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The race for the succession is now on: will 
it be won by a revived Labour Party or by 
a revived Toryism? The genuine Tories 

in the Conservative Party could still 
dump Thatcher and free their party 

from its association with her 
bankrupt dogmatism in 

time to win the next 
election. L&TUR, 
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compensate for the loss of income from 
high rated property by a flat rate on 
every adult. There are not enough adults 
available to fill the gap without massive 
bills and/or massive subsidy from the 
taxpayers. 

Labour should also grasp the nettle of 
revaluation, and point out that this 
would only mean high rates for 
properties that had increased in value. It 
would mean less ratable value for 
properties that had declined in value. It 
is all perfectly fair. And as there is now 
a real rented housing market once again, 
it is now possible to be accurate about 
these calculations in a way that would 
have been impossible a year or so ago. 

The ditching of Mrs Thatcher means that 
there has in effect been a change of 
government without a general election. 
No matter how similar Major's policies 
may be to Thatcher's, the fact that he is 
not Mrs Thatcher is his greatest asset in 
restoring the Tories fortunes by the next 
election. 

This poses a big problem for Kinnock, 
who hoped to win the next election by 
also not being Mrs Thatcher. That was 
a reasonable attitude, though not a very 
inspiring one. It was fraught with 
dangers that L&TUR highlighted some 
time ago. (See the editorial in 
L&TUR No. 12, especially.) 

Kinnock's strategy is now defunct. The 
Tory party has always had many more 
resources at its disposal than the 
abilities of its leadership. It is also 
more than just the sum of its parts. 
What we have seen in action is an 
organism discarding part of itself that 
had become a hindrance to its survival. 

Labour has got to get out of its 
'winning by default' mentality. There is 
no evidence that this has happened. For 
instance, the party has continued to 
make education its 'big idea'. But the 
Tories have changed their attitude on 
this issue, and there is now a 
convergence of the basic attitudes of the 
Front Benches on this issue. In any 
case, the general election was never 
going to be decided on education 
because, despite its importance as an 
issue it is a minority issue for the 
electorate as a whole. 

The election is much more 
likely to be decided by the 
Poll Tax, and by the 
situation in the Gulf - 
especially if the Americans 

launch a war there. 

But what is Labour's attitude 
to the Poll Tax? It is not yet 
possible to get a clear 
answer, and while this is so, 
the Tories are likely to get 
away with all sorts of 
reviews and experiments. 
These will sound plausible to 
the electorate if no clear 
alternative is on show. 

The only alternative is a tax 
on property in the form of 
rates. It is the only 
alternative that people will 
accept and understand. A tax 
on property is as 
fundamentally fair as income 
tax. The Poll Tax can never 
be fair in that sense. It is 
also simply impossible to 
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"The election is much more likely 
to be decided by the Poll Tax, and 

by the situation in the Gulf - 
especially if the Americans launch 
a war there. But what is Labour's 
attitude to the Poll Tax? It is not 
yet possible to get a clear answer, 
and while this zs so, the Tories are 
likely to get away with all sorts of 
reviews and experiments. The 
only alternattve is a tax on 

property_ in the form of rates. It is 
the only alternative that people 
will accept and understand." 

There is one reform that is necessary in 
the rating system, and that is that all 
payers should receive a yearly bill. 
Council tenants tended not to realise 
how much they were paying, and this 

reform would achieve all the 
accountability that is necessary. 

Labour has developed a tendency to have 
impressive looking and impressive 
sounding policy documents which get 
more and more ambiguous, the closer 
they are examined. Their meaning is 
very difficult to sum up. They can also 
seem to be too clever by half. But when 
it comes to a form of taxation, any 
policy has to be translated into clear and 
simple concepts, because the net result 
for the taxpayers is always going to be 
very clear and simple. 

On the Gulf, Labour has not yet 
developed a distinct attitude. Nothing 
definitely separates it from the 
government. Labour should be saying 
loudly and clearly that it is up to the 
Arab nations to sort out their territorial 
disputes. These disputes will only be 
exacerbated by the Bush/Baker approach. 
It took the European nations several 
centuries and several wars to sort 
themselves out. The Arab nations are 
likely to do a similar job much better if 
they are helped rather than bludgeoned 
by an American President who can find 
nothing better to do. 

The Kinnock/Kaufman line up to now 
has been morally despicable - no Labour 
leadership should every have encouraged 
a war to support a royal family of slave 
owners who had been made 'legitimate' 
by and for Western imperialist interests. 

There is one further issue that is going 
to be significant in the 
coming parliamentary 
session transport. 
Labour is lucky to have its 
most competent 
parliamentarian, Prescott, 
in the shadow post. He 
has the great ability by his 
very demeanour to make 
his Tory opposite numbers 
appear pompous, 
incompetent and smarmy - 
that is, to make them 

appear exactly what they 
are. 

Prescott has developed an 
excellent policy, and has 
seen off two Secretaries of 
State for Transport. He 
should be given every 
assistance to get his hat 
trick. Success like that is 
what makes a party fit for 
government, because it is 
only a good opposition 
that can be trusted to make 
a good government. D 



by Madawc Williams 

A lost opportunity 

Back in the middle of 1989, L&TUR 
had an editorial entitled Can Labour keep 
the initiative? The answer turned out to 
be no. 

Kinnock came within four votes of 
being put into Downing Street by the 
Tory Party. That was the margin by 
which Thatcher missed being returned on 
the first ballot. But in politics, a miss 
is as good as a mile. The Tories under 
John Major are successfully tapping the 
anti-Thatcher feelings that Kinnock 
hoped to use to win Labour the election. 
The exact events were not predictable. 
But the possibility was, and should have 
been guarded against. 

"Kinnock's achievement has been to 
enable Labour to benefit in the short 
term from the acute disarray into which 
Thatcherism in crisis has plunged the 
Conservative Party. But Labour will 
not benefit from this indefinitely. 
Thatcher's Conservative critics will also 
benefit from the fact that her policies 
have at last become a palpable electoral 
liability as well as a practical failure in 
their own terms. The race for the 
succession is now on: will it be won · 
by a revived Labour Party or by a 
revived Toryism? The genuine Tories in 
the Conservative Party could still dump 
Thatcher and free their party from its 
association with her bankrupt 
dogmatism in time to win the next 
election. Labour must forestall such a 
development by actively exploiting the 
current disarray within the Conservative 
Party instead of passively enjoying the 
temporary electoral fruits of this disarray 
when they fall into its lap. To do this, 
Labour needs to preempt the revival of 
one-nation Toryism under Heseltine & 
Co. by seizing (and thereafter keeping) 
the initiative on the main policy issues, 
notably defence, Europe and the 
economy. " (L&TUR No. 12). 

Those who do not learn from history are 
doomed to repeat it. That could be 
Labour's fate unless Kinnock rapidly 
adapts to the new circumstances. So far, 
all we have seen is a repeat of old tactics 
that are no longer likely to succeed. 

Major is not a Thatcherite. His family 
had known hard times, and he 
understands that telling people to 'stand 
on their own two feet' is not always a 
reasonable demand. Though I do not 
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expect to hear him quoting St Francis of 
Assisi, he would have a better right to 
do so. Mrs Thatcher really believed the 
New Right dogma that giving money to 
the rich and taking it away from the 
poor and from public services would be 
best for everyone in the long mn. Thus 
she could be sentimental at a personal 
level, while causing untold misery by 
her public policies. John Major 
presumably appealed to her sentimental 
side. He shows neither the cool 
Machiavellianism of Hurd nor the flashy 

ruthlessness of Heseltine. But, unlike 
Thatcher, Major does not uncritically 
accept New Right dogma. 
Pragmatically, he knows he must retreat 
from at least some aspects of 
Thatcherism. If his apparent social 
concern is real rather than feigned, he 
will retreat a long way. 

He has already made a wise U-tum on 
the matter of haemophiliacs with AIDS. 
They were clearly a special case - none 
of the other groups suffering from the 
disease could have claimed to have been 
infected by Mrs Thatcher! It was her 
general hostility to public spending that 
created the atmosphere in which 
screening of blood products likely to 
contain the virus was unreasonably 
delayed. 

All criticism of Major as a continuation 
of Thatcher is misconceived, and will 
prove ineffective. But how do you 
explain that to people who never 
understood Thatcher in the first place? 
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The Gulf . neither Munich nor 
Lady Macbeth 

When The Economist starts talking 
about a Munich in the Gulf, as they do 
in their December 8th editorial, the 
chances of peace must be quite good. 
The Economist has been all in favour 
of destroying Iraq and Saddam Hussein - 
that is, they have been since the Cold 
War came to an end and a world of 
peaceful competition looked set to 
succeed it The Economist during 
1989 had been looking for some new 
enemy for the West to fear and confront. 
The Middle East seemed the best place 
to find such such a target: Saddam 
Hussein was already being set up even 
before he decided to grab Kuwait. 

It was not as if The Economist hadn't 
known just what sort of regime Saddam 
was running all through the 1980s. But 
in those days, the Cold War seemed in 
no danger of coming to an end. Both 
Gorbachev and Deng had been cheered on 
as they unleashed forces that were bound 

to disrupt the soc1et1es they were 
responsible for. With Deng discredited 
and Gorbachev faced with total disaster, 
there was a real danger of global peace 
breaking out. Peace, a world with far 
less fears and worries, would not at all 
suit The Economist's tough-talking 
and moderately New Right view of the 
world. If people see that they can make 
a good live for themselves, why 
shouldn't they do so, rather than carrying 
on with the sort of unending rat race that 
the New Right admire? 

Munich was a disaster, because Hitler 
was given everything he asked for. Had 
it been the case that he had unexpectedly 
grabbed the whole of Czechoslovakia, 
and had he then been negotiated into 
giving up everything except the 
Sudetenland, that would have been 
something quite different Hitler's claim 
to the Sudetenland was actually a good 
one. Munich led on to world war, 
because he was left with the impression 
that no one would stop him whatever he 
did. 

Not in front of the public 

The media were quite certain that the 
open political fights within the Tory 
Party would be very very bad for the 
public's view of that party. Never mind 
that the whole media had been talking 
about the covert fights between those 
very same factions for most of the 
lifetime of the Thatcher government. 
The fact that the fights were no longer 
covert, were being expressed as an open 
struggle for the leadership, was supposed 
to diminish trust in Toryism. 

Media people have a curious sort of 
double-think about the public. One the 
one hand, their whole status and 
importance derives from the fact that 
what they say is listened to or read by 
millions of people - by everyone who 
chooses to take an interest in such 
matters, in fact. At the same time, they 
think about politics in terms which 
seem to assume that there is some sort 
of 'public' out there that isn't aware of 
the things that they've been discussing 
quite openly. No one was supposed to r,~~~=======~====~===========~ know that large parts of the Tory party 
were sharpening their knives, until the 
knives were actually out. And yet 
everyone had been told about it, 
repeatedly, on any TV news program 
they could be bothered to watch. 

Tom Paine Defended 
against Michael Foot 

is a pamhlet by the Bevin Society. It looks at Paine and Burke, and why modem! 
British politics should be considered as a merger of their ideas. People knew that something was going 

to happen in the Tory party. When the 
long-expected row was resolved in what 
looked like a fairly sensible way, many 
floating voters came back to the new 
Toryism. 

Effective plotting is plotting that the 
mass media do not notice, and that is 
therefore missed by most of the public. 
Mr Major seems to have been blessed 
with the wisest wisdom tooth in British 
politics. It kept him out of circulation 
just at the time when the cabinet was 
pushing Thatcher into standing down, 
while leaving him fit to launch his own 
campaign and sweep the board. 

I've always felt that a lot of Thatcher's 
success was due to sheer luck - her only 
real skill was to get herself a rich 
husband, and then be in the right places 
at the. right times. By contrast, John 
Major would not have made his way up 
from son of a trapeze artists to Tory 
minister, without being a pretty smart 
operator. 

Major is also being smart, when he tells 
the media he has better things to do than 
stand around talking to them. Most of 
the public are wise to all the PR tricks 
and attention-grabbing stunts. In a 
world where everyone is hyping 
themselves all the time, an enunence 
gris sud~e~ly starts lookin~ superior, to II 10 Athol Street, Belfast, BT12 4GX II 
the pubhc 1f not to the media. 
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by David Gordon 166pp. £7.50 

Terence O'Neill set out to be a new sort of Unionist leader. He was; he was the 
man who did more than anyone else to create the present mess. This book 
ezplains why. 

From Civil Rights to National War 
Northern Ireland Catholic Politics 1964-1974 

By Pat Walsh. 112 pp. £6. 

The Civil Rights movement among Catholics implied acceptance of the British 
connection. Somehow this changed into an IRA campaign. Somehow the SDLP 
became a party which found a Council of Ireland more important than the survival 
of Power Sharing. This book explains how. 
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Another difference was that 
Czechoslovakia was the best and most 
democratic state in East or Central 
Europe, while Germany under Hitler was 
the worst. This does not apply in the 
Gulf. Kuwaitis were greedy autocratic 
slave-owners. Saudis are so intolerant 
of other religions, that the very Western 
troops who are being asked to die for the 
Saudi princes could not be buried in 
their kingdom. Saudis have a very 
narrow interpretation of Islam. Unlike 
most Muslim countries, they will not 
tolerate private Christian or Jewish 
ceremonies, not even burial. 

Iraq is very far from being the worst 
state in the Arab world. You could say 
that it was the most vicious and brutal 
to anyone who opposes it - though there 
are other states that run it pretty close. 
But Iraq is also a secular state, tolerant 
of religious and ethnic minorities, 
provided that they do not challenge state 
power. Like Franco's Spain, it seems 
quite capable of evolving on western 
liberal lines - something that Saudi 
Arabia is very determined not to do. 

While other journals on the left have 
talked about a 'new imperialism', 
L&TUR has held that what Bush and 
Thatcher was doing was stupid, against 
the long-term and even the medium-term 
interests of Western capitalism. This 
did not mean that there would be no war. 
There still could be. But it meant that 
Bush & Co. would face bitter 
opposition from people who would 
normally be their supporters. 

With the fall of Thatcher, the potential 
Gulf tragedy has lost its Lady Macbeth. 
A woman who urges men to war and 
acts of violence is especially dangerous, 
because she can shame the men into 
acting out of a sense of pride. I don't 
think Bush would have acted without 
her, and with her gone he seems to be 
looking for the first convenient excuse 
to call it all off. 

Is there anyone else lurking in the 
background, urging Bush to be 'bloody, 
bold and resolute'. If there is, I suggest 
that Mr Bush go see Macbeth again, 
and think carefully. 

