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Neil Kinnock's leadership was 
bound to provoke a reaction from 
the Labour Left sooner or later. 
After the false start of John 
Prescott's still-born proposal to 
run against Hattersley on the side 
issue of the deputy leader's 
organisational RSpODSibilities 
this reaction is taking lbe foon 
of a renewal cmllr:nge ID 
Kinnock by Tcm., Bam 
(seowdrd, • aa. by Eric 
Hdla-). n.. il is •••••• is 
&diaawe o1 11111111 r_....... 
kwhAi• •••••• daillg ID die 
Labaar~- 
Neil rnww:t: md Tcmy Bam 

are die ·WM- DIiis of lbe 
same coia. Neilha' ms sound 
polilical priacipb 111d neirha 
has a~ coocep1iun of how 
Labour might once again become 
a party of government Benn is 
m earnest but incohecent 
doctrinaire. Kinnock is a 
coherent but ineffectual cynic. It 
was Benn's madcap radicalism 
that called forth Kinnockism as 
a means of arresting Labour's 
headlong rush to the abyss. And 
it is Kinnock's misconceived 
strategy for rebuilding Labour's 
fortunes that has called forth 
Benn as the guardian of the 
party's soul. 

Neil Kinnock has condemned 
Benn's decision to stand as "self 
indulgence". This charge is not 
unfounded. In view of the 
disarray into which the Labour 
Left has fallen since the 
millenium failed to materialise 
five or six years ago, it would be 
far better employed in rethinking 
its politics than in provoking a 
premature contest which is more 
likely to strengthen the party 
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Neil The 
leadership than give it food for 
thought. ' 

But Benn is not the man to 
lead the Left on this more 
fruitful but less dramatic course. 
He is what he is. And it is 
entirely Kinnock's fault that 
Benn is D>W indulging himself 
in dlis chwacaerislic wry. 
n.: fact aim Bam is lbe 

• -iekr of lhe I.di is - iada 
of Ille ilmr liU of r....,.,.... i-tJ- If paliliall 
dnc•..--womneddaring 
111e me :,ems 1m1 ~ e11pec1 
since Xinaock became lc:ada-. 
dlis CIOlllest would not be 
happening. There would eithec be 
m c:ontest, or a different one. 

Thece has been no political 
development within the Labour 

Party 
Party since 1983 because Neil 
Kinnock has acted to prevent it. 
Instead of inducing the party to 
outgrow its old conflicts by 
changing the terms of debate, 
Kinnock has merely suppressed 
the old conflict as far as possible 
and endeavoured to gloss over 
what remains of it with 
reassuring images. He has done 
Ibis becmse he has m politics of 
llis own ID c:ountaposc to those 
oflllel..di.. 
n.: effect of dlis ••• hem to 

fm:a lbe YmDIII factions in 
1hliir old •••••••.. 111d to . 
preserve Dam's position as lbe 
champion of the Left. Benn 
Camtot be blamed for this. It is 
not he, but Kinnock, who has 
held the political initiative for 
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the last five years. But this is 
not to say that Benn has no 
responsibilities in the matter. 

Benn the Klnnock-maker 
More than anyone else, Neil 

Kinnock is responsible for 
Benn's defeat in the deputy 
leadership contest with Denis 
Healey in 1981. It was 
Kinnock's defection at the crucial 
moment which weakened the 
momentum of the Bennite surge 
sufficiently to enable Healey to 
squeak home. But it is also true 
that, more than anyone else, 
Tony Benn is responsible for the 
fact that Kinnock now leads the 
party. 

The crux of the constitutional 
changes which the Bennites 
forced tluough in 1980-1981 was 
to deprive the PLP of its 
autonomy. "Mandatory re 
selection" was intended to reduce 
Labour MPs to delegates of their 
constituency parties instead of 
representatives whose voting 
decisions in the House of 
Commons reflected their 
collective understanding of the 
state of play in the party 
political battle. And the 
establishment of the Electoral 
College deprived the PLP of the 
right to choose its leader, 
reducing its weight to a mere 30 
per cent of the electoral college 
vote as a whole. 

