouth, Great Yarmouth, Weymouth, 
Falmouth, Peterhead, Liverpool,
Southampton, Felixstowe, Dundee, Hull,
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No, this is not a reference to Poland where 
strike action is banned, but to Britain 
where strikes are made ineffective and in 
particular to the recent court 
pronouncements against the seafarers’ 
union, the NUS, and the clumsy efforts of 
that union to take on the courts. The 
workers have lost out on all counts. 
Another defeat, yet there were times during 
the dispute—which is still soldiering on, 
when that situation could have been 
reversed. It still can.

The dispute—now in its fourth month—100k 
a new direction when P & O Ferries 
announced they were going to break the strike 
by sailing in a couple of ships to Dover with 
scab labour. They also made it clear that the 
recognition of the union was at stake. The 
media was hoping for another Orgreave and 
was disappointed when about 500 pickets 
turned up at the docks when a mass picket was 
called. The Dover docks are so designed that 
to block the entrance to the P & O berths the 
Sealink berths would be blocked as well—not 
a bad thing as Sealink were the cause of 
another recent dispute between the NUS and 
the Isle of Man Steam Packet Company 
(owned by Sealink), which was not resolved.

The picketing took place every day, with P 
& O choosing their time to bring in the ships. 
It was inevitable though that NUS crews 
would refuse to cross the picket line and so
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Spain—Forgery and Theft
Before Franco died, the Communist party was 
preparing to take over Spanish unionism by a 
simple take-over of the only permitted Fascist 
syndicates by their Comisiones Obreras. They 
fought hard and long against the workers 
getting back what had been ‘sequestrated’ by 
Franco for the offence of losing the war, and 
had worked out a deal with the Christian 
Democrats. It didn’t come off as the workers 
rejected it; the trots had long claimed to 
actually be the UGT (orthodox trade union), 
and collected contributions for it abroad, 
though it had vanished within Spain (so did 
the money); and there were many inside Spain 
who supported the CNT, as well as several 
Catholic and other unions.
A British trade union delegation came over 
with proposals for a’ non-political’ union to 
be controlled by the Socialist Party (this met 
with derision from Spanish workers who had 
not been acclimatised to the British way). 
They achieved the ditching of the trots (who 
turned to try to penetrate elsewhere); the 
rebuilding of the UGT; and rejected 
supporting the Comisiones Obreras (CCOO), 
enabling the pumping in a certain amount of 
Anglo-American TU financial aid (though not 
as much as expected).

Later the government came out with a new 
formula, the Pact of Moncloa, turning the 
fascist type unions into industrial 
parliamentarism. They agreed to workers’ 
‘councils’ Which were to co-operate with 
employers’ councils under State arbitration 
(corporatism) but allowed the workers’ 
councils to be elected by a shop floor ballot, 
each party in its union hat putting up the 
candidates for factory committees for 
election, a sort of mock parliament.

It has still not worked satisfactorily, and 
now the membership of unions which put up 
candidates has dropped drastically from three 
to one million. In many cases the only 
officially’ unionised' person is the one who 
puts up for election.

Though the anarcho-syndicalist CNT was 
greatly eclipsed by the others, and because of 
its refusal to sign the Pact became virtually a 
permanent unofficial-strike body, nowadays 
the State-backed unions are not very much 
different in numerical membership, though 
largely inactive. In figures given by the 
UGT, it claims 730,000, members while the 
CCOO (Comisiones Obreras) 880,000 — 
but nobody believes them. Together their 
claimed membership is less than that of a 
single union in Britain.

In a confidential letter to the international 
committee of the British trade union 
movement, the UGT is desperately appealing 
for funding. Though casual observers think 
the UGT is ‘rolling in money’, partly because 
of government and employer hand-outs 
(which in turn depend on the amount of 
bodies it can deliver), in fact, even after
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