CAPITALIST
PATRIOTISM

BUT NOT AT OUR EXPENSE’
— Lord Matthews.

THIS year’s season of Whitehall farces
continues to milk the Falkland tragi-
comedy for all it’s worth.

Ever since the cad leapt out of the
closet to snatch Britannia’s treasure,
catching, in true farcical fashion, the
Foreign Office with its trousers down, the
drama has been wound up for the gaping
audience and the bathos laid on with a
trowel as it turned out that the spear-
carrying extras also carried the can.

The stars, however, have not done too
badly, as is to be expected. Margaret
Thatcher’s own star shone brighter than
ever, to such an extent that everybody
expected her to call an Autumn election.
She has, so it is said, decided not to — for
which she undoubtedly deserves ten out
of ten for not being an opportunist. And
that should be worth a few votes on its
own.

For the country’s other leading patriots
too, the pride and the passion has paid
handsomely. Of the daily newspapers
which supported Thatcher to hysterical
proportions, none was more vociferous
(with the possible exception of the
execrable Sun) than the Daily Express,
which always speaks for the poor dumb
British people, unable to speak for
themselves.

Such is the concentration of capital
today that a newspaper baron is not
content to be simply that — which for
most of us would be quite enough. No, it
so happens that Lord Matthews, who now
owns the Daily Express, etc, also owns
(or his company does) the Cunard shipping
line, which sprang into its national service
with eyes gleaming at the opportunity to
serve the country by getting some of its
laid-up ships out of mothballs and into
the gravy.

The best thing that could happen to
one of Cunard’s ships — the Atlantic
Conveyor — did in fact happen. It was
sunk.

It was of course insured. It was due to
get compensation from the ‘Intervention
Fund’. The Ministry of Defence was will-
ing to contribute to the building of a
replacement vessel — and the Department
of Industry was ready with a substantial
sum from the home shipbuilding credit
scheme, if the new ship were to be built
in Britain.

Ay, there’s the rub. Having a ship built
in Britain costs many millions more than
getting it built in,say, Korea. So the highly
patriotic Lord Matthews, whose public-
ations screamed blue murder against the
Argies (unfortunately not selling all that
many extra papers every day in spite of
that . .. ) was not prepared to put his
hand in his capacious pocket (wearing his
Cunard hat) to give jobs to British ship-
ouilders.

It was then he uttered his immortal
words:

‘I am as anxious as anyone that it should
be built in Britain, but not at our expense.’

GOVERNMENT SUPPORT
WITH PUBLIC MONEY

Then another factor entered the arena. In
spite of Mrs Thatcher’s appeal to the noble
Lord to put patriotism before profit (ha,
ha!), it was the dockers and portworkers
who came out and said they would black
ALL Cunard ships, including the gallant
and heroic QE2, if Matthews insisted on
pbuying Korean.

Fortunately it will not come to that.
Our monetarist Government, with its
hard face set firmly, as though in cold
porridge, against spending public money

— especially for something as unprofitable
as a National Health Service — decided
that, after all, in this special case, it can
reach into the coffers and give Lord
Matthews’ company something between
10 and 15 million pounds (of our money!)
so that he could do the decent thing and
get his bloody boat built in Britain.

It would of course not be a simple
replacement of the old one that was
destroyed. It would be a modern, labour-
saving ship and, more important, it would
pbe of such design that it could be very
rapidly converted for military use in the
event of another crisis like the Falklands
suddenly blowing up (no pun intended).

Meanwhile, among the lower orders,
patriotism is not paying off quite so well.
Merchant seamen coming back home and
getting rather less than a hero’s welcome,
are finding that they are coming back to
the dole. Now they are back to real life,
they are finding that being British was a
prime qualification for going to the South
Atlantic battle ground — but back home
it means that their rates of pay are far
too high, in view of the fact that their
work can be done by cheaper Asian
workers. Nor will there be much help
from the National Union of Seamen,
since the union gets a handout from the
employers for every cheap Asian employed
on a ship carrying the British flag (but
not on those flying flags of convenience).

And on top of that the Government
has now reneged on its promise of a big
bonus for seamen going south of Ascension
Island into a ‘military’ zone. Many are
still there — but not on bonus pay.

Governments have to consist of liars,
and as for patriotism? The FIRST refuge
of scoundrels!