A solid Catholic 

The whole epoch of Leninist regimes in 
Eastern Europe was more or less an 
accident. None of them came to power 
by their own strength, all of them were 
simply creations of the Red Army. 
Only in Czechoslovakia did 
Communism have strong local roots, 
and the Red Army destroyed those in 
1968. 

Khrushchev's Secret Speech of 1956 
disrupted Communism as an ideology. 
He made it the Moscow line that what 
Stalin had done was not exactly right. 
And yet it wasn't held to be exactly 
wrong either - few of Stalin's deeds were 
specifically criticised, except for some of 
the later purges. The matter was not 
allowed to be debated publicly, so no 
one within the framework of official 

Communism was ever allowed to 
straighten out the matter. 

Under Stalin, a large part of the working 
class had been drawn into the official 
ideology, and made enthusiastic for it 
The sort of sneaky evasions that were 
engaged in by the party and state 
bureaucracies after 1956 were hardly 
likely to keep this enthusiasm. You had 
the absurdity of regimes that claimed to 
represent the working class, but which 
the working class was alienated from. 

People cannot exist without some sort 
of framework of ideas. If the Prague 
Spring had been allowed, some sort of 
Social Democratic development might 
have proved the alternative. But it 
wasn't, and the long years of repression 
favoured ideologies that were 
uncompromisingly hostile to the corrupt 
Leninist states. In Poland, especially, a 
right-wing Catholic populism became 
the centre of resistance. Its nature was 
obscured by the diversity of allies it had 
in its struggle against the state, but now 
things are out in the open. 

Lech W alesa is now President of Poland, 
and his main rival was an eccentric 
emigre and right-wing libertarian. So be 
it. After being repressed for so long, it 
is hardly strange that Poles are going 
back to older aspects of their culture - 
including anti-semitism, despite the 

tiny residual number of Polish Jews. 
Democratic politics have been 
established, and what has changed once 
can change again. 
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Flakey cost-savings 

It now seems that the Hubble Space 
Telescope was maimed by "a fragment 
of synthetic film the size of a grain of 
sand" that "broke off a calibrating device 
during the making of the telescope's 
primary mirror. As a result the mirror 
was ground too flat." (New Scientist 
December 1st). 

But why was this error never detected? 
Actually, it was. At least, another 
measuring instrument disagreed with the 
one that had gone wrong. But, with 
such fine detailed measurements, it was 
hard to know which of the two had got 
it right. There was pressure to complete 
the mirror on schedule - even though the 
later Challenger disaster was to delay it 
by years. There was a general mood of 
cost-cutting and hurry. Those 
responsible for the testing "missed the 
mistake because the company's quality 
assurance team was understaffed and 
failed to enforce its double-checking 
procedure." 

The whole . problem with America's 
space effort is that it is never given a 
fixed amount of money to spend over a 
given number of years. The American 
system of government means that from 
year to year it has no idea how much or 
how little it will get. Nothing is 
guaranteed. A lot of the trouble with 
the Space Shuttles is that they were 

The supernova of 1987, together with the star as it was before it 
exploded. The Space Telescope has given us a better look - but not as 

clear as it should have been. 

done 'on the cheap'; an original grand 
design being starved of funds in an 
unfavourable political climate. 

Reagan backed the idea of a Space 
Station in a fit of enthusiasm, but could 
not guarantee it funds even while still in 
office. At present, it looks like a 
disaster in the making. The USSR runs 

a modest and successful space station, 
which works well despite troubles in the 
rest of the economy. The USA has 
plans for something much grander, but 
parts of its funding keep getting snipped 
away. If safely and usefulness do not 
suffer somewhere along the line, it will 
be a minor miracle. D 

One step forward - two steps back 
Harry Marsh looks at some little-noticed but very important changes that have been 
happening in the Civil Service. 

Peter Hennessy is a Whitehall watcher 
who highlighted a very neglected aspect 
of the Thatcher legacy - her changes in 
the Civil Service. He says: 

"In one hall of fame her pedestal is 
already secure. Not since Mr Gladstone 
has any peacetime premier had such 
influence in Whitehall." (The 
Independent, November 26th 1990.) 

He was referring to the 'Next Steps' 
policy of turning Civil Service 
departments into 'free standing' agencies. 
He is all in favour of it. So are the 
Labour party. Thirty-four such agencies 
have already been set up, and dozens 
more are planned. These include Social 
Security Benefits, the Passport Office, 
the Inland Revenue, Customs and Excise 
and Social Security Operations. 

One result of this policy is that MPs are 
now tending to get replies to their 
questions from Chief Executives, not 
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Ministers. In other words, 
responsibility for major public services 
is being handed over to non-elected 
executives responsible to themselves. 
There is a non-stop chorus of assurances 
that this is not happening, will not 
happen - but it is happening. This is a 
real diminution of parliamentary 
sovereignty - a denial of the public's 
right to have a Minister of the Crown 
fully answerable and responsible for his 
department. 

It is argued that the Agency idea is an 
purely administrative arrangement, and 
nothing to do with policy. But how can 
the administration of policy be 
distinguished from the policy? In a real 
sense, the method of administration is 
the policy, In all the above mentioned 
services, it is a sheer impossibility to 
clearly distinguish between the two 
aspects. It is also inevitable that every 
self-respecting Chief Executive and 
Agency will seek more and more 

'freedom' and display more more 
sophisticated technology and 
management skills to make the case. 
But there is something much more 
important at stake than more efficient 
looking offices. 

It was basic to Thatcherism that the 
State and all public service was 
parasitical. After all, there was no such 
thing as society, so how could there be 
any public sphere of life? 

It is absurd for Labour to go along with 
these changes in the Civil Service. An 
essential part of the undoing of 
Thatcherism will be to bring back the 
Civil Service into full parliamentary 
control. If Labour cannot or will not 
make this case, how can they make a 
case for public ownership of other 
services? D 



Your money or your sovereignty? 
Brendan Clifford discusses the advantages of a Prime Minister who does not pretend 
to understand the economy, but is content to go with the flow. He shows how Thatcher, 
in her later years, was acting sharply against the interests of industrial capitalists. 

The present Prime Minister, when 
Chancellor of the Exchequer, said that 
control of British money by the British 
government was the essence of British 
sovereignty. But John Major has the 
great advantage over his predecessor at 
the Exchequer, Nigel Lawson, that he 
does not pretend to understand the 
economy. He is a politician first and 
last, and therefore he is free to go with 
the flow. He had to say certain things 
as Chancellor because they were then the 
things to say. He could say them with 
impunity because the Labour Front 
Bench either lacked the confidence to 
challenge them, or was so confident of 
winning the next election because of the 
Thatcher factor that it didn't bother its 
head trying to think. And now Major 
can if he pleases do with impunity 
something entirely different as Prime 
Minister from what he said as 
Chancellor, because the Labour Front 
Bench is floundering because of the 
surgical removal of the Thatcher factor. 

The view that Government manipulation 
of money is the essence of British 
sovereignty indicated that Thatcherism 

had become intellectually and morally 
bankrupt. Its specific morality was 
economic. Its mission was to create a 
favourable business environment for 
entrepreneurship. There were two 
obvious obstacles to business enterprise 
to be dealt with. The first was a trade 
union movement that was too powerful 
to remain disengaged from managerial 
responsibility, but that refused to 
become involved in managerial 
responsibility. That was dealt with by 
breaking all Government relations with 
the unions and letting nature take its 
course. In the late 1970s the unions 
chose the capitalist market in preference 
to workers control. Thatcher let them 
have the capitalist market. 

But that is really all that Thatcher has 
done for business enterprises. The tax 
cuts contributed to the affluence of high 
earning individuals, but the notion that 
they would fuel an economic 
development was grossly ill-founded. 

The second obvious obstacle to 
enterprise was the money system. This 
consisted of inflation on the one hand 

and currency barriers within the market 
on the other. 

By 1979 it was the case that British 
industry must flourish within the 
Common Market or not flourish at all. 
But everyone with an historical 
knowledge of European affairs would 
have known that tariff barriers would be 
reduced only to reveal currency barriers 
to trade. 

It became Thatcherite doctrine to say 
that what Britain wanted was a Common 
Market, a free trade area, not a European 
super-state. And that the establishment 
of a single European currency had to do 
with establishing a European super 
state, not a free market. That doctrine 
indicated the slight connection between 
Thatcherism and business. 

British manufacturing must sell in 
Europe. But its trade with Europe is 
obstructed by eleven currency systems. 
The buying and selling of goods 
therefore involves the buying and selling 
of money. Unless there are fixed 
exchange rates, that means that business 
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has to operate in an unstable monetary 
medium. 

A manufacturer operating entirely within 
the British market takes the value of 
money for granted in buying and selling. 
Because it is the same for everyone, the 
only problem about it is whether you've 
got it or not Money itself is not a 
commodity. But a manufacturer 
producing for the European market must 
take account of the fact that his currency 
must be exchanged for other currencies, 
and that the rates of exchange fluctuate. 
He has therefore a strong incentive to 
engage in currency speculation in order 
to keep his money in prime condition. 

The arrangement which Thatcher 
favoured - and which Major favoured as 
her Chancellor - was more conducive to 
the business of currency speculation that 
to any other business. Kinnock might, 
if he was not so clever, have made 
himself the champion of British industry 
against Thatcher by pointing our that 
having different currencies in one market 
was bad for business. But he left it for 
Heseltine to do that, thus bringing about 
a condition in which the Government 
and Opposition were both in the Tory 
Party. 

It became obvious in the course of the 
eighties that Thatcher had picked up a 
bundle of phrases which she did not 
know the meaning of. This was 
especially clear in the interview she gave 
to Radio 4 last summer in the 
bicentenary of Adam Smith. She had a 
clutter of names running around in her 
head, and at one point she referred to 
people such as Adam Smith and Adam 
Ferguson who demonstrated that the 
market was not a theory but an 
elementary fact of human nature. Her 
statement that there is no such thing as 
society, only individuals and their 
families, might be a vulgar inference 
from Adam Smith. But Adam Ferguson 
took the fundamentally different view 
that society is prior to individuals, and 
that radically different forms of society 
are possible. (She also referred to 
Edmund Burke as Edward Burke.) 

In the ordinary course of things, it 
would be no great matter that a Prime 
Minister was not familiar with the 
different professors of Glasgow and 
Edinburgh two hundred years ago, 
because in the ordinary course of things 
Britain is not governed by theorists. 
But when a theorist is in command, it is 
important that the operative theory 
should be derived from the broadest 
possible experience. 

Thatcher fantasised about capitalism 
without knowing what it was, and she 
got so much out of joint with its 
requirements that the CBI fought a 

Page 8 

protracted propaganda war against her. It 
was her good fortune that the Labour 
Front Bench ceased to be socialist 
without becoming anything else. And it 
was her bad fortune that she sacked a 
Cabinet Minister who proceeded to make 
himself the spokesman for the actual 
business interest in the country. 

It is less than a month since Major 
declared that the establishment of a 
single currency was incompatible with 
the continuing sovereignty of the United 
Kingdom. It has never happened, he 
said, that there were two Chancellors of 
the Exchequer within a single currency. 
If that was so, it would not mean that it 
was impossible to have two chancellors 
within a single currency. All 
permutations are possible. But it is not 
so. For fifty years there was a single 
currency between Britain and Ireland. 
The notes had different pictures on them, 
but there was no rate of exchange 
between them - unless a pound for a 
pound is a rate of exchange. And in 
Northern Ireland, the two were treated as 
one, as Bank of England and Bank of 
Scotland notes in Britain - as they would 
be if English shopkeepers were not so 
provincial. 

John O'Sullivan, who was in Thatcher's 
entourage of enthusiasts before she came 
to power, and was her advisor in the mid- 
1980s, is now Thatcher's apostle in the 
USA. He appeared in American 
television (CNN) on the evening that 
she was mortally wounded by Heseltine. 
And in his hour of anguish he was jeered 
at in the following terms: you 
Thatcherites claim to be capitalists, but 
you insist on preserving currency 
obstacles to trade in Europe. Look 
around you and see what a capitalist 
market is! See how American 
capitalists trade freely across state 
boundaries through the medium of the 
dollar! 

The United States had a single currency 
from the late 18th century, while the 
individual states retained very great 
independence. Indeed, it was not until 
the 1860s that it was determined that the 
individual states were not sovereign 
units voluntarily cooperating with each 
other. But they still retain considerable 
independence, and there is more 
difference between them than is 
generally supposed. 

I have never seen a detailed comparison 
between the degree of commercial 
uniformity within the USA and within 
the EEC. But I suspect that the EEC is 
on the brink of being more uniform than 
the USA in some respects. 

As commercial activity in Europe is 
increasingly subject to common 

standards and conditions, the existence of 
a multitude of currencies must become 
increasingly irksome. It is probable that 
Major, prompted by his back-seat driver - 
who is not Thatcher - will eat his words 
of last month - doing so all the more 
easily because he does not pretend to be 
an economist - and will adapt to a single 
currency under cover of his 'hard ECU' 
proposal. (It was never clear what the 
'hard ECU' meant. But if it was 
established as actual money that you 
could put in your pocket and spend 
anywhere in the European Community, 
and was not a mere accounting unit, 
then I can't see how it could fail to 
become the single currency.) 

I think it is already too late for the 
Labour Front Bench to get any 
advantage from supporting a single 
currency. But it might make itself 
economically credible to the country by 
explaining the political economy of it 
all. And if it doesn't know the political 
economy of it, I suggest it read 
Volumes 2 and 3 of Marx's Capital. 

And the very best way for Labour to 
convince the country that it does not 
intend to produce confetti money, and 
that it is serious about low inflation, is 
to support the formation of a single 
currency on the lines advocated by 
Germany. Britain on its own is 
demonstrably incapable of keeping 
inflation at one or two per cent, or of 
making any serious effort to control 
inflation without damaging effects in 
another part of the system. 

Thatcher's delusion was that a free 
market is not a political creation. In 
fact a free market can only exist within a 
political structure. And the political 
framework of a free market is an 
incipient state. 

The existence of different currencies 
within an otherwise free market will not 
be tolerated indefinitely, and the 
exchange rate mechanism cannot be 
maintained indefinitely. There is a will 
in Europe to establish a free market, in 
the sense of a market without internal 
obstacles to trade. This does not mean, 
and never had meant, that the EEC is 
committed to unbridled capitalism, and 
the British Left had no reasonable 
grounds for supposing that it did. 