These changes paved the way 
for Kinnock. Since he is, at best, 
a mediocre parliamentarian, it is 
inconceivable that the PLP 
would have chosen him to 
succeed Foot if it had been free 
to decide the mattec for itself. It 
is understandable that Benn 
should resent Kinnock for 
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to lose its guiding role in the 
development of policy. 

The emasculation of 
Conference 

But the PLP's loss has not 
been the activists' gain. The 
Bennite crusade counterposed to 
the PLP's ascendancy the claims 
of Conference. Jn the days when 
the PLP was the principal locus 
of power within the party, 
Conference played the role of 
IOUDlting board. It was .....,,.,oo by all and sundry 
willliD lhe PIP that this role 
•• m,c,essay. It was 
a:uaciaclJ .a:q,ced that debate 
,.._ C.U.UW should be free 
.it ••• die NEC md lhe PLP ....w ••.• ., bear the 
a • ew Rliiib•dd°al with 
•••• pace. 

, Ollycatleialleof 
wilaa &a ill 19fi0..1961 did 
dlepmy ...,._ •.•••• dacidr; •• defy 
Omfm:nce openly. But nm 
Ihm il did not ignore 
Conference's decision; it took it 
extremely seriously and set out 
to reverse it. The fact that 
Gaitskell campaigned to overturn 
the 1960 Conference decision the 
following year was itself a 
demonstration of how seriously 
the PLP leadership took 
Conference. 

All that has changed. The 
formal enhancement of the 
activists' power within the party 
machinery has meant that the 
leadership can no longer afford to 
allow Conference decisions to go 
against iL Between 1979 and 
1981 Confamce wielded 
immense power but did not 
display m lbilily to do so 
COIISIIUCliYely. ICinnock and his 
supporters have accontingly set 
out to anasc:ulate Conference. 
'The 1987 Conference in 
Brighton was the most tightly 
controlled and blatantly stage 
managed Conference in living 
memory. And Kinnock has 
made it clear that he intends to 
take no notice whatever of 
Conference decisions that go 
against him. His unprecedented 
autonomy in relation to each 
individual section of the party 
undoubtedly enables him to do 
so. 

Tony Benn has not suggested 
that the constitutional changes 
he spearheaded which have given 
rise to this state of affairs should 
be repealed. It follows that no 
one is more badly placed than 
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walking off widl die fmils of 
Bean's am.le. Bat wllll is • 
issue hetwem lhan is •mwtdwin& 
~ thm pasoml pique. 
Kionoc:k is lhe living n:futllion 
of the asumptions upon which 
the entire Bennite mtaprise was 
pedicated 

The making of 
Leviathan 

The purpose of the 
constitutional crusade was to 
make the party leadership 
accountable to the membership. 
This accountability was assumed 
to be the precondition of 
achieving socialism. Socialism 
was assumed to be something 
that can be achieved merely by 
legal enactment. And the failure 
of previous Labour governments 
to "achieve socialism" was held 
to be primarily (if not 
exclusively) due to the ability of 
Labour leaders to backslide on 
socialist commitments. 

These assumptions were 
utterly unrealistic. The effect of 
the constitutional changes 
predicated upon them has not 
been to make the leadership more 
accmmtable to the party as a 
whole, let alone more reliably 
socialist. It has been to free the 
leadership from its previous 
accountability to the PLP and 
thereby give it a degree of 
autonomy in relation to all 
sections of the party that it never 
possessed before. 

This change has had 
devastating effects on Labour's 
deliberative processes and its 
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ia de gift of de PLP, de PlP 
.•• lhe foc:81 point of political 
1obbying within the party as a 
whole. The trade union interest 
was represented within it, and 
was capable of mobilising the 
PLP as a whole to call the 
leadership to order if it chose, as 
it did over "In Place of Strife" in 
1969. But all other currents of 
opinion within the party, and the 
concerns of those social interests 
outside the trade union 
movement that it was Labour's 
business to cater for, were also 
able to get a hearing with the 
party leadership through the 
medium of the parliamentary 
party. 

