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we welcome unsolicited copy, which should
preferably be typed, doubleðspaced, on A4
paper (this helps us to work out how much
space it will take up). we reserve the
right to edit material received,1ncluding
correspondence, though we will leave it
alone if requested. We guarantee that we
will return any unused material with an
explanation.
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Apologies are due to our longðsuffering
subscribers for the length of time it has
taken to produce ttis magazine. An
explanation of what has been going on is
given in the editorial. Inevitably the
burden of producing a journal falls on a
few people and takes up quite a lot of
time. we intend to produce regularly, on
a quarterly basis. This depencs on you
writing to and for us:

SUBSCRIBE
/// -
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Subscribe to Solidarity, a quarterly
libertarian socialist magazine. Send
Ã2.10 to 'Solidarityó, 123 Lathom Road,
East Ham, London E.6., for four issues
(including postage), and help our parlous
financial situation.



About ourselves
As you have no doubt realised from the
wording on the cover, this is the first
in a new series of Solidarity magazine.
It has been produced in London by an
editorial group drawn from the national
Solidarity organisation, a small
libertarian grouping based on the
platform óAs we See Itó.

Many of our readers will be a little
surprised by the appearance of this
magazine. Nearly a year has passed since
the suspension of óSolidarity for Social
Revolutionó, our previous publication,
and rumours of Solidarity's total
collapse have been widespread 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 is in order ð not, it must be
emphasised, because we share the Leninist
sectsó 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, in common with many small
political groups with their roots in the
l960s, 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 informal hierarchy prevented the group
from functioning as it should. By 1979 it
was clear that the group was gradually
splitting into three informal tendencies,
each with its own particular interests
and priorities. One group, composed of
ex-members of the group Sggial Revolytion

(which had merged with Solidarity in 1977
after extensive discussion) and based on
the Manchester Solidarity group, was
moving closer and closer to a Marxist
left communist position as a response to
the invalidation (as they saw it) of
Solidarity's rejection of classical
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 óalternative societyó, 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.

These three tendencies managed to
coðexist reasonably happily for a while ,
and the tensions between them generated
much lively 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 of 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
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 isolation 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 membership of the
Labour Party. By this point, however,
morale had reached an excruciatingly low
ebb, and by late 1981 it was obvious to
all concerned that the divergences of
political style and orientation within
Solidarity made some sort of regroupment
advisable.

Two proposals for such a regroupment
emerged. The first, put forward by
members of Manchester Solidarity, argued
that Solidarity had become ótoo broad to
act in a unified way, but too narrow to
act as a network of debate and
communicationó, and concluded that the
national organisation should be
dissolved, so as to enable us to

concentrate on initiatives (at local,
national and international levels)
involving a wider variety of libertarian,
left communist and autonomist groups and
individuals. The second proposal, by
contrast, argued that although
Solidarit 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 óNew Ultra-Left Review (now re-
named óIntercomó), leaving about thirty
of us to make plans for Solidarity's
future. The magazine you are now reading
is just 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.

Making a fresh start
óWithout the development of revolutionary
theory there can be no development of
revolutionary practiceó Castoriadis 1949

Solidarity was formed in 1959 and the
group developed its perspectives for the
most part during the 1960s. Probably the
greatest single influence on this
development was the work of the French
theorist Cornelius Castoriadis (also
known as Paul Cardan) which appeared in
the journal 'Socialisme ou Barbarieó
between 1949 and 1965. Over the years
Solidarity published a significant
selection of Castoriadisó texts in a
series of pamphlets, and these, far more
than the programmatic statements óAs he
See Itó and óAs we Don't See Itó, came to
characterise the group's orientation
towards the world.

In many respects Castoriadisó 'Socialisme
ou Barbarieó writings have stooo the test
of 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 Barbarieó period, however,
both in society at large and in the realm
of ideas, and, unsurprisingly, certain
aspects of Castoriadisó theories are
beginning to show their age.