It is now patently obvious that working 
class advance is not less likely in an 
European context than in Britain taken 
by itself. The quicker Britain includes 
itself within the European dimensions, 
and subjects itself to the constraints and 
opportunities of that dimension, the 
better. D 
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The Tory Succession 
In replacing Mrs Thatcher with John Major, the 
Conservative Party has once again demonstrated its 
political resourcefulness and shown up the poverty of 
Labour's current outlook and strategy, as Hugh Roberts 
explains. 
The Conservative Party has healed its 
internal division over Europe . and 
enabled the government to mend its 
fences with its European partners and bid 
for influence in the negotiations over 
economic and monetary union. It has 
begun to deal with the poll tax problem 
and neutralise this as an election issue. 
And it has chosen a leader whose claims 
as a defender of the NHS carry real 
conviction with the public, and whose 
rhetoric of "a classless society" looks 
likely to outflank whatever Neil 
Kinnock can come up with on this 
score. 

Since taking office, Major has not put a 
foot wrong. The appointment as 
housing minister of Sir George Young, 
a notorious 'wet' who, like Heseltine, 
opposed the poll tax from the outset, 
has signalled the government's intention 
to address the problem of homelessness 
in the inner cities. 'There is such a 
thing as society" after all. And the 
appointment of another 'wet', 
Waldegrave, as health minister has 
confinned Major's own commitments on 
this issue and signifies the definitive 
defeat of the Thatcherite Right. For 
years the public has had to listen to 
Labour spokesmen extolling the virtues 
of the market. Now a Tory minister has 
stated, crisply and categorically, that the 
market has little or no place in health 
provision, and that 'freedom to 
choose' in health provision 
means nothing to the poor. 
And the government's return 
to a serious attitude to Europe 
appears to be having an effect 
on its attitude to the Gulf 
crisis. The strident 
warmongering of Mrs 
Thatcher already seems to be 
giving way to a more modest, 
cautious and reasonable 
posture (give or take the odd 
bit of nonsense from that prize 
Tory chump, Tom King). 

In short, Thatcherism is dead. 
The Conservatives have 
organised their own revolution 
against a bankrupt political 
fashion and Toryism has 
recovered its rightful place in 
their counsels. Ted Heath can 
take considerable satisfaction 
from what has happened in 
British politics in recent 

weeks, while Labour is left beating the 
air. 

Michael Heseltine described the 372 
Conservative MPs as "the most 
sophisticated electorate in the world". 
There is every reason to agree with that 
assessment. Although Heseltine was 
the most overtly anti-Thatcherite of the 
three candidates, a Heseltine victory 
would have been a far less effective way 
of dismantling Thatcherism. In order to 
bind up the party's wounds, he would 
have had to make all kinds of 
concessions to the Thatcherite Right. 
Major, whose formal positions on 
policy were closest to the Thatcherite 
canon, can afford to ignore the 
Thatcherite Right from now on, and can 
justify his promotion of pure Tory 
ministers and policies as necessary for 
party unity, as well as desirable on 
electoral and other grounds. 

The prospect has thus been opened up of 
a fourth Conservative election victory. 
This is not certain, since few things are 
certain in politics. But if Labour loses 
again, it is a virtual certainty that this 
will boost very considerably the appeal 
and influence of Charter '88 and the 
rest of the chattering classes' chorus of 
antipathy to the British form of 
parliamentary democracy, and so throw 

Labour politics into even greater disarray 
than they are in at present 

British parliamentary democracy requires 
two effective political parties for it to 
work properly. The problem with it at 
present is that Labour has lost the knack 
of being an effective political party 
within the parameters of the British 
parliamentary system. All the 
assumptions on which the Labour Party 
presently conducts itself are false, and 
have just been shown to be false by the 
virtuoso performance of parliamentary 
politics which the Conservatives have 
just given. 

Two months ago the Conservatives were 
in crisis. They were bitterly divided 
over Europe and saddled with the 
administratively farcical and electorally 
disastrous poll tax. The Thatcherite 
formula had collapsed into· incoherence, 
and Mrs Thatcher herself . was 
degenerating into a risible combination 
of erratic wilfulness and blinkered 
arrogance. The way in which the 
Conservatives have dealt with their 
problems has been an object lesson to 
Labour. 

Consider Heseltine's behaviour and role. 
First, he resigned in a principled way 
over the government's attitude to Europe 
as this was made plain by the Westland 
affair. Having stated his differences with 
the leadership on this and the poll tax 
issue, he gave the government his loyal 
support for the next four and a half 
years, skillfully avoiding every attempt 
by the media or his political enemies to 
lure him into intemperate statements 
against his party leadership, and above 
all refusing to widen the breach to 
embrace other issues (let alone spurious 
'constitutional' ones of the kind a 

Labour 'rebel' would be 
inclined to raise). Then, when 
Rowe's speech forced his hand, 
he did the bold and principled 
thing, and gave his party the 
opportunity to get register its 
exasperation with Mrs 
Thatcher, while putting Europe 
and the poll tax squarely at the 
centre of the debate, thereby 
forcing Hurd and Major, and 
through them the party as a 
whole, to change course on 
these questions. Finally, 
realising that he could not 
win, he conceded the election 
to Major with maximum 
promptness and exemplary 
dignity, and so ensured that 
Major got off to the best 
possible start as the new 
leader, while securing a key 
place in the cabinet for 
himself and silencing critics of 
his alleged 'disloyalty'. 

Page9 



Compare this behaviour with that of any 
Labour 'rebel' over the last forty years. 
Bevan's resignation in 1951 was an 
utterly trivial and incoherent affair by 
comparison, and his subsequent 
behaviour plunged the Labour Party into 
a futile turmoil which went on for years. 
Benn did not even have it in him to 
resign from the Callaghan government 
with which he had, he later claimed, 
such profound differences. And having 
failed to resign on an issue of principle, 
Benn, like Bevan, then plunged his party 
into chaos by raising ludicrous 
constitutional issues instead of forcing 
his party to address the substantial 
issues of policy which it needed to face 
if it was to learn from its failures and 
recover the capacity to govern again. 

Since Heseltine's resignation in the 
Westland affair, several more leading 
Tories have had it in them to resign 
high office on matters of principle. 
These resignations have been politically 
purposeful and politically influential. 
They have forced the party to address its 
internal problems, and have enabled it to 
do so successfully. That is effective 
parliamentary politics for you. 

Consider Major's behaviour and role. 
He took the field as the Thatcherite 
candidate, with the enthusiastic support 
of the "No Turning Back" group and 
with Mrs Thatcher as his unofficial 
canvasser-in-chief. In deference to this 
support, he made only vague 
concessions to Heseltine's critique of the 
poll tax, and generally said very little 
about policy that was distinctive or 
memorable. Having won as the nearest 
thing to a Thatcherite, he immediately 
set about charting a new, post 
Thatcherite, political course on all 
fronts. There can be little doubt that he 
took Mrs Thatcher and her ideological 
disciples for a political ride. They 
cannot admit this, because to do so 
would be to admit their own political 
gullibility, and put themselves at odds 
with the new leader on the worst 
possible basis. They can only watch in 
impotent silence. 

In other words, Major has drawn the 
fangs of Thatcherism and shafted it, 
having made it work for him right up to 
the moment he entered No 10 Downing 
Street. There's political purpose and 
dexterity for you. 

Finally, consider the behaviour of the 
Conservative MPs in general. The 
speed with which they adjusted to the 
fact that the chips were finally down was 
extraordinary. Breast-beating and self 
indulgent rhetoric were conspicuous by 
their absence. Angles were being 
calculated by all and sundry, and 
everybody had their lines off by heart, 
saying no more than what the occasion 
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required, g1vmg nothing away to the 
media or to rival factions within the 
party (let alone to the Labour enemy), in 
short, doing nothing to envenom the 
situation and generally giving a 
powerful impression of purposefulness 
under pressure. 

In a sense, the collective performance of 
the ordinary MPs was more impressive 
than the solo efforts of Heseltine and 
Major. (About Hurd's vain foray, the 
less said the better.) Heseltine and 
Major were evidently pursuing carefully 
considered personal strategies. But the 
ordinary MPs had little more than their 
instincts and reflexes to guide them. 
Because the Conservative Party in 
Parliament has never surrendered its 
prerogatives to the extra-parliamentary 
membership, and because this means 
that individuals MPs have always made 
it their business to remain personally in 
touch with public as well as grass-roots 
party opinion, the parliamentary party 
was able to make an extremely well 
informed assessment of what was the 
best choice of leader from all points of 
view, and to put that choice into effect 
with maximum speed and minimum 
turmoil. 

And having done so, they then had the 
political wit to close ranks at once, 
giving their fallen idol a rousing send 
off and pouring derision on the Labour 
benches opposite in a kind of instant 
communion of collective partisanship in 
the renewed party political battle. 

Labour's reaction to all this amply 
demonstrated how totally it had lost its 
bearings with this ruthless tum of 
events. 

The motion of censure gave the 
Conservative the ideal opportunity to 
close ranks. 

The demand for a general election as the 
only legitimate way to effect a change of 
prime minister back-fired completely. 
The public has not objected at all to 
what the Conservatives have done. The 
immediate transformation of the party's 
showing in the opinion polls is proof 
enough of this. The Conservative Party 
has done what the public wanted, it has 
got rid of Thatcher and Thatcherism. 
The British public is perfectly content 
with parliamentary politics when it 
delivers the goods like this. 

Labour's attitude to Mrs Thatcher herself 
was incoherent. Neil Kinnock compared 
her favourably with the MPs who had 
just conspired effectively to depose her, 
while another front-bench Labour MP 
could not restrain himself from speaking 
of "this evil woman" in a televised 
interview. Both statements showed how 
thoroughly Labour is out of touch with 

public opinion. It was an insult to the 
British electorate to suggest that it has 
three times returned "an evil woman" to 
power. And it was politically pointless 
to express moral disapproved of the 
Conservative MP's behaviour in 
deposing Mrs Thatcher. 

Mrs Thatcher is not an evil woman and 
nothing is gained from claiming she is. 
She has been a formidable enemy of the 
Labour Party, of the trade union 
movement and of the socialist cause, and 
of the millions of British people who 
support these things, and no harm would 
have come from saying this. The 
politically intelligent thing to do would 
have been to congratulate Mrs Thatcher 
on her record tenure of office, to 
congratulate her even more warmly on 
her dignified decision to resign, to 
congratulate the Conservative Party on 
having had the wit to make her do so, 
and then to launch into a thorough 
explanation of why this demonstrated 
the total bankruptcy of the policies 
which her government had been 
pursuing, and why Labour possesses a 
far more coherent and appropriate 
programme for governing the country in 
the state to which Thatcherism has 
reduced it than anything the lapsed 
Thatcherites opposite can spatchcock 
together. 

But Labour in its current state did not 
have it in it to respond in these terms. 
All it could do was flounder, and 
flounder is all it did. 

This is because Labour has never taken 
the measure of Thatcherism, and could 
no more exploit its passing than it could 
prevent it advent. Its failure to know its 
enemy these last eleven years is but a 
particular instance of its more general 
failure to know its enemy these last 
ninety years, British Toryism. 

British Toryism is the most remarkable 
form of politics in the world. It is 
impossible to think of another political 
party anywhere with a comparable record 
of achievement and a comparable 
capacity to renew itself by resolving its 
internal conflicts and adjusting to its 
changes in its external environment in 
decisive and imaginative ways. 

It looked for a while as if Leninism in 
Russia had developed a similar expertise. 
But all that has now crumbled into dust. 
The political capacities of the CPSU 
could not be sustained indefinitely. The 
basis of its worldview in a utopian 
social doctrine and an unrealistic 
conception of human nature were 
massive handicaps in the long run. And 
the bureaucratic character of political 
activity in a one-party state tends to 
produce a particular political type, the 



clever but unscrupulous manoeuvrer 
with no sound ideas in his head, which 
spells death to a party when it comes to 
dominate it. 

The remarkable nature of Toryism is not 
at all understood in Britain, because the 
Tory Party is taken for granted here, and 
rarely if ever subject to penetrating 
analysis. It has no interest in being 
understood, and is happy for the Labour 
Party to caricature it, and delighted that 
the Labour Party should actually believe 
in its caricatural misconceptions. 

Since its foundation four years ago, the 
Labour & Trade Union Review has 
operated on a sound understanding of 
British Toryism, and has attempted to 
convey this understanding to the Labour 
leadership. We might as well have been 
talking to the wall. Labour persists in 
misconceiving its enemy and in being 
worsted by it. 

We did not predict that John Major would 
succeed Mrs Thatcher. But we pointed 
out that Thatcherism was "coming apart 
at the seams" as a formula for 
government in L&TUR No 10 (March 
1989). And as soon as the European 
elections in June 1989 had demonstrated 
that Thatcherism had become an electoral 
liability, we knew that Toryism would 
make a come-back at Thatcherism's 
expense within Conservative politics, 
and that if Mrs Thatcher proved an 
obstacle to this process instead of 
pragmatically bending to the inevitable 

her party would contrive to get rid of her. 
All this was stated in the editorial of 
L&TUR No 12 (July 1989), and its 
implications for Labour were pointed out. 
But"Labour Listens" to anything but 
advice from this magazine. Its leaders 
refused to prepare for the turn of events 
which has just taken place, and which we 
predicted eighteen months ago with total 
confidence because it was so entirely 
predictable. 

The Conservative Party has a highly 
developed instinct for power. It never 
tires of it. The Labour Party which 
governed Britain after the war was 
visibly tired of office by 1951 and 
returned to opposition with relief, if not 
relish. It had run out of reforming ideas, 
and had not developed an interest in 
managing the new economic and social 
arrangements which its own reforming 
drive had created. The Conservatives are 
permanently interested in managing 
things, and because Toryism has never 
been unanimously fixated on any 
particular social v1s1on, and has 
entertained a variety of possibilities at 
any moment, it has always been able to 
produce from within itself a plausible 
formula of men and measures to manage 
whatever has to be managed. 

When Mrs Thatcher began eighteen 
months ago to lose elections she became 
expendable. And as soon as it became 
clear that she was refusing to heed the 
electorate's warnings and was determined 
to put the indulgence of her doctrinaire 
vision above the effective governing of 
the country, and was behaving like a 

Labour politician not a Conservative 
one, her fate was sealed. Faced with the 
choice between her vision and the reality 
of office, there was never the slightest 
doubt what Conservative MPs would do. 
They have known in their bones the truth 
of what we said eighteen months ago, 
that the race for the succession was on, 
and have been determined to prevent 
Labour from winning it. And so they 
have plumped for a revived Toryism with 
alacrity and panache. 

Labour's failure to anticipate this is 
connected to its chronic failure to 
understand Thatcherism. 