PS
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WAR RESISTERS’ INTERNATIONAL

TRIENNIAL CONFERENCE, Perugia, 26—30 July

THE most constructive of gatherings of
activists — particularly international ones
— should not be judged in terms of
motions passed or recommendations
agreed. Much less should they be judged
in terms of formality, constitutional
amendments and the like, though there
are apparently many (normally of a
Marxist-type persuasion) who seem to be
fascinated by such things.

No — it is in the informal meetings
between friends old and new that happen
‘between sessions’; ironically — or perhaps
not — it would seem that some kind of
fairly formal framework — a chairperson,
translation facilities in the case of inter-
national gatherings (and the simultaneous
headphone translations provided at the
War Resister’s Triennial Conference were
excellent) and the normal rules of polite
discussion that often seem to be despised
(wrongly in my view) by some anarchists
— all this is necessary in order to create
an environment in which the informality
can flourish into real usefulness rather
than degenerate into purposelessness.

This is especially true when the confer-
ence is only a week long — long enough
for relationships between participants to
be established, but not long enough to
permit of too much self-indulgence. My
only comparable experience is the anar-
chist summer camps — I have been to two
of them — which last a month or more
and permit of a more expansive and self-
indulgent mood.

In addition to the plenary sessions,
there were small working-groups where,
in my view, most of the real work was
done. There were groups on Ireland, the
Middle East, Feminism and Non-violence,
Non-violent Civilian Defence and more —
all of them led by people of great know-
ledge of and personal experience in the
various areas under discussion. I cannot
report in a too detailed way upon these
except to say that the group that I
attended throughout the week-long
conference — that on the Organisation
and Finance of the WRI — was excellently
run and a focus for much disciplined
thought and hard work. (The anarchist
movement often seems to me to lack a
certain self-discipline and capacity for
hard work; but the international pacifist
movement also lacks certain attributes
that anarchists tend to possess in greater
abundance. It’s a pity we cannot learn
from each other).

There were also four main speakers
during the week. Henk Branderhorst and
Bram van der Lek on anti-militarism;
Beverley Woodward producing an excel-
lent presentation at incredibly short notice
on Militarism and the Third World when

Mary Kaldor was unable to attend; Johan
Galtung from the International Peace
Research Institute in Oslo; and most sig-
nificantly for me at least, Narayan Desai
on the Structures of Domination.

Narayan’s speech may have been ‘only’
a restatement of the fundamentals of
non-violence, ‘only’ a re-application of
Gandhian philosophy 35 years on, but it
was a re-affirmation made with such
poetry and eloquence thatit was singularly
refreshing after the much (albeit impor-
tant) dryer and more detailed work of the
conference both in plenary and in
workgroups.

Through Narayan’s speech it was
possible to trace the Gandhian influence
on such important contemporary thinkers
as Schumacher and Illich; and although
Gandhi has (rightly) come under some
fire in anarchist circles for his dogmatism
and authoritarianism, in my view anar-
chists who reject his ideas as uncritically
as some pacifists accept them, do Gandhi
and themselves as big a disservice as the
latter.

To focus on Narayan’s speech for a
moment - it was, as I say, for me (and I
suspect for others attending the confer-
ence too) the high spot of the week; he
began by commienting on the outdatedness
of the traditional Marxist analysis of
Structures of Oppression; and then he
identified seven separate inter-related
structures of oppression: Political,
Religious, Cultural, Sexist, Economic,
Racial and Statist (to which some
thought that Ageist might add an eighth);
he also defined seven contemporary social
evils — with which some anarchists and
certainly myself would take some
exception. These were :— Politics without
Principles, Wealth without Work, Pleasure
without Conscience, Knowledge without
Character, Science without Humanity,
Commerce without Morality, Worship
without Sacrifice. To which we might add
an eighth — commitment without
humility (a humility which alone can give
rise to a tolerance and compassion that I
believe are essential to a revolutionary).
The social evils listed above all smack at
first sight of a certain puritanism; but at
second sight, when one thinks about
them more deeply, this can only be said
of Worship without Sacrifice. More cor-
rectly one could say, as an anarchist, that
Politics is always without principle and
Commerce is always without morality.
Such points of basic disagreement were
refreshing. Narayan emphasised also two
vital attributes of the revolutionary that
are always in short supply and go to the
roots of much of the posturing that
passes for revolutionary commitment

these days; one was the need for courage
and the other was a much-emphasised
need for what Narayan termed ‘active
love’ — no closer definition of that is, I
feel, necessary.

