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We welcome unsolicited copy, which should
preferably be typed, double-spaced, on A4

paper (this helps us to work out how much
space it will take up). We reserve the
right to edit material received,including

correspondence, though we will leave 1t
alone if requested. We guarantee that we
will return any unused material with an

explanation.

%u‘ae NOT GOINGTO WEAR
A BLUE sHIRT, BROWN TIE,
GREEN TACKET AND

ORANGE SHpES !

Apologlies are cdue to our lung-suffering
subscribers for the length of time it has
taken to proauce tlils magazine., An
explanation of what has been going on is
given 1in. the editorial, Inevitably the
burden of producing a ‘journal falls on a
few people and takes up Gguite a lot of
time. We 1intend to produce regularly, c¢n
a «quarterly basis, This depencs on you
writing tc¢ and for us!

SUBSCRIBE

Supscribe to Solidarity, a quarterly
libertarian soclalist magazine, Send
£2.10 to ‘'solidarity"',” 123 Lathom Road,
East Ham, London E.6., for four issues

(including postage), and help our parlous
financial situation.




EDITORIAL

About ourselves

(which had merged with Solidarity

As you have no doubt realised from the
wording on the coverx, this is the first
in a new series of Solidarity magazine.

It has been produced 1n London by an
editorial group drawn from the national
Solidarity organisation, a small
libertarian grouping based on the

platform 'As We See It'.

Many of our readers will be a little
surprised by the appearance of this
magazine, Nearly a year has passed since

the suspension of 'Solidarity for Social
Revolution', our previous publication,
and rumours of  Solidarity's total
collapse have been wldespread in
libertarian circles. Quite apparently,
such rumours are rather exaggerated.
There have, however, been a number of
changes in our composition and
priorities, and a word about our recent
past 18 in order - not,. it .  must  be
emphasised, because we share the Leninist
sects' delusions of grandeur, but rather
because we believe it a matter of
principle to be as open as possible about
our internal affairs.

So what's been going on? Put briefly,
Solidarity, 1in common with many small
political groups with their roots in the
1960s, became increasingly fragmented and

disillusioned as the seventies wore on.

This came about partly as a result of
changes in society at large which
challenged aspects of our theory and
practice, partly because of a growing

feeling of inadequacy in the face of the
professionalisation of leftist
theoretical discussion, and partly
because of a sense that the existence of
an 1informal hierarchy prevented the group
from functioning as it should. By 1979 it
was clear that the group was gradually
splitting 1into three informal tendencies,
each with 1ts own particular interests
and priorities. One group, composed of
ex-members of the group Social Revolution

in.A97
discussion) and based on
the Manchester Solidarity group, was
moving closer and closer to a Marxist
left communist position as a response to
the 1invalidation (as they saw 1t) of
Solidarity's rejection  of classical

after extensive

Marxist crisis theory. A second faction,
which included @=many: of Solidarity's
longest standing members, was meanwhile

becoming more and more critical of what
they saw as Solidarity's refusal to face
up to the ghettoisation of much of the
area of political contestation which had
grown up (and had been supported by
Solidarity) in the late sixties and early

seventies: the feminist movement, the gay
movement, the 'alternative society', and
so on, The third tendency, centred on

London Solidarity, was concerned mainly
with the continued development of a
libertarian critique of Leninist theory

and practice,

three tendencies managed to
co-exist reasonably happily for a while ,
and the tensions between them generated
much 1lively debate. At the same time,
however, there was a growing awareness
that on one hand we seemed to be merely
talking to ourselves, and that on the
other many o0f our differences were not
being adequately resolved. Slowly but
surely disillusionment set in. In summer
1980, a number of people associated with
the second tendency mentioned above
resigned from the group: although their
reasons for doing so were not publically

These

given, it was clear that they felt
Solidarity  had become a mere minor
appendage to the leftist ghetto. This

batch of resignations was followed by a
major disagreement over the extent to
which we should support the Polish trade
union Solidarnosc, Eventually the row was
more or less sorted out, but not before
another storm broke over the suggestion
by two members of London Solidarity that




we could avoid 1isolation by joining the

Labour Party. Here the problem was not so
much that anyone else agreed with their
proposal than that of how it should be
dealt with: those around the Manchester
group called for immediate expulsions,
while the London group preferred to

settle the matter by friendly debate.
After a number of heated exchanges, the
two people advocating joining the Labour
Party left Solidarity, and a conference

decided that membership of Solidarity was
incompatible with menbership or" the
Labour Party. By this point, however,

morale had
ebb, and by

reached an excruciatingly low
late 1981 1t was obvious to

all concerned that the divergences of
political style and orientation within
Solidarity made some sort of regroupment

advisable.