The ideology of nee-liberalism in 
economic affairs, the apotheosis of the 
market and of the conception of the 
individual as an anti-social egoist 
motivated by materialistic appetites 
alone have been the least substantial 
aspect of the Thatcherite phenomenon. 
They have been its surface, little more. 
But a Labour Party reduced to slithering 
greasily across the surface of British 
political life has imagined them to be the 
real substance of Thatcherism. It has 
taken its bearings from them, and has 
allowed itself to be panicked into 
adopting a half-hearted mimicry of 
Thatcher's lunatic dogma instead of 
providing a robust and common-sensical 
opposition to it on the ground of its own 
vision of a civilised society and on 
behalf of the social forces with a vested 
interest in this vision. 

(Continued on Page 18) 

The Thatcher legacy in Northern Ireland 
Geor~e Kemp describes how Thatcher, despite her bold words repeatedly allowed acts 
of violence to c1tange her policies. This is an extended version of an article which first 
appeared in the Belfast magazine Northern Star on November 24th. 

In all the political obituaries that have 
been written about Margaret Thatcher 
since her resignation, there has been 
virtually no reference to Northern 
Ireland. 

Masses of material have been produced 
about her premiership, but no one seems 
interested in assessing her Government's 
handling of Northern Ireland. 

Yet the ongoing war in the province has 
been getting people killed on an almost 
weekly basis over the past eleven years. 
Moreover, it has claimed the lives of 
two of Margaret Thatchers' closest 
political associates, Airey Neave and Ian 
Gow. And it very nearly killed her and 
the rest of the Cabinet in October 1984. 

So a few words about the impact of the 
Thatcher years on Northern Ireland 
might have been expected. Why were 
they not forthcoming? 

The blunt answer is that Northern 

Ireland is a non-issue for the British 
Establishment. The war is something 
that is kept out of sight and out of mind 
as much as possible. Ever since 
Northern Ireland came into being as a 
result of the 1920 Government of 
Ireland Act, successive British 
Governments have sought to keep the 
place and its little local difficulties 'at 
arms length'. The Thatcher Government 
was no different in this respect. 

But it would be inaccurate to say that 
Margaret Thatcher had a Northern Ireland 
policy. She did not All she had was a 
series of instinct, prejudices and whims 
and phony rhetoric. Over the past 
eleven years, her Government has not 
pursued a coherent political strategy 
with regard to the province. Instead, it 
has dabbled with various so-called 
'solutions'. These included: 

Unionist integrationism. The 
Tory Party's 1979 manifesto contained 
a commitment to 'integrate' Northern 

Ireland into the rest of the UK by 
restoring local government powers. 
This marked a radical shift from the 
normal British Government goal of 
restoring devolved government to the 
province. But the shift was short 
lived, for reasons that are outlined 
below. 

Devolutionism. Successive Ulster 
Secretaries of State since 1979 have 
all tried to reintroduce devolution in 
the province. Previous Labour and 
Tory Governments have shared the 
same aim. It is the favoured option of 
the British Establishment; the easiest 
way to keep the place 'at arms's 
length'. 

Thatcher's men in Ulster have had 
little success on this front. It has 
proved impossible to set up a 
coalition incorporating local unionists 
and nationalist parties. Thatcher's 
first Secretary of State, Humphrey 
Atkins, got talks off the ground. But 
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they were boycotted by the leading 
nationalist party. One of Atkins's 
successors, Jim (now Lord) Prior, 
actually initiated the first stage of a 
'rolling devolution' scheme. But it 
was · boycotted by the nationali<,t 
parties. And so on and so on. 

Grand Anglo Irish initiatives. 
Every now and again, elements within 
the British Establishment have 
dabbled with grand schemes involving 
an 'Irish dimension'. There have been 
a couple of such initiatives under 
Thatcher. In 1981, regular London 
Dublin 'dialogue' was established 
following a summit meeting between 
Margaret Thatcher and the Irish Prime 
Minister Charles Haughey. 

In 1985, the Government introduced a 
real 'tour de force'. in grand initiatives, 
the Anglo Irish Agreement. Five years 
after this great event, it would be 
difficult to argue that the Agreement has 
done anything to promote stability in 
the. province or to lessen the sectarian 
political stalemate. 

The Ulster Unionists have never 
forgiven Thatcher for signing the Anglo 
Irish Agreement. They saw her as the 
one person they could trust; the leader 
who would always protect them from 
the evil schemes of the Foreign Office. 

There is evidence to suggest that 
Thatcher has never trusted the Foreign 
Office's instincts on Northern Ireland. 
The FO has always been keen on grand 
solutions to the 'Irish problem'. 
Geoffrey Howe and Douglas Hurd are 
widely known to be the architects of the 
Anglo Irish Agreement. The FO 
remains wedded to this approach to this 
day, despite the fact that any grand 
initiative that have been tried have 
simply made things worse. 

[Up until 1985, the level of IRA 
violence was slowly diminishing, year 
by year. But with the Anglo-Irish 
agreement, and official confirmation that 
Northern Ireland's constitutional 
position might be changed in the face of 
majority Protestant opposition, the IRA 
gained new heart, and have been much 
more violent ever since. Protestant 
violence has also revived and greatly 
expanded its scope. Ed.] 

Thatcher may not have trusted the 
thinking behind these initiatives, just as 
she did not trust the Foreign Office over 
Europe. But any similarity with Europe 
is only superficial. There can be no 
doubt that she cared passionately about 
the European issue. The same cannot be 
said about Northern Ireland. 

Throughout the past eleven years, there 
has never been any indication that 
Margaret Thatcher has felt a sense of 
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responsibility about Northern Ireland. 
Eleven years on, she had still no idea 
what makes either the Catholic 
community or the Protestant 
community tick. Eleven years on, the 
'at arms length' policy established by the 
British Establishment in 1921 is still 
intact. 

Most importantly, she never showed any 
enthusiasm for building up the Tory 
Party in the province. During her 
premiership, a growing cross 
community demand developed in 
Northern Ireland for Labour-Tory 
politics. Both parties came under 
pressure to end their boycott of the 
province and to offer an alternative to 
the existing sectarian stalemate. 

The Tory Party leadership firmly rejected 
these demands, and only changed their 
minds when they came under extreme 
pressure from the party rank and file at 
the 1989 conference in Blackpool. 
Since then, the strength of the 
leadership's commitment to developing 
Toryism in the province has been 
questionable. 

Margaret Thatcher only ever became 
animated about Northern Ireland when 
she was condemning violence. On God 
knows how many occasions she 
responded to 'atrocities' by saying that 
violence would never succeed, her 
government would stand firm. 

In reality, however, Republican violence 
fundamentally and directly changed 
Government policy on two occasions in 
the past eleven years. 

In 1979, shortly before the General 
Election of that year, the Irish National 
Liberation Army killed the Northern 
Ireland Secretary of State in waiting, 
Airey Neave. It was Neave who was 
behind the integrationist manifesto 
commitment mentioned above. And 
when he died, the commitment died too. 

Similarly, it was the IRA's bombing of 
the Grand Hotel in Brighton which 
persuaded Margaret Thatcher to sign the 
Anglo Irish Agreement in 1985. 

The previous year, at a joint press 
conference with the Irish Government, 
Thatcher embarrassed the Foreign Office 
with curt 'off the cuff dismissals of 
proposals from Dublin. On each of the 
proposals for grand Anglo Irish 
initiatives, she simply said 'That's Out'. 
The then Irish Premier, Garret 
Fitzgerald, sat beside her in silent 
dismay. 

After the Brighton bombing, however, 
grand initiatives were back in again. 

On other occasions, the Thatcher 

Government responded to acts of 
violence by dabbling with a policy of 
repression. The killing of a senior judge 
in 1987, for example, was followed by 
the shooting dead of eight Provos at 
Loughgall. 

The following year, the Government 
was stung by an IRA bus bombing 
which killed eleven soldiers who had 
just arrived in the province. Within 
days of the bombing, three IRA men 
were 'taken out' by the security forces. 

It seemed that this counter-violence was 
just a short-term gesture by the 
Government; another 'dabble' in 
response to events. 

The bus bombing also led to a whole 
package of repressive and short-sighted 
measures like the media ban on 
Provisional Sinn Fein spokespersons 
and the ending a the suspect's right to 
silence. 

This package of responses was demanded 
by Thatcher herself in a late night 
meeting a 10 Downing Street on the day 
following the bombing. Its incoherence 
and pettiness were typical. 

Overall, the Thatcher years have hardly 
been good for Northern Ireland. The 
Government never displayed any real 
sense of responsibility for the place. It 
experimented with a bit of this and that. 
Its approach has added up to nothing. 

The Labour Party, of course, has 
nothing to be proud of. Its present 
Northern Ireland Spokesperson, Kevin 
McNamara, has never been elected to the 
Shadow cabinet. He sits on the 
Opposition Front Bench because he has 
been appointed by Neil Kinnock, not 
because he enjoys the support of his 
parliamentary party colleagues. That 
surely says something about the priority 
which the party gives to Northern 
Ireland. Since his appointment, Kevin 
McNamara has been dreaming up grand 
schemes for Northern Ireland that make 
the Foreign Office look almost realistic. 

More importantly, unlike the Tories, the 
Labour Party is still standing firm 
against any suggestion of organising in 
Northern Ireland. The 'arm's length' 
policy, it seems, is safe in Neil 
Kinnock's hands. 

If this remains the case,the next Labour 
Government's record on Northern Ireland 
will be little different from that of the 
Thatcher Government. 

(Anyone interested in doing something 
positive to help Northern Ireland should 
contact the Campaign for Labour 
Representation, 98 Lansdowne Road, · 
Belfast, BT15 4AB.) D 
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How Thatcher boosted Welfarism 
James Clarke describes how Thatcherism, despite all the talk about 'standing on your 
own two feet', has actually encouraged the growth of a non-working underclass. Life for 
the unemployed was made a great deal less stressful than it was in the 1960s or 1970s. 

The 'welfarism' which the Tories have 
been condemning in recent years is not 
an inheritance from Labour 
Governments, or from ';I'ory 
Governments of the era before Thatcher. 
It is an inheritance from Thatcher's first 
term of office. 

1be Beveridge Report was insistent that 
life for the unemployed in the welfare 
state should be kept almost as 
unpleasant as it was under the Poor 
Law. Otherwise the incentive to work 
in low-paid and depressing jobs would 
be sapped. 

The post-war Labour Government set up 
the National Assistance system on the 
lines recommended by Beveridge. And it 
operated the system in a miserly spirit, 
as did all Governments until 1979. 
There was an entitlement to the bare 
means of life, but you had to endure a 
great amount of aggravation in the 
course of getting it 

There was also a sort of entitlement to 
'special payments'. But you never knew 
what this entitlement was. The 
regulations governing them were not 
published. And they were virtually kept 
secret from the staff of the National 
Assistance offices. Only the Manager 
had a complete set of these regulations, 
and payments under them were made at 
his discretion. You had to be very 
expert and very persistent to get a 
special payment. (I never succeeded in 
getting any, but I knew people who did.) 

I first drew unemployment and National 
Assistance around 1960. You then had 
to sign on as unemployed twice a week. 
And the Labour Exchange employed a 
large staff to keep tabs on you. 

~ 
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Every few weeks you were called in for 
an interview. And if you could not 
show that you were actively seeking 
work by your own efforts, you were sent 
out with a blue card to one of the jobs 
registered at the Labour Exchange. And 
if you did not get the job, you had to 
bring the card back to the Labour 
Exchange signed by the employer 
confirming that you had tried to get it. 

Unemployment was then running at 
about a third of a million. But the 
rhetorical left was making more noise 
about it than they did when it grew to 
ten times that size. And that is one of 
the reasons why Thatcherism was 
possible. 

"I was sent to a Rehabilitation 
Centre. I spent a couple of 

months trying to saw sheets of 
wood into six inch squares. I had 
no aptitude for carpentry and no 
interest in it and I wasted an awful 
lot of wood. I don't think I cut a 
single exact square during the 
whole time I was there. The 
Junction of the place was to 

punish the long-term 
unemployed." 

A sensible employer would naturally 
prefer an applicant for a job who had 
come of his own free will over one who 
had been sent by the Labour Exchange. 
But a third of a million unemployed in 
an economy the size of Britain's was in 
real terms a labour shortage, so 
employers were not in the position of 
being able to pick and choose. 

Because I was totally unskilled, and was 
the most common commodity on the 
labour market, I often spent a couple of 
months on the dole between jobs. I 
lived as cheaply as possible, topping up 
the dole with savings, and put no effort 
of my own into getting a job until I was 
flat broke. 

At one point in the late 1960s, after I 
had been unemployed for four or five 
months, I was required to attend the 
Labour Exchange for an interview every 
day, and be sent out every day for a job. 
My handler at the Exchange made it 
clear that he disliked me so in retaliation 
I set about frustrating his efforts to put 

me to work. For a couple of months I 
succeeded in not getting a job every day 
without doing it in a way that would 
disqualify me for the dole. Then I was 
sent to a Rehabilitation Centre. 

Rehabilitation Centres were pseudo 
factories. You were given fares in 
addition to your dole and had to tum up 
every morning at 8 as if for work and 
stay until 4 o'clock going through the 
motions of working. I spent a couple of 
months at the Rehabilitation Centre at 
Whitechapel trying to saw sheets of 
wood into six inch squares. I had no 
aptitude for carpentry and no interest in 
it and I wasted an awful lot of wood. 
The supervisor was an elderly tradesman 
and was resigned to the futility of the 
whole business. I don't think I cut a 
single exact square during the whole 
time I was there. I made a point of 
asking what they would have been used 
for if I had cut them and the supervisor 
didn't bother to tell me. The function of 
the place was to punish the long-term 
unemployed. 

At mid-day a canteen was opened and we 
were given a set lunch in an atmosphere 
close to prison conditions. 

But in such institutions there are always 
ways around things. As in the Army 
under conscription, you developed social 
skills which are the contrary of those 
which the institution is trying to instil 
in you. And I usually managed to filch 
a couple of hours a day for myself. 

When I decided to leave I asked what my 
little six inch squares would have been 
used for if I had produced them. They 
would have been made into little boxes, 
with a hole in the top, for holding balls 
of string and paying it out at National 
Assistance offices and Labour Exchanges 
all over the country. 

Unemployment benefit was not enough 
to live on even in the most meagre way. 
It had to be topped up with National 
Assistance. The National Assistance 
office was separate from the Labour 
Exchange. The physical atmosphere 
was dismal. The staff were sealed off 
from the public, even though assaults 
on them by the public were then all but 
unknown. They communicated with 
you through shutters after making you 
wait a very long time. Their attitude 
was contemptuous. When they had 
quizzed you the shutter was banged 
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down. And when they conceded that you 
were theoretically entitled to payment an 
order for payment was not made until 
you had a 'home visit'. 