This may be stating the obvious —
but the non-violent revolutionary move-
ment and the anarchist movement (and I
do differentiate between the two) are so
cripplingly short on both commodities,
that the obvious does seem to require
re-statement.

A re-affirmation of basic principles in
such an eloquent way as Narayan gave the
conference acts as a ‘cleansing agent’ to
permit one to see through the mess of
detail and the greater mess of human
suffering, and see more clearly the goals
that lie ahead.

He did make one small point in a rather
telling fashion: If three individuals of —
say — an anarchist persuasion, each con-
vinced three more of — say — their own
anarchist vision and each of these repeated
the process, the process would only have
to be repeated 18 times to encompass the
entire population of India!

As tie song says:—

‘if two and two and sixty make a million
We’ll see that day come round’.

My abiding impression of this week will
be of 200 friends, old and new, who
worked together and learnt much from
each other. It was a much-needed process
of mutual refuelling and strengthening.

JH
R N e B ]

FREE RADIO
Solidarity Call for Radio Libertaire

THE Socialist-Communist government in
France has considered the matter of free
radios in the Paris region. For example,
the state is insisting on maintaining all the
benefits of their monopoly, keeping the
number of available frequencies to a min-
imum, if possible killing the free radios.
Radio Libertaire is one of these. It is
transmitted by the Anarchist Federation.
!"Now they are trying to close it!!

We ask all comrades and sympathizers
to send postcards and telegrams of protest
to the Prime Minister. We suggest a text
similar to:

‘Monsieur le Premier Ministre,

Nous vous demandons d’autoriser les
emissions de RADIO LIBERTAIRE
comme garantie des libertes dans la diver-
site d’opinions.’

If you send these cards to Radio Libertaire
145 rue Amelot, 75011 Paris, we will
send them on to the Ministry.
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The Poverty of Syndicalism

ACORRESPONDENT(Ames,7thAugust)
queries ‘the apparent attack on Syndic-
alism’ in our editorial about Trade Unions
(10th July). We said that we ‘oppose the
use of trade unions as any kind of author-
itarian institution, as in Syndicalist or
Guild Socialist theory’. Perhaps we
should explain.

Such theory envisages that the eco-
nomy should be dominated by workers’
organisations — called unions, or syndic-
ates, or guilds, or collectives, or councils,
or soviets — which would replace not
only the present workers’ organisations
but also the present system of industrial
and commercial ownership and manage-
ment, and would run all production and
distribution on the basis of workers’
control. When this theory began to be
put into practice in the last century, the
existing workers’ organisations were faced
with  fundamental choices between
concentrating on immediate reforms or
planning ultimate revolution, between
supporting the new socialist parties or
remaining independent of all political
organisations.

At the end of the last century, some
workers’ organisations, especially in
South-West Europe, developed ‘revolut-
ionary syndicalism’ (syndicate meaning
union in the Latin countries), rejecting
parliamentary involvement and adopting
direct action in preparation for a general
strike and the social revolution. Many
revolutionary syndicalists moved towards
anarchism, and many anarchist com-
munists moved towards syndicalism, the
result being ‘anarcho-syndicalism’,
combining suitable elements of the two
ideologies.

The advantages of such theory and
practice are obvious and significant; the
disadvantages are less obvious but just as
significant. The central problem is that it
is difficult to keep syndicalism anarchist.
The workers’ organisations have very
strong tendencies towards reformism,
sectionism and authoritarianism. However
revolutionary their ultimate aims, their
immediate activity is mainly concerned

with the day-to-day struggle for short-
term gains, and they develop a ‘trade union
mentality’ in which pay and conditions
have the same function as votes and
elections in parliamentary parties or as
meetings and demonstrations in revolu-
tionary parties. However broad their
official attitudes, their immediate activity
is mainly concerned with the narrow
advancement of their own members, and
they develop a gang consciousness in
which the enemy becomes not only the
state and the bosses but also other sections
of the people, other unions, and even
their own minorities. However open their
structures and however revocable their
delegates, their permanent tendency is to
fall into the hands of an irtolerant
majority or an unmovable bureaucracy.
These and many other issues have been
debated in the anarchist movement for
nearly a century. There was a classic
confrontation 75 years ago, at the Inter-
national Anarchist Congressin Amsterdam
in August 1907, when Pierre Monatte
defended and Errico Malatesta criticised
Syndicalism. Malatesta, who for 35 years
had supported the theory of anarchist
communism and the practice of anarchist
participation in the labour movement,
nevertheless, warned against excessive