The downgrading of the PLP 
since 1980-1 has meant that it is 
the party leader himself who is 
the focal point of Labour's 
political structure. It has enabled 
him to disregard the PLP if he 
chooses, and has actually given 
him grounds for doing so. 

Jn so far as mandatory re 
selection has had any effect, it 
has been to reduce MPs to the 
mere mouthpieces of their 
constituency activists. Since 
everyone knows that 
constituency activists are 
generally unrepresentative of 
Labour voters, the change has 
made MPs less representative of 
Labour opinion, not more. It 
has therefore encouraged. the 
leadership to pay less attention 
than before to MPs' views. The 
PLP has correspondingly tended 

Tony Benn to complain about 
Kinnock's arrogance. 

It is possible that Bemi is 
genuinely surprised at the 
Leviathm he has brought into 
being. h is also possible that he 
knew vecy well what he was 
doing eight years ago and is 
aggrieved only that it is Kinnock 
instead of himself who is now in 
this position of unprecedented 
personal power. 

In either case, he 
miscalculated badly and bears a 
good deal of the responsibility 
for Labour's current leadership 
problem. For a problem there 
certainly is. 

The problem stated 
Winston Churchill once 

described Clement Attlee as a 
modest little man with much to 
be modest abouL Kinnock is an 
lllupnl man with nothing to be 
lllapnl lhout beyond the brute 
fm:t dm the Labour Party has 
sunk P> low that it is currently 
prostrate before him. 

His record as leader is one of 
unrelieved failure: the failure to 
prepare the party for government 
between 1983 and 1987; the 
failure to win the general 
election or even make any 
significant inroad into the Tory 
majority; the failure to exploit 
the split in the SOP last 
SUl1lJDel', and the failure to 
provide any serious opposition 
to any of the current Tory 
legislalion despite its 
unpecedently grave implications 

Benn: launched a passionate attack 



for the working class. 
The Labour party is dominated 

by a man who has no idea how 
to seiz.e the initiative from Mrs 
Thatcher but is determined to 
inlu"bi.t all initiative on his own 
side. who can not grasp the 
implications of the govemmml"s 
current legislation and opposes il 
with bluster or nothing at .U. 
who has nothing 1D uy ID his 
party and refuses ID mlm ID it. 
and who preli!::Dds ID JiS11n ID 
public opinion • mge while in 
fact listmi:ng anly ID a tiny 
coterie of 8lhisas md mstet 
resan::has whose 
mimnch--ting of British 
politics merely reinforces his 
OWD. 

MiscoDc:elved posturing 
The ieceot expedition to 

Palestine in the wake of David 
Mellor, the predictable 
emergence of Labour's leader 
from a hospital "looking angry 
and shaken" and the ceremonial 
irrigation of the Holy Land with 
Glenys's tears epitomised 
Kinnock's rnia11wleist>uwfing of 
the people he mpns ID paa. 

Melb's pllJlic oiri ;,- of 
the lsne& piNi ts 
b~of-PI •. - 
a ,+ I I piece of Fmeip 
Offire , •• 97 .._. • • 
--- ofllrilish --- in 
the Middle East al the present 
lime. It bad DDlhing to do with 
Mellor's individual ambitions 
and nothing to do with the 
electoral standing of his party. 

Kinnock's trip, and his 
denunciation of the Israelis, 
occurred only after Mellor had 
indicated to him that denouncing 
the Israelis was the flavour of the 
month. But it had nothing to 
do with British foreign policy 
and nothing to do with 
promoting a settlement of the 
Palestinian problem. Its purpose 
was to manufacture a "photo 
opportunity" to posture before 
the British public. 