Home visits were conducted by very 
unpleasant individuals, supposedly for 
the purpose of ascertaining that your 
circumstances were as you claimed. But 
they also had a deterrent purpose if, as 
was very often the case, you lived in a 
rented room in a house inhabited by the 
landlord and his family. 

Such was the welfare state in the good 
old days. 

Then Mrs Thatcher came in and enacted 
a welfare revolution. In the early 
eighties 'signing on' was once a 
fortnight instead of twice a week. The 
practice of being summoned for 
interviews to account for yourself every 
few weeks was abandoned. National 
Assistance (now called Supplementary 
Benefit) was in effect merged with 
unemployment benefit. The two were 
still kept separate behind the scenes, but 
it became the practice to hand out 
Supplementary Benefit forms at the 
Labour Exchanges, along with addressed 
and post-paid envelopes. You filled out 
the form, posted it, and your 
Supplementary Benefit usually came 
through at the Labour Exchange within 
a couple of weeks. Home visits were 
done away with. 

The system was revolutionised. The 
last vestiges of the Poor Law 
disappeared. And the attitude of the staff 
became helpful, where previously it had 
been designed to hinder and harass. 

By the mid-eighties, signing on seemed 
to be made monthly on the slightest 
excuse. And I know from personal 
experience one case where there was six 
months between signing on. The 
Labour Exchange virtually shut down. 
It posted up a phone number which you 
rang to register unemployed, and the 
whole transaction of getting benefit was 
done by post. 

But the centrepiece of Thatcher's welfare 
revolution was Reg Prentice's 
systematisation and publication of the 
regulations for special payments. 

Prentice was deselected by his 
constituency militants in east London. 
When the Party leadership would not 
back him he joined the Thatcher Tories, 
held his seat, and became Secretary of 
State for the social welfare services in 
Thatcher's first government. 

The regulations governing National 
Assistance (later Supplementary Benefit, 
and now Income Support) were 
confidential and were covered by the 

Page 14 

Official Secrets Act. Labour and Tory 
governments - and Labour Governments 
more than Tory - had assumed that the 
welfare state would undermine the 
willingness to work in badly paid jobs if 
entitlements were generally known and 
if administration of the system was 
humane. And the Labour left of those 
times - of which Michael Foot was 
typical - were in tacit practical 
agreement with that view even though 
they indulged in platform rhetoric which 
suggested the contrary view. 

Reg Prentice, as Thatcher's Secretary of 
State, did what the Labour Left 
advocated but would never have done. 
He took all the regulations for special 
payments from under the counter, 
simplified them, and published them as 
a cheap official publication. Special 
payments became 'single payments'. 
For a couple of pounds anybody could 
get to know the full range of what was 
available as well as the administrative 
staff of the system did 

Unemployment Benefit topped up by 
Supplementary Benefit came in effect to 
be the normal cost of weekly living, 
with the cost of clothing and household 
equipment being met by single 
payments. 

In the 1970s, the idea was broached that 
people should be entitled to a minimum 
wage simply for living. Work would 
then become a means of improving 
one's position, instead of, as hitherto, 
being the means of acquiring the bare 
necessities of life. It was treated as a 
Utopian proposal. But it became the 
actual state of affairs under Thatcher's 
first Government. 

I don't know if the Cabinet knew what it 
was doing, or ever gave any thought to 
the general implications of particular 
measures. It might be that the more 
humane administration of the system 
resulted from cost cutting in Labour 
Exchange and Supplementary Benefit 
Offices. Harassment of the unemployed 
is labour intensive. 

Or it might be that the Cabinet 
deliberately bought social peace in a 
period of high unemployment by 
increasing welfare entitlements and 
cutting out the hassle. But that would 
have been in contradiction with the 
declared policy of cutting wage costs 
through increasing competition among 
the unemployed for jobs. 

It is most likely that they did a number 
of particular things without any thought 
for the general consequences of those 
things. Thatcherism never got its act 
together. It created the illusion of 
purpose in a period of Labour disarray, 
but it has not been concentrated and 

This cartoon from the magazine 
New Scientist (1984) is not so 
far removed from what actually 

existed under Thatcher. 

purposeful in pursuit of its aims. 
Thatcher thrashed around with great 
gusto amidst a welter of self 
contradictions, and all her victories have 
been Pyrrhic ones. Attlee and Bevin 
transformed Britain in five years. In 
nearly twelve years without effective 
opposition Thatcher has left it pretty 
much as she found it. 

Her main achievements have been to 
raise money by spurious privatisation in 
order to cut taxes; and to create in her 
first term the 'welfare dependency' which 
she is trying to reduce in her third tenn 

But it is as well that people should 
understand what Michael Meacher is not 
going to tell them - that Reg Prentice 
would never have been allowed by a 
Labour Government to do for the poor 
what Thatcher allowed him to do, and 
that the ending of his 'single payments' 
system two years ago is only a partial 
return to a state of affairs which Labour 
would never have altered. And likewise 
with the new 'actively seeking work' 
regulations. 

It would have been interesting if 
Thatcher had had the courage to base 
herself on the state of affairs she had 
brought about in the mid-eighties, in 
which the incentive to work would have 
been ambition and social instinct. She 
didn't. So in her last term she has been 
attempting to undo her welfare 
revolution, and to return the welfare 
state to Labour in the miserly condition 
in which she inherited it. D 



City Technology Colleges - What Should Labour do? 

Mark Cowling looks at the City Technology Colleges that the Tories have set up. Are 
they better because they get more money, or are there useful lessons to be learned? 

~ 
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One of the more controversial initiatives 
taken by Kenneth Baker whilst Secretary 
of State for Education was the launching 
of the City Technology Colleges 
programme. These colleges were to be 
largely funded by industry and were 
intended to help in regenerating the inner 
cities at the same time as providing 
industry with the sort of personnel it 
needed. One college became operational 
in 1988-9, two more in 1989-90, four 
more in 1990-1, and another five are 
sufficiently underway to start in 1991-2. 
The Conservative government appears 
now to have accepted that the scheme 
was something of a failure, in that 
business sponsorship has been marginal, 
typically making up under a fifth of the 
funding of a new college. The current 
aim, apparently, is to found further 
colleges with the cooperation of local 
education authorities using existing 
school buildings. 

Certain features of the scheme are 
obviously unacceptable from a Labour 
point of view. The capital budget for a 
new college is now typically close to 
£10,000,000. Most of this money is 
spent on building costs, at a time when 
repairs are urgently needed in local 
authority schools and there is usually an 
excess rather than a dearth of secondary 
school places thanks to demographic 
factors. The schools are selective, not 
on the basis of perceived academic 
ability as with grammar schools, but in 
terms of the suitability and enthusiasm 
of the child and its family for the 
school. This seems particularly 
invidious in that if 600 children apply 
for 200 places, 400 families are 
implicitly told that they are bringing up 
their children relatively badly. For these 
reasons, Labour's pledge to terminate the 
scheme in its current form should be 
upheld, especially as the quantities of 
public moriey involved are large. 

However, given that large quantities of 
public money have been spent on the 
existing colleges, there remains the very 
important question as to what should be 
done with them. In particular, to what 
extent is this new type of school 
desirable in principle? Could features of 
these colleges be extended with benefit 
to all schools? 

Given the short time the colleges have 
been running, public experience of their 
work has been limited. The intention of 
this article is to show some of the 
features of one of the colleges, 

Macmillan College in Cleveland. 
Honesty demands that I should state that 
my daughter attends it, so I at least have 
a parent's view. The questions in the 
previous paragraph are certainly not 
asked by the Labour controlled 
Cleveland Local Education Authority. 
This has isolated Macmillan College 
completely. Local schools are not 
allowed to make contact with the 
college. A music teacher who worked 
for the Cleveland LEA but taught part 
time at the college was forced to resign 
after threats to her career. The college 
adjoins some playing fields, which were 
used by the Catholic school formerly 
occupying the college site. The LEA 
controls the trust under which the fields 
are governed, and has refused to allow 
the college to use the fields, although 
they are hardly used by anyone else. 
Repeated offers from the college to 
allow local schools to come in and use 
the college's resources have been refused 
on the grounds that not all Cleveland 
children would benefit equally. (Would 
all Cleveland children ever benefit 
equally from anything?) Although the 
Conservative government was certainly 
high-handed in building the CTCs 
without local consent, and although they 
are arguably not the best use of public 
money on education, the Cleveland LEA 
attitude is very short-sighted. Part of 
my intention here is to offer an 
alternative. 

Let us look at some features of 
Macmillan College. 

The general atmosphere of the college is 
rather different from that of most 
schools. The building is carpeted in 
most areas, making it quieter and giving 
it a more adult atmosphere. Pupils are 
always referred to as 'students'. Parents 
are encouraged to come in for breakfast, 
served at modest cost from 8 am or at 
lunchtime, so that the canteen has more 
the atmosphere of an office than a 
school. The college day extends from 
8.30 am to 4.50 pm, and.something of 
the idea that they are putting in a normal 
adult day's work rather than being 
coerced into attending a short school day 
rubs off on the children. The extended 
hours appeal to working parents as they 
roughly coincide with a working day, so 
that the worry of what to do with 
children between 3 and 5 pm is avoided. 

The College day is not in fact quite as 
long as it appears from the above. It is 
possible to go home at 3.40, but the 
college runs an 'extension' programme 
in which students choose from 
numerous activities such as social 
dancing, railway modelling, aerobics, 
cricket practice, jewellry making, 
various forms of music etc. Children 
have to do at least one cooperative 
extension activity each week, but may 
choose more. Also, it is possible to do 
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homework in the extension period, thus 
going home at 4.50 free of school work. 
The extension programme has been 
immensely popular with the children. 
This has led to some problems of 
exhaustion for children who have taken 
on a bit much, and for staff who have 
had to put on more activities than was 
originally intended. For children taking 
examinations, however, the intention is 
to use at least some of the extension 
time as teaching time. This, together 
with a school year which is about 8 days 
longer than the standard year, will allow 
at least some children to take 
examinations earlier than would 
otherwise be the case. It will also allow 
all children to do rather more science and 
technology than is required by the 
National Curriculum. 

The best known feature of the colleges 
is their very high level of equipment; for 
science teachers, particularly, this is a 
real attraction. Part of my own 
motivation for wanting my daughter to 
go to Macmillan was a talk with a 
science teacher at a local comprehensive 
who said that he thought the new GCSE 
double science course was excellent, but 
that much more equipment was needed 
than for previous courses, and this had 
not been forthcoming. A particular step 
forward at Macmillan is that all children 
have a small laptop computer, Sinclair's 
Z88 or a Tandy, and they are expected to 
learn word-processing from the first 
week onwards. The school is also well 
equipped with BBC Bs and IBM PCs. 
As a college lecturer I find students often 
arrive having said their school did have 
computers but they did not get to use 
them much; this will not apply to CTC 
children. Although much of the 
college's equipment is extremely useful, 
other items such as extremely good 
lighting equipment in the hall of the 
£180,000 Communitel system which 
transmits messages and notices to a TV 
set in each class are obvious luxuries. 
The staff at the college tend to say that 
the children like the equipment, but that 
it is not by any means all essential to 
the way the place is run. 

The college's language teaching is 
distinctive. Spanish has been chosen on 
the grounds that it will be popular with 
business. All the notices at the college 
arc bilingual, and Spanish is used at 
least some of the time on public 
occasions such as assemblies and 
parents' evenings. 

The college has put very strong 
emphasis on good relationships with 
parents. Parents are welcomes into the 
college not just on formal occasions and 
for breakfast and lunch, but are invited 
to attend sample lessons and, indeed, 
assist with teaching. Forty parents are 
currently helping in the classroom (there 
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are some 370 students). Parents with 
children at other secondary schools are 
very surprised by this openness. 

Another distinctive feature is the 
Personal Development programme, in 
which students spend one afternoon a 
week on study skills, looking at their 
own abilities and weaknesses, learning 
to use the computers, visiting local 
places of interest. It is intended to add 
sex education, some sort of political 
education and some enterprise skills to 
this mixture in due course. I am not 
sure if it is this programme or the 
general atmosphere of the college, but it 
has done a remarkable job of turning 
relatively unruly inner city youngsters 
into enthusiastic and attentive students. 

There is currently a wide consensus that 
one of the least satisfactory features of 
most secondary schools is that the 
children whose academic performance is - 
for whatever reason - poorest tend to 

become bored and inattentive as they 
approach 16. They tend increasingly to 
play truant, and to leave school devoid 
of qualifications or skills. This seems 
likely to be less of a problem at 
Macmillan, although it could be argued 
that the college cheats because it takes 
only children whose parents are wiling 
to bring their child for an interview and 
sign a pledge that the child will be kept 
in full time education or work with 
training until the age of 18. This said, 
the college did nonetheless have 10 
children in a remedial class initially. 
These were taught intensively and the 
remedial class has now been dissolved 
and merged with the ordinary classes, 
although some children formerly in the 
remedial class still need some extra help 
to cope with the standard national 
curriculum work. Attendance has so far 
been 95% with truancy virtually unheard 
of, although, of course, it would be 
expected to become a problem from 
about the third year rather than 
immediately. 

It is obviously early to judge the 
effectiveness of the college, but a visit 
from Her Majesty's Inspectors led to an 
overall assessment that the college was 
outperforming the average inner city 
comprehensive. Both parents and 
students have been generally very 
favourably impressed. 

An initial question for Labour to ask is 
whether there are features of this package 
which could realistically be extended to 
other schools. 

Taking resources, for example, I am not 
sure whether providing each child with a 
laptop computer is essential or not, and 
it costs some £175 per student, which is 
expensive. It should be possible in 
subsequent years to compare the 

computer skills of Macmillan students 
with those in other schools and get 
some idea of the benefits, or lack of 
them. More generally, people tend to 
work better if they feel adequately 
supported, and morals amongst teachers 
at Macmillan is obviously very good 
From letters to the press and hearsay ,the 
converse is obviously true in many 
other schools. 

What about the extended day? The 
government has been much l~s ruthless 
in getting rid of secondary school 
teachers as numbers of pupils have 
fallen than it was in the primary secllfP, 
and one wonders if an extended school 
day could be achieved by rearranging the 
times teachers attend. In tum some of 
this extension could be used to meet the 
requirements of the National 
Curriculum, which is generally agreed to 
require rather more time than actually 
exists in the standard secondary school 
day. 

The links between Macmillan and 
business should certainly be copied. 
They are very popular with parents 
because youth unemployment is a 
serious problem in Cleveland, and 
schemes elsewhere in which older 
schoolchildren are matched with 
employers while still at school have 
been a considerable success, because 
they give the less able older children a 
continuing reason for attending school. 
It should be stressed, contra Enoch 
Powell's view that education should 
concern human culture in its widest 
sense rather than narrow vocational 
trammg, that this emphasis at 
Macmillan does not lead to a neglect of 
basic questions about human society, 
the universe, culture etc. 