concentration on the workers’ struggle,
because libertarian organisations must be
more than unions, because the social
revolution must be more then the general
strike, society is more than the working
class, and life is more than work.
Malatesta’s warning — which was often
repeated, and may be found in various
forms in Vernon Richards’ collection
Errico Malatesta: His Life and Ideas —was
borne out over and over again in the later
experience of the labour movement in
many countries and several revolutions.
As he said, if anarcho-syndicalism is pre-
dominantly anarchist, it is simply
anarchism applied to the particular
conditions of the labour movement; if it
is predominantly syndicalist, it soon ceases
to be anarchist. The libertarian struggle is
not the monopoly of any single class or
organisation or activity, and despite the
attractions of syndicalist theory the
experience of trade union practice makes
most anarchists cautious about even
anarcho-syndicalism: We want the right
not to work as well as to work, to leave as
well as to join a union, and so on.
Anarchism includes but transcends
anarcho-syndicalism.

NW

MUTATIONS

THE Mutants are a colony of squatters in
Wales. They have had their problems in
the past, for example injunctions forcing
them to move from particular sites. At one
stage, some local farmers became so res-
entful about their presence that shotguns
were used. This gained enough notoriety
to produce national television reports.

Now the injunctions have become
rather more sweeping. Two High Court
proceedings have been instigated by the
Welsh Office and by Dyfed County Coun-
cil. The effect of both is that the group
cannot ‘station’ on public land anywhere
in Dyfed. Settling on private land would
need planning permission.

A toi=] of 36 names are listed, includ-
ing ai icast one who has not been near the

camp for months. Any opposition must
be filed within fourteen days, otherwise
proceedings will continue in his absence.
One of the listed people has applied for
legal aid in order to test the whole thing.

The defence will be that it is all
unreasonable. Such a sweeping injunction
is something of a legal precedent. After
all, the group has only been around
Haverfordwest. If this persecution suc-
ceeds, what next? Exclusion from the
whole of Wales? The entire United
Kingdom? This could be done under the
Prevention of Terrorism Act. It doesn’t
matter that the shotgun was fired at the
camp, surely being the target of terrorism
means that you provoked it? There are
precedents here, like women who contri-
bute to their own rape by their own
negligence.

WilDCAT |

You're just being deliberately offensive /7
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NOT having a trace of the spiritual or
mystic in my nature I attended the ‘Green
Gathering’ with some misgivings — the
idea of a week in the company of hippies
(originals and revivalists) beneath the
shadow of Glastonbury Tor filled me with
the materialist’s dread of the paranormal.
In the event I thoroughly enjoyed the
experience and here, for what it’s worth,
is a subjective despatch from the green
front.

1 think the ‘gathering’ started as an
Ecology Party bash but this year’s (the
} was arranged by ‘an independent
colleciive who first met at last year’s Eco
Summer Gathering’. Its aim was to bring
together ‘groups involved in radical, alter-
native or ecological activities: feminists,
anti-nuclear activists, ecologists, third
world campaigners, libertarians, conser-
vationists and other groups interested in
a fairer, more just society’. By and large,
it did just this though I think it’s fair to
say that class and the third world hardly
got a look in or a mention in the work-
shops I attended, and, if there were any
campers from the third world, I didn’t
see or meet them.

Estimates of attendance varied from
3,000—5,000 and although some thought
the gathering was too big to be comfori-
able, it seemed about right to me. The
closeness of the tents, caravans, tepees and
the peace convoy wagons produced a kind
of enforced intimacy which broke down
the strains and tensions of the first day
and by the end of the week produced a
genuine sense of festival. The abundance
of musicians, poets, performers, theatre
groups and -spontaneous entertainers was
a delight and the al fresco cafes like the
‘Rainbow Bohemians’, ‘Stained Stoats’,
‘Munchies and Slurpies’ etc provided
delicious food and cafe society at every
turn.