This is perhaps most notable if we take a
look at the economic analysis put forward
in the essay óModern Capitalism and
Revolutionó (1). Written in 1959, at the
height of the unprecedentedly sustained
economic boom which followed the second
world war, it presents us with both a
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continuingly relevant critique of the
scientistic 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 from the vantage point of 1982 that
óModern Capitalism and Revolutionó over
estimates the stability of the western
ruling classesó success in ócontrolling
the general level of economic activityó
and ópreventing major crises of the
classical typeó. Today almost every
national economy in the industrialised
west is gripped by a profound and
prolonged recession. Unemployment has
risen to levels inconceivable twenty,
fifteen or even ten years ago, the level
of industrial output is stagnating and
the Keynesian consensus which lay behind
governmental policies in the boom years
appears to be in tatters. Quite obviously
these changed conditions demand that
Castoriadisó account in óModern
Capitalism and Revolutionó be brought up
to date and significantly revised.
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Castoriadisó economic projections are not
the only parts of his theory which have
become problematic with the passing of
time: there are also difficulties to be
faced in his rejection of marxism as a
whole and in his espousal of a councilist
paradigm of revolutionary practice. when
Castoriadis asked in 1964: óWhere since
1923 (when Lukacsó "History and Class
Consciousness" was published) has
anything been produced which has advanced
marxism?ó, he was taking a stance which,
though provocative (since it effectively
dismissed the work of such theorists as
Gramsci, Korsch, Pannekoek, Marcuse and
Sartre), was certainly defensible (since
whatever advances had come from Reich,
Gramsci et al had been almost totally
submerged in the appalling idiocies of
marxist orthodoxy). In other words, it
was possible in 1964 to take 'marxismó to
mean óvulgar marxismó - it could be
identified with óMarx-Engels-Kautsky-
Lenin-Trotsky-Stalin thoughtó.

Today such an identification is less
easy. The submerged unofficial marxist
tradition has been rediscovered, and
there has been a dramatic growth of new
marxist theory, at least some of which
cannot be dismissed with a casual
gesture. Of course, the rediscovery of
the unorthodox marxists of the past has
lead to much sterile fetishisation of
ósacred textsó, and most new marxist
theory has been execrable - particularly
in Britain, where the Althusserian poison
administered in massive doses by óNew
Left Reviewó paralysed the minds (though
not unfortunately the writing hands) of a
large section of the left intelligensia
for more than a decade. What is more, any
advances within marxist theory have been
effectively ignored by the majority of
the activist marxist left, who remain
imprisoned by a conceptual framework
which .is beneath contempt. Nevertheless,
there can be Little doubt that it is now
far more difficult to argue an informed
rejection of the content of marxism than
it was twenty years ago. For such 'a

critique to be rigourous, it would have
to contend not only with the dire
orthodoxy Castoriadis so efficiently laid
to waste, but also with the far more
sopisticated work of both the unorthodox
marxists of old and such contemporary
theorists as Habermas, Lefebvre, Gorz,
Thompson, the Italian autonomists and the
many marxist feminists.

This is not to claim that a critique of
marxism which goes beyond an assault on
vulgar marxism is impossible. Nor is it
to deny the contributions made by
Castoriadis to such a project,
particularly in his post- 'Socialisme ou
Barbarieó writings. Neither is it to
argue that a rejection of the marxist
label on grounds other than a critique of
the content of all self-professed marxist
theories cannot be justified: a strong
case can be made for refusing the mantle
of marxism because its assumption by even
the most relevant of theorists serves to
reinforce the faith of the crudest
Leninist in the fundamental correctness
of his or her idiotic and dangerous
beliefs. All the same, the fact remains
that many of the developments in marxist
theory over the last two decades deserve
our critical attention: one of the tasks
of this new series of Solidarity magazine
will be to attempt to assess their worth.

If developments in the theoretical sphere
have been massive since Castoriadis wrote
in 'Socialisme ou Barbarieó, so too have
changes in oppositional social practice.
The developing general tendecies of the
latter - towards the adoption of new
forms of workplace struggle in the face
of the changing character of work and the
continued degeneration of traditional
working class organisations, and towards
the opening up of new areas of
contestation outside the conventional
limits of the class struggle - were
grasped by Castoriadis with a remarkable
prescience (2). Perhaps unsurprisingly he
had, however, little to say on the
possibility of this ónew movementó being
integrated and effectively neutralised by
adapting capitalism. And today, when
óworkersó selfðmanagementó (albeit in a
hideously distorted form) is advocated by
every established political party, the
óyouth revoltó has become the passive
consumption of the products of the
entertainment industry, and ófeminism' is
as much the ideology of the upwardly
mobile career woman as it is the basis
for a genuinely oppositional movement,
this silence is clearly inadequate.

What is more, Castoriadis retained a
vision of a post-revolutionary society
run by workersó councils (3), the
usefulness of which has been seriously
brought into question by precisely the
growth of contestation outside the sphere
of production which he predicted.
workersó councils are perhaps a crucially
necessary part of any self managed
socialist society: but to consider them
as the organisational basis of such a
society - as Castoriadis and with him
Solidarity have tended to suggest - is to
fall prey to the productivist illusion
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