The enhanced role for parents is well 
worth imitating. The children see that 
parents take their education seriously, 
and the parents get a better idea of what 
the college does. 

I have argued here that, in my experience 
at least, the CTCs have made a very 
good start on a number of developments 
worth imitating. To a Labour 
government or a Labour local authority 
they thus offer a very worthwhile 
challenge: can the ere performance be 
matched in existing schools with some 
extra resources but without the 
munificent funding used to establish the 
current CTCs? This challenge may also 
be expressed in a more general way: 
Labour is keen to develop technological 
education and raise educational standards. 
What is it going to do which will be 
better for all children than what the 
Conservative have achieved? D 
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Britain in Europe 
Michael Alexander considers the future of socialism in Europe, and the part that the 
British Labour Party could play in it. 

After World War Two, Europe became 
divided into two rival camps. Within 
Western Europe, the various 
Communist Parties tried to weaken the 
cohesion of the camp they were in, for 
the benefit of the camp they 
sympathised with. To aid this process, 
all sorts of strange alliances were forged 
with narrow-minded nationalist forces. 

The whole original logic of this 
position was that the 'triumph of 
socialism' would occur in Russia and 
Eastern Europe. It might have worked, 
if Moscow had had a coherent idea of 
what to do after Stalin. This didn't 
happen, while Western Europe went on 
developing . successfully despite the 
opposition of Communist Parties, 
sympathizers and narrow nationalists. 
The sudden crash in 1989 of the Eastern 
European system was unexpected in its 
specific details, but people should have 
seen it coming. A system where 
everything was done in the name of the 
working class, but where the actual 
opinions of that class were ignored, was 
never likely to be successful. 

Given what has happened, Western 
Europe is the clear and obvious base for 
a rebuilding of the global position of 
socialism. Indeed, it has always had a 
very large socialist element in it. It was 
only sectarian bitterness that led to this 
aspect being played down by most of the 
left, so that NATO's bloodless triumph 
over the Warsaw Pact is seen as a 
triumph of capitalism over socialism. 

Eastern Europe and the USSR had been 
retreating from the idea of a planned 
economy, ever since the 1950s. 
Khrushchev set up 'market socialism' as 
the new ideal. And under Khrushchev, 
the Communist Party monopoly of 
power was- retained, even though state 
repression was moderated. 

None of this was likely to work. 
Market socialism is hardly likely to be 
viable, where there are no legal centres 
of power outside the state. When the 
-state dominates both production and 
consumption, what are market forces 
supposed to work on? If political 
dissent is not suppressed, but is 
nevertheless automatically and 
permanently excluded from actual 
political power, then it can only become 
a force undermining the system. 
Dissidents who tried to be useful to the 
existing system - Sakharov, for instance - 
were frustrated by a leadership which 

refused to listen to them. Sakharov was 
saying that the USSR should do more 
about computer technology, long before 
it revolutionised life in Western Europe. 
He was warning of the importance of 
what we now call 'green issues', long 
before these became fashionable in the 
West. But his wise advice was ignored 
until too late, simply because the 
leadership had a political monopoly and 
no obligation to adapt to a changing 
public mood. 

The collapse of Eastern Europe, the 
imminent break-up of the USSR, mean 
that the future of Europe lies with 
NATO and the European Community. 
Benn's notion of an isolationist go-it 
alone Britain might have worked in a 
Europe where the two blocks remained 
in balance. As things are, even neutral 
nations like Austria, Norway and 
Switzerland are finding themselves 
dependent on decisions made by the 
European Community, and are seeing 
the merits of having a say in such 
decision-making. 

Is the whole NATO and European 
Community something alien to Labour 
Party traditions, so that there is no 
honourable alternative to an 'heroic last 
stand' against the triumphant sweep of 
history? Hardly. It was the Labour 
government of 1945 that helped set up 
NATO. Ernest Bevin was the leading 
spirit in this development, but almost 
the whole of the party went along with 
it. 

People think of NATO, mostly in 
connection with the global confrontation 
with the USSR. In fact, it helped keep 
Europe out of that wider struggle, by the 
sensible provision that it was 

geographically limited, and need not get 
involved in America's global conflicts. 
None of the NATO allies sent troops to 
help the USA in Vietnam, even though 
other American allies like Australia got 
dragged into it. And within Western 
Europe, a stable framework was 
established that has forever removed the 
possibility of future wars between 
Germany, France, Britain and Italy. To 
establish peace between countries that 
had fought two bitter wars against each 
other this centuries, and many more 
wars in centuries past, was no small 
achievement. But Labour lets the Tories 
get all the credit for this, while weakly 
claiming that this credit is either minor 
or non-existent. 

As for a European Community - hasn't 
some sort of United States of Europe 
been a long-term socialist objective? 
Had it not been for the alternative 
United States of Europe' that was being 
built around Moscow, people on the left 
would hardly have hesitated to support 
all such moves. Even the total and 
ignominious collapse of that option has 
not been enough to rid the bulk of the 
left of their habit of opposition to 
Europe, but the logic of it is now gone. 

Labour could easily reestablish its 
credentials as the party of Europe. It 
cannot hope to achieve much as a party 
of conservative nationalist opposition to 
a developing European super-state. 
Could Labour ever display the Union 
Jack on the leadership platform at a 
Party Conference? Could a Labour 
leader ever express concern at the 
position of the monarch? Conservative 
nationalist opposition belongs in the 
Tory party, and should be left to them, 

as a minority 
movement of dissent 
to embarrass the Tory 
leadership. 

Of course, people 
who oppose the 
European Community 
claim to be in favour 
of something much 
better. 'Quit the 
Market - Join the 
World' was the 
Communist Party's 
slogan during the 
Referendum, and it 
was accompanied by a 
cartoon of a little man 
carrying Great Britain 
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off in the direction of Iceland, Greenland 
or Newfoundland - presumably 
trampling Ireland underfoot en route. 
That was all propaganda - the CP was 
messing up developments in Western 
Europe, to give Moscow a better chance 
of winning the Cold War. All of that 
has fallen apart, and yet left politics 
remain dominated by .CP discards at a 
time when the party itself is going down 
the plughole. There is no wider world 
we can actually join, no political 
structures beyond our present position in 
the UN. Practical internationalism can 
only come through the European 
Community. 

The most remarkable aspect of a United 
Europe is that we in Britain would 
occupy a central place in it - far more 
central and important than we really 
deserve. The great advantage is the 
language. When Germans want to talk 
to Spaniards, when Italians want to talk 
to Danes, they tend to use English. 
Eastern Europeans also are now learning 
English as fast as they can. At present, 
EC business is conducted on a vastly 
complex multi-lingual basis. Logic 
says we should have a single language, 
and logic says it should be English. 
This gives an enormous advantage to 
native speakers - a category that now 
includes Welsh, Irish and Scottish, as 
well as the English themselves. 

Labour could start making some 

positive proposals. A single currency is 
now more or less accepted, and more or 
less inevitable. The proposal for a 
single language can hardly come from 
this country - but it would be possible 
to persuade the Republic of Ireland to 
float the notion, especially since their 
official language is officially Gaelic, 
which few Irish people actually speak 
with any fluency. A common defence 
policy, with European countries pooling 
the bulk of their armed forces while 
greatly reducing their numbers, is made 
ever more sensible as the Russian army 
pulls out of Eastern Europe. Labour 
could also call for the British veto at the 
UN to be unilaterally abolished, with 
the suggestion that no one should in fact 
have the right to put themselves above 
the scope of international law. It could 
also be suggested that both we and the 
French should give up our permanent 
membership of the UN, transforming it 
into two seats that would rotate within 
the Community. (It bas been suggested 
that the Japanese should get the spare 
spare seat.with only one for the 
Community. But the Japanese are still 
fairly isolationist. Given their generally 
chauvinist and prejudiced attitude. it 
would be unwise to unilaterally give 
them something that they have never 
asked for.) 

Labour could spearhead a reform of the 
Common Agricultural Policy. At 
present, this works on the basis of 
production. This gives much more 

money to prosperous large farmers than 
to needy small farmers, and also 
encourages them to destroy Europe's 
remaining wild places to produce food 
that is them unusable. Moreover, 
farmers in the rest of the world are being 
harmed by this policy, especially the 
very poor and needy farmers of the Third 
World. Let production subsidies be cut, 
and let grants be made to cushion the 
blow for small fanners. This would 
also be a way of saving the GA TT talks, 
which are in deep trouble at the time of 
writing. 

Labour's Front Bench bas always 
sounded uneasy on Europe. oondernnin 
the Tories with ambiguous language, 
which seems to say both that they are 
going too far and not far enough. But, 
as I have said, the anti-Europe cause is 
doomed. Public opinion may grumble 
about 'Brussels Bureaucrats', but the 
only solid opposition comes from the 
nostalgic nationalists whom Labour 
cannot win and would not want. The 
'anti' cause was doomed from the 
moment when public opinion swung 
massively in favour of EEC 
membership back in the days of the 
Referendum. 

The British Labour Party is ill equipped 
to become the 'home of lost causes'. If 
it is content to remain one, to stay 
ambiguous on the crucial matter of 
Europe, then it may end up as a lost 
cause itself. D 

(Continued from Page 11) 

The speed with which John Major has 
felt free to jettison Thatcherite policies 
and attitudes strongly suggests that the 
Conservative Party has taken Thatcher's 
social vision a good deal less seriously 
than Labour has done. And that is the 
true measure of how badly Labour has 
been led astray all these wasted years 
since 1979. 

The substance of Thatcherism was the 
need to restore order to British economic 
and social life. The trade union 
movement's refusal to use its massive 
power responsibly in the 1970s, and the 
Labour government's failure to induce it 
to do so, meant that Britain was 
degenerating into the kind of chronic 
disorder that it had not known since the 
1920s. Britain during the 1970s was 
living through a kind of protracted 
General Strike. And the question which 
the General Strike leaders could never 
face squarely in 1926, that of their 
readiness to assume responsibility for 
governing the country, having made the 
previous basis for government 
unworkable, was persistently evaded by 
the Labour movement. 
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When Heath posed this question in 
February 1974, the electorate gave him 
an extremely ambiguous answer. It did 
not trust the Conservative Party to 
govern effectively. Harold Wilson's 
rhetoric about Labour having become 
"the natural party of governmenJ" had 
made a lot of sense to ordinary people. 
Labour must be the natural party of 
government in the era of massive trade 
union power. It made sense to doubt the 
Tories' ability to govern effectively in 
such circumstances. But Labour did not 
have it in it to provide effective 
government on the basis of trade union 
power. And so, as a last resort, the 
electorate was driven to give the Tories a 
new mandate to restore order. 

Mrs Thatcher was not elected in 1979 on 
a comprehensive programme of 
doctrinaire Thatcherism. This programme 
developed as her government gained in 
self-confidence. But there can be no 
doubt that the extremely ideological 
nature of her policies were politically 
functional at the time. A great measure 
of crusading zeal was required to motivate 
the Conservative government in its 
attempt to restore order at the expense of 
the massive fact of trade union power. 
Pragmatic politics could never have 

developed the social forces needed to slap 
the labour movement down as Thatcher's 
government slapped it down between 
1979 and 1985. 

Counter-revolutions are frequent events in 
some countries, whose constitutions do 
not allow for political progress. There 
has never been a counter-revolution in 
Britain since the revolution of 1688. 
That revolution established a state in 
which counter-revolution was made 
impossible. For that reason, the attempt 
to engineer a counter-revolution in late 
twentieth-century Britain needed to 
present itself as a progressive 
supersession of the status quo rather than 
a return to the status quo anJe. And under 
Thatcher it did just that, claiming (and in 
her case sincerely believing) that it was 
introducing a new economic order that 
would 'end the old conditions' once and 
for all. 

It is likely that nothing less than total 
belief in this lunatic vision could have 
given Thatcher's governments the will to 
attempt what they attempted, the 
emasculation of the British labour 
movement and the dismantling of the 
massive elements of socialist economic 
and social organisation which had been 



Toryism and the Classless Society 
Dan Ackroid asks what the Tory notion of a 'classless society' actually means. Also 
how Labour should react to the possibility. 
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When John Major talked about building 
a 'classless society', it got rather more 
attention than when Mrs Thatcher had 
earlier said exactly the same thing. 
Even so, it seems a rather odd thing for 
Tory leaders to be talking about. Just 
what ideas lie behind the phrase? 

Part of the trouble lies with Marx using 
the same phrase to stand for a very 
different thing. From a Marxist view, a 
classless society is one in which the 
working class has absorbed the other 
classes. This leads to a society in which 
everyone is equal, and wealth is 
distributed on the basis of need. 

Obviously, this is not what the Tories 
are after. On the other hand, what we 
have now is to some degree a society in 
which wealth is based on work. Marx 
saw such a society as a step towards a 
society of full equality. Some of the 
New Right see such a society as an ideal 
end-point - wealth going to those who 
were talented and worked hard, rather 
than being hogged by an hereditary 
upper class. 

Classes differ from castes, in as much as 

you don't have to be born into them, and 
can potentially fall out of the higher 
ones. Birth is a major factor is 
determining people's class position, but 
not the only one. In any functioning 
class society, people will be moving up 
or down all the time. Castes are only a 
matter of birth. They can not be 
changed, even though individual castes 
may either gain or lose prestige over a 
long period of time. Between these two 
extremes were various intermediary 
forms, ranks or estates, more rigid than 
classes but not as absolute as castes. 

Classes are based on a whole pattern of 
social behaviour. The ruling class 
would have power, wealth, a distinctive 
accents and set of social habits. 
Individuals could lose power and wealth 
and yet still be considered part of the 
ruling class. Equally, those who 
acquired power and wealth would not be 
fully accepted, because they had the 
wrong accents and social habits. In 
Britain, public schools were the great 
mechanism for normalising wealth and 
power with accent and social habits, so 
that the ruling class remained coherent 
Poorer members of the ruling class 

would be unable to pay the school fees 
to give their children the correct social 
training, and their position would 
decline. The newly rich, on the other 
hand, could and would give their children 
this training, so that they would be 
standardised to the ruling class norm. 
'Class' retains the secondary meaning of 
desirable social qualities, or any 
desirable qualities at all. Even 
racehorses can have class, and not 
necessarily because of their breeding. 