Two proposals for
emerged. The first, put forward by
members of Manchester Solidarity, argued
that Solidarity had become 'too broad to
act in a unified way, but too narrow to
act as a ne twork of debate and
communication', and concluded that the
national organisation should be
dissolved, SO as to enable us to

such a regroupment

concentrate on initiatives (at 1local,
national and international levels)
involving a wider variety of libertarian,

left communist and autonomist groups and
individuals. The second proposal, by
contrast, arqgued that although
Solidarity was undoubtedly going through
a difficult patch, the problems of its

theory and practice were not
insurmountable, and the group could still
make a substantial contribution as a

publishing group, producing a magazine

and some more pamphlets, After a ballot
of all members on the dissolution
proposal, in which only nine people
bothered to vote (six against
dissolution, one for, and two
abstentions), those who supported
dissolution resigned from Solidarity to
produce ‘'New Ultra-Left Review' (now re-
named ‘'Intercom'), leaving about thirty

of us to make

plans for Solidarigx's
future. The

magazine you are now reading
is Jjust the first fruit of these plans:
it will be followed both by further
issues at quarterly intervals and by a
number of pamphlets on a wide variety of
topics. As ever we welcome your
comments,contributions and money, and we
hope you find our efforts useful and
enjoyable.

'Without the development of revolutionary
theory there can be no development of
revolutionary practice' Castoriadis 1949

B R

: formed 1n 1959 and the

Solidarity was |
group developed 1ts perspectives for the

nost part auring the 1960s. Probably the
yreatest single influence on this
developrnient was the work of the French
theorist Cornelius Castoriadis (also
known as Paul Cardan) which appeared 1in
the journal 'Socialisme ou Barbarie'
between 1949 and 1905, Cver the years
Solidarity published a significant
selection of Castoriadis' texts 1n a

series orf pamphlets, ana these, far more
than the proyrammatic statements 'As le
See It' and 'As wWwe Don't See It', came to
characterise the group's orientation
towards the world.

In many respects Castoriadis' 'Socialisme
ou Barbarie' writings have stoou the test
cf time very well: they certainly demand
the continued attention of all . those
concerned with socialist theory and
practice, Much has changed since the
'Socialisme ou Barbarie' period, however,
Loth 1n society at large and in the realm
of ideas, and, unsurprisingly, certain
aspects of Castoriadis' theories are
beginniny to show their age.

This 1s perhaps most notable if we take a
look at the economic analysis put fcrward
in the essay 'Modern Capitalism and
Revolution' (1).  ¥ritten in 1959, at the
height of the unprecedentedly sustained
economic boorn which followed the second
world war, 1t presents us with both a
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continuingly relevant critique of the
sclientistic categories of classical
Marxist political economy, and a
projection of certain trends within
modern capitalism which has been somewhat
overtaken by events. Specifically, it
seems fromn the vantage point of 1982 that
'Modern Capitalism and Revolution' over
estimates the stability o©of the western
ruling classes' success 1in 'controlling
the general 1level of economic activity'
and 'preventing major crises of the
classical type'. Today almost every
national economy 1in the 1industrialised
West is gripped by a profound and
prolonged recession, Unemployment has
risen to levels 1inconceivable twenty,
fifteen or even ten years ago, the level
of 1industrial output 1s stagnating and
the Keynesian consensus which lay behind
governmental policies 1in the boom years
appears to be in tatters. Quite cbviously
these changed conditions demand that
Castoriadis' account in 'Modern
Capitalism and Revolution' be brought up

to date and significantly revised,




















