I saw one anarchist flag and Dennis
Gould had a FREEDOM stand selling the
paper, anarchist badges and poetry public-
ations. The main anarchist element,
though, was the marvellous Peace Convoy
contingent up from Stonehenge and the
demented entertainment provided by the
Tibetan Ukraineans. The children loved it
all and were very well catered for with a
big playground, circus roundabout, creche
and the sheer freedom of being there. The
weather smiled on us all and, on the whole,
I thought the gathering was a good
example of libertarian principle put into
effective practice — it was tolerant, largely
seif-managing and allowed of a great deal
of spontaneity.

There were clashes of course — a
gathering embracing seasoned political
activists like the Peace Convoy on one
wing and ‘metamorphic foot massage’

(say) on the other meant a good deal of
accommodation on everybody’s part. For
myself, having last attended a festival on
the I o W in 1970, this gathering was a
revelation. So free and unoppressive com-
pared with that and putting its hedonism
to ultimately useful purpose.

I was never a hippy first time round
but always hoped that out of vague dec-
larations of love and peace some firmer
commitments might have emerged. In
America some of the most charismatic
hippies ended up preaching psychobabble
to the rich (eg Jerry Rubin) or in the
black magic massacre trade (eg Charles
Manson) but where did all the others go?
Since 1970 the revival of feminism (or re-
vitalisation) and the growth of the green
movement, stimulated by the emergence
of the Friends of the Earth, has added to
the mix, and the Green Gathering partly
answers my question. Some of the hippies
(in the UK at least) didn’t get dragged
back into straight society — they had the
courage and determination to put their
ideas into practice whether as New Dawn
Gypsies, Tepee People or Peace Convoy
propagandists by deed.

It was these groups I found the most
interesting and inspiring because their
alternative lives were being lived out
publicly and were bound to influence any-
body with an open mind. The Peace Con-
voy had a battle over paying to get on the
festival site and put out ‘A message from
the Peace Convoy’. They won their point
so I won’t drag up an old battle — but I
will quote from their ‘message’:

‘.. .We believe in true anarchy, a state of
individual responsibility, a lifestyle that is
gentle on the planet. We know what we
need to achieve this, and we have the
courage to go on saying ‘NO’ to those
that try to force us to go against it . . .
NO . .. to nuclear war, to Cruise missiles
and nuclear power

NO . .. to harassment of gypsies and
travellers

NO ... to pollution and waste

NO .. . to restriction of consciousness by
drugs law

NO TO THE UNIVERSAL THREAT OF
MEGADEATH THEY USE TO KEEP US
ALL IN LINE’

And every time we stand against it we get
hit with the barrage of hatred released by
the threat of change, of chaos (ever been

in love? felt anything more chaotic than
that?) . . . and everytime we come back
with understanding, with endless attempts
at communication. We try to cure them of
the hate and pain . . . because we can’t
stop believing love is the answer . ..’

And The Red Ice Real Kool Comic put

out this appeal in its festival edition:
‘The balance of different sorts of people
is badly needed in the Stonehenge scene.
Greens — we badly need you at Stone-
henge especially for windmills, eco-trips,
natural highs, accoustic music, creches,
kid’s-trips, mechanic workshops and foot-
ball matches! Spare us please, meetings,
votes and committees. Bring us tolerance,
patience and the courage to travel in con-
voy and take sites by peaceful strength of
numbers. Courage to be with the wilder
side and not get put off by little things.
Change doesn’t come easy’.

I think if a visitor from Mars dropped
into the site on a space parachute, she
would have understood the gathering to
be concerned with peace rather than
ecology (if the two are divisible) for this
issue was the great unifier and, for me,
the most heartening. The biggest and best
workshop I attended was about the
Greenham Common peace camp and the
debate on mixed or women only action.
This workshop was conducted with
tolerance and seriousness and only got
bogged down in demands for concensus
and/or votes on whether the workshop
supported women only actions or not.
Quite what would have been done with
the vote if it had been taken I can’t
imagine. As somebody said, the Greenham
Common camp is the most important
development in the peace movement for
twenty years and we mustn’t foul it up
with factionalism and ill-planned action.
The debate has only just started.

Greenham Common and feminism
were the hot potatoes, whether struc-
tured into workshop debate or hotly
argued around campfire or cafe stall.
However, in the light of a man being
fined for assisting in the birth of his girl-
friend’s child, poet Margaret Wright’s
paper on ‘Verbal Disarmament — a tech-
nique for dealing with the medical
profession’ tended to put things into
perspective:— ‘Last Autumn, I happened
to be outside the fence of RAF Greenham
Common with a megaphone. I had been







