English society has actually always been 
fairly mobile, in comparison to most 
other societies in other parts of the 
planet. The whole original Norman 
aristocracy were a bunch of freebooters, 
who were lucky enough to be part of 
William of Normandy's seizure of the 
Kingdom of England. Most of that 
aristocracy killed each other off in the 
Wars of the Roses, and were succeeded 
by relatives with a much less aristocratic 
attitude. This attitude continued with 
the Tudor kings - a dynasty with only a 
very tenuous link back to the previous 
rulers, who came to power mainly 
because Royalty too had mostly been 
wiped out in the Wars of the Roses. 

developed within Britain since 1940 (if 
not, in may cases, much earlier). 

The attempted counter-revolution, after 
some spectacular if superficial successes, 
in demoralising the trade unions and 
privatising the public sector, has ended 
in failure. The foundations and essential 
structures of the Welfare State remain 
intact. But in its early stages Thatcher's 
attempted counter-revolution certainly 
achieved what the electorate gave the 
Conservatives a mandate for in 1979, the 
restoration of order. And a Tory party 
which has always believed in order and 
good government above virtually 
everything else was ready to endorse 
Thatcher's doctrinaire approach for as 
long as it served this purpose. 

Since the introduction of the poll tax 
Thatcherism has been generating disorder 
in British society. It was inconceivable 
that the Conservative Party would put up 
with this indefinitely. It was inevitable 
that it would jettison Thatcherism rather 
than allow itself to be implicated in the 
discrediting of a mere fashion. 

Under the flag of Major's brand of 
Toryism, Toryism for Everyman, the 
Conservatives are retaking the middle 

ground of British politics which Labour 
has managed to occupy these last two 
years only by default. Labour's grip on 
this ground is being broken very easily, 
because it was achieved without any 
serious political investment, and was 
accordingly never more than skin-deep. 

Neil Kinnock needs to think hard about 
the man he is now up against. His 
initial response, to call Major "a 
Thatcherette" and "Son of Handbag" was 
way off target as well as inadequate in 
every other respect. Major has already 
demonstrated that he has considerable 
political depth, and this depth has not 
been plumbed yet by a long way. He had 
clearly thought out very carefully his 
initial policy departures on entering No 
10. Having made his way in politics as 
a diligent Thatcherite, because that was 
the way up at the time, he is now 
evolving away from Thatcherism at a rate 
of knots. That he can do this suggests 
that he has substantial politics of his 
own and, having politics of his own, he 
has no need of the image-makers, as he 
has adroitly made clear. Can either of 
these things be said of the "Son of 
Donkey-jacket", Foot's protege, the 
lapsed Bevanite who sits opposite him? 

There is no doubt that the Conservatives 
have chosen the leader who poses the 
greatest challenge to Kinnock and 
Kinnock's Labour Party. Major's rhetoric 
of "the classless society" cannot be 
countered effectively except on the basis 
of principled and realistic socialist 
policies of the kind which Kinnock has 
made it his business to rule out of court. 
Jn his speech to the 1983 annual 
conference in which he accepted the 
Labour leadership, Kinnock defined the 
Labour Party as "the party of the 
upwardly mobile". That redefinition of 
the Labour Party has left it defenseless 
against Major's programme and vision, 
as this has emerged to date. 

Labour has no option now but to return 
to its proper purpose, the representation 
of the labour interest in British society, 
through policies which address the 
central issues of the British economy - 

inflation, unemployment, industrial 
relations, incomes policy - instead of 
evading them, and which deal effectively 
with the ancillary issues because firmly 
based on this central policy core. There 
is no alternative. 

D 
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Things never really did settle down, and 
monarchs freely created new aristocrats 
from their most successful servants. 

It should be understood that the whole 
business of titles was actually a means 
of social mobility, within a basically 
unequal society. Anybody might be 
moved up the social scale, by being 
made a Lord or Earl or Duke. Lloyd 
George was only systematising and 
vulgarising existing practice, when he 
made titles generally available in return 
for fixed amounts of money contributed 
to Liberal Party funds. And by 
thoroughly devaluing such things, he 
advanced the democratic ideal of a 
society without a serious aristocracy. 

America is quite close to being a 
classless society, in as much as 
difference between people are based 
mainly on wealth and power, with 
accent and social habits playing very 
little role. Only in America could the 
question 'what are you worth' mean 'how 
much money do you have'? Only in 
America could people seriously consider 
that human worth or lack of worth could 
be properly measured in terms of dollars. 
Britain has not gone so far, but it is 
much more American that it was twenty 
or even ten years ago. 

The objection to this sort of 
'classlessness' is that it devalues all 
human relationships, reduces everything 
to money and power. An unequal class 
based society does not stigmatise 
poverty, nor does it treat poverty and 
failure as being identical. It recognises 
that you can be poor and yet very 
successful in human terms, or else rich 
and a human disaster. 

It is also the case that 'classlessness' on 
the American model is not true to its 
nominal ideal of rewarding hard work 
and talent. Inherited wealth and social 
position still count for a very great deal. 
And even if they did not, 'success' in 
such a society often involves 
encouraging the very worst aspects of 
the person who wants to 'get on'. 

Social mobility is of very direct benefit 
to the 'upwardly mobile' - those who 
have wealth or talents that get an 
immediate reward within the society in 
which they operate. It is a more 
dubious for those left behind - those 
with no special talents, or those whose 
talents do not bring any immediate 
wealth, power or social prestige. 

A ruling class can not long survive if it 
does not have habits of social 
responsibility. Because its position is 
arbitrary, it must be justified in terms of 
service to the rest of the society. The 
'upwardly mobile' often take a much 
more cold blooded and contemptuous 
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attitude to those they've left behind. 

At present, the Tories are run by a mix 
of the 'upwardly mobile' and the old 
ruling class, with the 'upwardly mobile' 
very much predominant. The aristocracy 
are mostly very much reduced. The 
important ones are important because 
they have money, with titles and so 
called 'old blood' counting for little. 

Labour under Kinnock has also become 
a party for the 'upwardly mobile', with 
the old connections to the working class 
very much played down. The logic of 
Kinnockism is for Labour to cut its 
working class links completely - to be a 
party for people who may have come 
from the working class, but who have 
very definitely left it 1nere has always 
been something of this in Labour, but 
under Kinnock it has got worse. Nor is 
the Labour Left innocent A lot of 
Labour councils have put most of their 
efforts into creating large numbers of 
well-paid jobs for themselves and their 
friends, a means of upward mobility, 
while doing little to look after the 
working class. 

Previous Labour councils visibly built 
up municipal social structures for the 
benefit of the working class. This lot 
have created large numbers of very 
pleasant jobs for people like themselves - 
often for each other, indeed, with 

councillors in one borough being 
council employees in another. This 
would be acceptable, if they had also 
looked after the people they were 

supposed to be serving. But in many 
Labour boroughs, maintaining 
credibility with the activists has come 
well ahead of actually doing a good job. 

If the main difference between Labour 
and Tory becomes that one is run by 
people who are upwardly mobile in the 
private sector, and the other is run by 
people who are upwardly mobile in the 
public sector, then the future for Labour 
will be bleak indeed. This has not yet 
happened. But events since the 1950s 
have taken us a long way along that 
road. Labour needs to reverse a great 
deal of what it has done over that period. 

Workers' control is the key issue. It 
would mean giving power to the 
working class as such, rather that to 
state bodies that claim to be acting in 
the working class interest. When it still 
looked possible that 'actually existing 
socialism' would succeed in Russia and 
Eastern Europe, or even China or Cuba 
or wherever, there was some excuse for 
not wanting to 'prop up capitalism' by 
giving ordinary people a share of power 
and decision-making. But that 
possibility no longer exists. The only 
sensible reason anyone could have for 
resisting workers control would be that 
they had no wish to see workers as such 
exercising power. 

A party for the 'upwardly mobile' in the 
public sector, or a party for all workers 
and seeking fair shares of power and 
wealth for all - that is the question. 

D 



Adam Smith - myth and reality 
Walter Cobb takes on the New Right view, that general prosperity is ensured by the 
system described by Adam Smith in the 18th century, with socialism no more than a 
pointles.s deviation on the route. 

The replacement of Thatcher by Major indicates that enough members of the Tory Party 
remember how to be proper conservatives. From a Tory point of view Adam Smith and 
the New Right provided useful half-truths, not a complete ideology for life. Thatcher 
never realised this. Major probably does. 

f 

The New Right is not fond of talking 
about the actual history of capitalism. 
It prefers to begin with the ideas of 
Adam Smith in the late 18th century, 
and then skip over the next 150 years 
and more, until we come to the relative 
peace and prosperity of the Western 
system since World War Two. The 
mixed economy can then be dismissed as 
an absurd deviation from the basic truths 
of Adam Smith, which Thatcher, 
Reagan and the rest of the New Right 
have now 'wisely' restored. As little as 
possible is said about what happened 
between Adam Smith and the post-war 
era. A few good bits are held up for our 
admiration, the rest is more or less 
ignored. 

I have not seen anyone come right out 
and say that capitalism was brilliantly 
invented by Adam Smith in the 1770s, 
improperly applied for a long time 
afterwards, and only properly 
implemented in the 1980s. Such a 
notion lies behind some of the 
arguments of the New Right, but only 
some of them. Other New Right 
notions require capitalism to be an 
eternal truth, something always inherent 
in human nature. Clarity would not suit 
their purposes at all. 

In The Wealth of Nations, Adam 
Smith has some comments on the 
natural selfishness of capitalists, and 
their habit of conspiring against the 
general good whenever they think they 
can get away with it. These are 
sometimes taken as evidence that he was 
not really in favour of capitalism. The 
exact opposite is true. 

Conservative paternalism hopes and 
expects that the rich will do their duty to 
the less fortunate. It does not admire 
those who follow a purely selfish 
capitalist interest, though it has no easy 
way of dealing with them. Conservative 
paternalists are apologists for 
capitalism, not enthusiasts for it. They 
assume that while capitalism may 
generate a lot of wealth, the long-term 
survival of society requires that the rich 
and powerful will sometimes act 
generously and unselfishly. 

Adam Smith assumes the opposite. The 
rich need not and indeed should not do 

... 

anything except follow their own direct 
self-interest. The 'invisible hand' of the 
market will guide their selfish actions in 
ways that will benefit the whole society. 

Adam Smith's view was that: "A 
revolution of the greatest importance to 
the public happiness was in this manner 
brought about by two different orders of 
people (the nobility and the merchants), 
who had not the least intention to serve 
the public." 

This is not at all how British society 
actually developed or became 
prosperous. There had been a widespread 
feeling of social responsibility among 
the ruling class, combined with a 
willingness to accept some innovations. 
It is normal for a ruling class to feel 
some sense of responsibility - if not the 
society they rule will either disintegrate 
or overthrow them. But the willingness 
to innovate was an unusual feature - 
indeed almost unique. The Chinese 

scholar gentry had had a level of 
civilisation at least as high as 18th 
century England for more than a 
thousand years. And they were very 
successful in preventing or suppressing 
disruptive innovations. Anything that 
would change the traditional and 
established Chinese way of life was 
simply not allowed. Even in the late 

19th century, when European strength 
put Chinese culture under great strain, 
their solution to a railway built illegally 
on Chinese territory was first to buy it 
from the people who had built it, and 
then cure the social disruption it was 
causing by closing it down. 

Capitalism did not develop in China, for 
the same reason that weeds do not 
develop in a well-cultivated garden. 
Continuous action was taken to stop it 
happening. And it was because of a 
measure of irresponsibility on the part 
of the British ruling class that it was 
allowed to develop in Britain. First the 
Agricultural Revolution destroyed the 
way of life of huge numbers of small 
farmers and agricultural labourers. Then 
the Industrial Revolution destroyed 
handicrafts and traditional industries. 

What was happening was a controlled 
experiment. The ruling class decided to 
permit such things, even though the 
final outcome was unknown and 
unknowable. Individual entrepreneurs 
were often greedy and irresponsible. But 
there was always a general understanding 
among the ruling class that things must 
not go too far. It was like allowing 
weeds to grow in a garden, in the hope 
of producing a mix of beautiful wild 
flowers, and all the time keeping the 
paths clear and cutting back or uprooting 
anything really obnoxious. 
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No society has ever worked in the way 
that Adam Smith envisaged, nor ever 
will. Smith assumed that the British 
gentry and industrialists of his day were 
following narrow, personal and purely 
selfish interests. Given that the society 
of his day was growing ever more 
wealthy, it followed that men should be 
allowed and even encouraged to just look 
after themselves. He assumed that 
capitalists were selfish and greedy, and 
that their selfishness and greed would 
miraculously be directed by the 
'invisible hand' of the market in order to 
make everyone prosperous. 

In reality, the gentry as a class were 
looking after the interests of the gentry 
as a class. People might have different 
views on how this general class interest 
might be served, but no one doubted that 
it should be served. At times, this 
interest might be served by allowing 
more free play to market forces. At 
other times it might be served by 
restricting them. People had to be both 
good souls and greedy atoms, and to 
ignore the contradictions between the 
two sets of feelings. 

It was of course true that ministers in 
the days of Adam Smith helped 
themselves to large slices of the public 
purse, as well as creating do-nothing 
jobs for their friends and relations. But 
this was tolerable - almost all of the 
gentry and nobility had come up that 
way. Very few were old deep-rooted 
landowners, although all of them played 
at being such. And being upstarts, they 
did not think that they had a natural 
right to rule, or that they would never be 
challenged. They were smart enough to 
know that the rest of the society had 
also to be looked after, in proportion to 
its capacity for making trouble. 
Industrialists were both useful and 
potentially dangerous - therefore they 
were fitted in, allowed to use their 
wealth to buy positions as gentry or 
even nobility. A broad middle class 
wanted a larger share of political power - 
parliament was eventually reformed to 
give them this. And so on. 

It was the 19th century Tories who first 
allowed Trade Unions to operate legally. 
It was the Tories who introduced the 10 
hour bill and other factory legislation. 
They did this because they could see that 
market forces were squeezing the 
working class too hard. Quite apart 
from any humanitarian feelings, they 
could work out - quite as clearly as Karl 
Marx could - that this large and growing 
class was going to overturn the existing 
order if its interests were not in some 
measure looked after. They noticed the 
small but growing bands of radicals, 
socialists and communists, and they 
feared them. Therefore they took steps 
to limit the danger. 
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In pre-revolutionary France, individuals 
did tend to follow their personal and 
selfish interests, come what may. 
Aristocrats liked being privileged 
persons, ignored those enlightened 
members of their class who told them 
that they should be a little less greedy 
for the sake of the general good. They 
banded together, only in so far as they 
recognised that each had the same selfish 
interests, and could thus be expected to 
want the same things. They were in real 
life what Adam Smith supposed to exist 
in Britain. And the results were 
naturally quite different from anything 
Smith wanted or admired. Many of the 
French aristocrats had accepted Voltaire's 
view that they had no inherent right to 
their privileges. But since it's fun to be 
privileged, they each individually decided 
to keep what they knew they had no 
particular right to. The Marquis de Sade 
was merely an extreme example of this 
trend - and not all that extreme, by the 
standards of the French aristocracy. 

What Adam Smith believed to exist in 
Britain did partially exist in France. 
And of course it led to chaos and 
bloodshed. Louis XV let things run 
towards ruin, confident that the system 
would last longer than he would. (And 
he was right - he died in his bed, and it 
was his successor who was executed.) 
The old deep-rooted aristocracy ofFrance 
resisted the rise of the bourgeoisie. The 
feudal constitution of France gave them 
the power to stop anything happening, 
so they did stop anything happening. 
They made it impossible for France to 
develop peacefully. This led inevitably 
to revolution and a break-down of 
political continuity. This set the pattern 
for a whole series of violent revolutions 
and counter-revolutions lasting for most 
of the 19th century, and colouring 
French politics even into the 20th 
century, with one last revolutionary 
fling in 1968. 

The ignoble and stupid French nobility 
resisted the rise of the bourgeoisie, and 
the bourgeoisie in turn resisted the rise 
of the working class. The English 
gentry were flexible enough to 
accommodate both. And they did it so 
subtly that someone like Adam Smith 
could miss what was being done. The 
gentry established security of property, 
opened up the rest of the world to 
British trade, conquered large colonial 
territories, fostered science and the arts 
through the various royal societies, 
royal academies and the like. And Adam 
Smith treated all this as part of the 
natural order of things. 

"Through Smith's eyes, it is possible to 
marvel afresh at this fabulously 
powerful mechanism and to relish, as he 
did, the paradox of private gain yielding 
social good." Thus spoke The 

Economist, the journal for the 
thinking bourgeois. (July 14th 1990.) 
But The Economist makes no 
attempt to practice what it preaches. 
'Private gain yielding social good' is a 
nice bit of ideology, but is not allowed 
to get in the way of actual decision 
making. When greedy selfish yuppies 
brought about the stock market crash, 
The Economist did not stand on its 
ideology and say that the 'invisible hand' 
of the market must be left to sort the 
matter out. The 'invisible hand' would 
almost certainly have throttled 
capitalism, brought about a world 
slump. Had the principles of Adam 
Smith been strictly applied, people 
might today be erecting statues of 
Leonid Brezhnev in Western Europe, 
rather than demolishing statues of Lenin 
in Eastern Europe. 

New Right ideology is shallow. It has 
credibility, only because the left forgot 
its own past and ran itself into a dead 
end in the 1970s. Thatcher was mostly 
lucky, not clever. When her luck ran 
out she had no strategy except more of 
the same. But enough of the Tory Party 
were able to see what was happening. 

After Thatcher's resignation, one old 
Tory quoted Edmund Burke, talking 
about Marie Antoinette and the age of 
chivalry being dead. I don't suppose that 
either he or Thatcher knew much about 
the actual situation Burke was dealing 
with. At a trivial level, one might 
mention that that lady had a private life 
very different from that of Mrs Thatcher. 
More seriously, Burke waxes lyrical 
about Marie Antoinette, because he 
couldn't talk about the French 
Revolution without saying something 
about her, and no other subject would 
have been compatible with his general 
line. She was precisely the sort of 
selfish greedy aristocrat who had blocked 
moderate reform and made the revolution 
inevitable. She didn't actually make the 
famous remark 'let them eat cake'. But 
it has remained associated with her 
because it did neatly sum up her view of 
her social responsibilities. 

In Reflections on the Revolution 
in France, Burke spoke about chivalry 
being dead and the age of the calculator 
succeeding it, because it was the only 
way he could discuss Marie Antoinette 
without harming his own cause. He 
undoubtedly knew that the destructive 
cynicism of French and other European 
aristocrats had done a great deal to bring 
about what he was protesting against. 
Marie Antoinette was as guilty as 
anyone, and had used her position as 
Queen of France to prevent the sort of 
consensus between aristocracy, gentry 
and bourgeoisie that existed in Britain. 
But Burke's concern was not to pass 
judgment, but to warn people in Britain 
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against the pure and very unstable 
bourgeois rule that then existed in 
France. 

Burke was a member of the 18th century 
Whig party, but he was a founder of 
later conservative traditions, that 
moderated and adjusted the rising 
bourgeoisie. Pure bourgeois rule would 
have proved as short-lived as Marx 
expected it to be. A dogmatic 
imposition of Adam Smith economics 
would be bound to produce mass misery 
and popular revolution. But moderating 
forces have always existed. Mrs 
Thatcher was no more capable of 
recognising the need for them than 
Marie Antoinette was. Thankfully, 
British politics has gentler ways of 
getting rid of leaders whose ideas are 
proving harmful to society. 

Over the last few years, Kinnock has 
been remoulding the Labour party to be 
a moderating conservative force once the 
electorate had had enough of Thatcher. 
This was not an impossible goal, 
though it was a rather unworthy one for 
a leader of the Labour Party. But now 
the Tories seem to have done the same 
job themselves. 

Private Eye has an imaginary Tory 
spokesman saying of Kinnock "The 
voters will see this as cheap cynical 
opportunism of the type we in this party 
do much better." And indeed, that is 
exactly how a lot of voters will 
undoubtedly see it. Unless the Tories 
are visibly floundering, Labour can only 
hope to win by offering some sort of 
positive idealism. And it will have to 
be real idealism, not a PR man's 
impression of positive idealism. 

Major was Thatcher's choice as her 
successor. Yet he is in many ways the 
least Thatcherite of the three candidates. 
He has never expressed overt opposition 
to her policies, but even before 
becoming leader he was quietly 
undermining them. He got Britain into 
the EMS, and his 'hard ECU' plan may 
prove a real route to full currency union, 
especially with Thatcher gone. He had 

promised to do something about 
poverty, and he probably will. A lot of 
wealth has flowed from the poor to the 
rich under Thatcher. He only has to 
allow a little of it to flow back, to bring 
about a marked improvement. 

Just how much or how little Major does 
depends on what sort of opposition 
Labour can provide. What could happen 
is a few years of quiet conservatism 
under him, and then another round of 
Thatcherite changes, possibly also still 
under Major. 

Societies never remain the same for very 
long. Labour in the 1960s and 1970s 
had a clear brief to change things on a 
socialist basis. The Bullock 
Commission's plan for Workers Control 
provided a great opportunity - and 
almost the whole of the left united with 
the Labour right to block it. 
Thatcherism was the result, a radicalism 
of the right based on a limited revival of 
pure Adam Smith style capitalism. By 
the late 1980s, people had had enough 
change for the time being, and the 
bizarre possibility existed of Labour 
taking over the moderating and 
conserving role that had traditionally 
belonged to the Tories. At the eleventh 
hour, that possibility vanished. 

Labour now must take back its natural 
role as the radical party - but not by a 
revival of Bennery or the whole slew of 
policies that were originally floated by 
the Communist Party for the benefit of 
soft-hearted fellow-travellers. Mind you, 
disarmament does now make a great deal 
of sense, with the Warsaw Pact no 
longer a coherent military body. 
Workers Control and other forms of 
Industrial Democracy exist ready-made, 
and needs only to be put back on the 
agenda. Kinnock was of course one of 
those who helped block it in the 1970s, 
but it is still open to him to revive it in 
the 1990s. And of course there is the 
whole matter of Full Employment, 
which Hugh Roberts dealt with in 
L&TUR No. 20. D 

(Continued from Page 24) 
law, so people like John Milton and 
John Locke dared not express their 
disbelief in it. (Page 28). It is also 
interesting to learn that the author of 
The Love That Dares To Speak 
Its Name, the poem that Gay News 
got convicted of blasphemy for, had the 
following reaction to the Primitive 
Methodist variety of conventional 
Christianity: 

"I heard the grisly, gory details of the 
Crucifixion for the first time ... at the 
age of five. I was so overcome by 
revulsion and and fright that I fainted 
with the shock of those gruesome, 
violent images ... I could never take part 
in Holy Communion, for the very 
thought of eating bits of Christ's dead 
flesh and drinking cups of his blood 
made me sick." 

My own religious instruction was of a 
more moderate sort, that took allowance 
of the fact that very large parts of the 
Bible are in no way suitable for children. 
For this reason I retain a fairly friendly 
attitude to the Christian faith. But it is 
a bit shocking that the law will allow or 
even encourage small children to be 
terrified by sacred horrors, and then 
punish them for trying to express the 
complexity of those feelings in later 
life. 

The past few months have seen a great 
deal of publicity about alleged satanic 
abuse of children. It may very well 
exist, but not one proven case has yet 
been found. It has certainly been 
whipped up by the same sort of 
Christian extremists who terrify small 
children in the name of teaching them 
religion. People who seem to be fairly 
decent followers of some rather nutty 
pagan cults have been picked on and 
deemed guilty without evidence or 
impartial judgment. And it's not as if 
child abuse were unknown among 
people who profess to be devout 
Christians. This applies particularly 
where all sexuality is seen as sinful. If 
everything is forbidden, then it's only a 
small step to saying that nothing is 
forbidden. 

Various books have been blamed for 
encouraging acts of violence. But there 
have been far more murderers who took 
their ideas from the Bible than from any 
other book. All sorts of atrocities are 
described in the Old Testament, many of 
them apparently carried out with divine 
approval, even on direct divine 
instructions. 

A sensible attitude to the Bible is only 
possible where there is freedom of 
criticism. It is long past time to 
abolish the law against blasphemy. D 
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Labour Camps: The British Experience 
Brendan Clifford reviews a book by Dave Colledge about a scheme for dealing with the 
unemployed that Thatcher would never have dared propose, but which was carried through 
with general support between 1929 and 1939. 
This is the story of a line of social 
development which was tried out in 
Britain between the two World Wars and 
was largely abandoned in August 1939 
when Britain was preparing itself to 
make war on Germany. 

In the large-scale and prolonged 
unemployment of the 1920s, "it became 
the aim of all Governments to shunt 
labour from the North and South Wales 
via various training schemes" (page 4)." 
For this purpose an Industrial 
Transference Board was set up in 1928. 
But "the very nature of monitoring and 
controlling transference soon brought to 
the attention of the Ministry of Labour a 
'class' of men not easily fitted into the 
broader scheme. On the 12th December 
1928 one F.GBowles from the Ministry 
of Labour wrote to A. W.Hurst of the 
Treasury: 'I refer to those... who, 
through prolonged unemployment, have 
become so 'soft' and temporarily 
demoralised that it would not be 
practical to introduce more than a very 
small number of them into our ordinary 
training centres without danger to the 
morale of the centre on which the effect 
of the training depends... the class of 
whom I am speaking cannot be 
considered for transfer until they are 
hardened." 

The scheme for 'hardening' in Labour 
Camps (on penalty of loss of the dole) 
was devised by Baldwin's Tory 

government, but "was carried through 
with Ramsay MacDonald's Labour 
Government and expanded by the 1931 
National Government" (page 7). 

Between 1929 and 1939, "120,000 men 
were punished with terms of three 
months hard labour". The Labour 
Camps were set up in isolated regions 
and were conducted under military 
discipline. They were supported by the 
TUC as well as the Labour Party, and 
were opposed and exposed only by the 
National Unemployed Workers 
Movement, in which the Communist 
Party was the leading influence. 

Dave Colledge shows that this way of 
dealing with the unemployed was first 
proposed around 1890, and was 
supported by Fabian socialists such as 
H.G.Wells and G.B.Shaw. Many 
people of all political tendencies looked 
on unemployment as a manifestation of 
biological inferiority, and advocated the 
'sterilisation of failures' by one means or 
another. 

The 'hardening centres' were freely called 
Labour Camps or Concentration Camps. 
In August 1939, in preparation for the 
war against Germany, the Ministry of 
Labour issued instructions that the 
managerial records of its own 
concentration camps should be weeded 
out, and much of the documentation was 
destroyed. And at the end of the war 

Concentration Camps were in such bad 
odour that the British ones could not be 
reopened. 

Dave Colledge's unique history of them 
is a useful reminder of what the world 
was like before 1939. In the course of 
the war most of the 'biological' 
conceptions of social problems were 
sloughed off. And after the war history 
was written as if those biological 
notions were peculiar to Germany. 
They were not. They were part of the 
common stock of the advanced cultures 
of the prewar era. Hitler, in the 
desperate conditions into which 
Germany was plunged by the Versailles 
Treaty, only gave them a ,nore 
comprehensive and systematic 
application than was done elsewhere. 
And by doing that he caused the 
biological conception to go down with 
him. 

If the accidents of history had worked 
out differently, Britain might well have 
become the land of the Concentration 
Camps. 

(Labour Camps: The British 
Experience, by Dave Colledge, is 74 
pages long, and is available at £4.95 
from Sheffield Popular Publishing, Star 
Works, Danall Road, Sheffield, S9 
5AF.) 

D 
God damn it 
Blasphemy Ancient and Modern by Nicholas Walter. Rationalist 
Press Association. 95 pp. £3.95 (paperback). 
Reviewed by Walter Cobb. 
Blasphemy is a challenge to the 
religious rules on which societies are 
usually run. In a society like Britain, 
where the rules are secular not religious, 
blasphemy has become an anachronism. 
Any and all values may be mocked, 
because their real strengths lies in the 
opinions of ordinary people. Secular 
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blasphemies are few - in the modem 
British context, only such things as 
admiration for Adolph Hitler or being in 
favour of sex between adults and small 
children are treated as unacceptable. 
Things that used to be unacceptable, 
such as homosexuality or heterosexual 
adultery, are these days more or less 
accepted. People who are rude about 
God are left for God to deal with, always 
assuming that there is a God. 

The best way to understand religion is 
leave out God, who may or may not 
have had something to do with their 
origins. Religions at a social level exist 
for the benefit of believers - although 
this interest is often modified or 

distorted by priests and the religious 
hierarchy. 

The weakness of the Rationalist 
Movement, shared by this book about 
blasphemy, is that it treats religions as 
foolish and protests about blasphemy as 
mere narrow-mindedness. Toleration for 
blasphemy can be seen as a measure of 
the way in which British society 
developed itself from something held 
together by the Church of England, into 
a fully secular society in which the 
survival or otherwise of the C of Eis of 
no great importance to most people. 

Having said this, Blasphemy 
Ancient and Modern is an excellent 
guide to the history and progress of 
blasphemy. It is worth reminding 
people that such things as the Doctrine 
of the Trinity used to be protected by 

(Continued on Page 23) 