The British have been 
choosing their rulers for the last 
three hundred years. The 
working class has been 
participating in this process as of 
right since 1867. There is no 
electorate on earth which has a 
more highly developed capacity 
to take the measure of the 
politicians who address it and to 
distinguish between those who 
have something of interest to say 
to it and those who haven't 

.- 

British politics is English in 
ils ongms and essential 
c:hancter. (The statement of this 
trulh is not the expression of a 
p-ejudic:e; English people are 
heavily outnumbered by Celts in 
the poduction of this magazine.) 
1be F.nglish are a most 
mclernoostrative people. The 
public display of emotion is not 
in lheir line at all and it is not 
what they look for in their 
political representatives. 

Mrs Thatcher's display of 
normal maternal instincts when 
her son was missing in the 
Sahara a few years ago may have 
come as something of a relief to 
millions of British housewives, 
but she has never made the 
mistake of supposing that their 
votes or those of their husbands 
can be secured by such 
demonstrations in the absence of 
plausible policies for governing 
the country. 

Nell the Party 
Kinnock's persistent posturing 

is an essential part of his 
5lnJeg)' of establishing a near - 
nm,poly of the repRSmlalion 
of 1.-aar • - apmse DO( 

mly of - --- - the PI.P ••••••• of ••••••• 
allim. 

'111is--O ••• 
lrw,nock himself is i..r.-'s 
main. if DO( mique. asset. It is 
predicated upon a Yoluntsislic 
refusal to ackmwledge his 
personal limitations and a 
fundamental misunderstanding of 
the nature of government in the 
British system combined, as we 
have seen, with a contempt for 
public opinion which could not 
be more completely misplaced. 

Government in the British 
system is party government A 
party is not entrusted with the 
responsibility of governing 
simply because it makes a lot of 
promises that it will give the 
people what question-begging 
opinion polls say they want and 
refrain from giving them what 
the same polls say they don't 
want. A party becomes the 
government when its collective 
capacity to govern is judged by 
enough of the electorate to be 
superior to that of the other 
parties. 

A party which needs to be led 
in a grossly authoritarian manner 
because it cannot handle its 
internal divisions intelligently 
and which therefore cannot 

develop policy by vigorous but 
constructive internal debate is 
not a party fit to govern the 
British people. 

Kinnock's determination to by 
pass the party in formulating 
policy and to maintain his 
personal near-monopoly of the 
representation of Labour during 
the election and since then 
implies that he has no confidence 
in his own party and encourages 
the public to adhere to the same 
view. 

The recent "l.Abour listens" 
pantomime reinforces this point 
An effective political party in the 
British system is constantly 
listening to public opinion. It is 
listening to all the diversity of 
interest and outlook which 
compose public opinion and it is 
doing this at every level and in 
every region and locality in the 
country. The implication of 
"Labour listens" is that the 
Labour Party has lost the ability 
to monitor, canalise and 
represent public opinion through 
its own internal structures and 
processes. 

Instead of addressing the task 
of repairing the party's 
c:apebitiries in this respect. 
IGwoct cle¥otes his time to 
milg -~ tines ant aJIDIDiuee 
--- imide the pmty 
~ iMcflm•wUy hogging 
die •••.••••• box in pdmJen:. 
••• cnpging in pil,lic mations 
stmdS which CUI DO ice wida 
anyone. 

The case against 
Kinnock 

This is the real case against 
Kinnock. The fact that he 
enjoys more formal power and 
freedom of -action than any 
previous Labour leader can not 
really be held against him. He 
can argue in his defence that he 
merely inherited a situation in 
1983 and has been endeavouring 
since then to cope with the 
reality of Labour's internal 
disarray. 
(fhere is a powerful argument 

against this defence. The 
disarray he inherited was the 
product of the mass upsurge of 
constitutionalist displacement 
activity of 1979-81. This 
occurred because the pent-up 
energies of Labour's activists had 
been denied a suitable object in 
the shape of a radical reform to 
campaign for in the society at 
large. Such a reform was on the 

agenda in 1977, in the 
recomnumdations of the Bullock 
Committee on Industrial 
Democracy. Kinnock was in the 
forefront of the Labour Left's 
drive 1o till this reform. He 
therefore helped to make Bennery 
inevitable. But let that pass for 
the moment.) 

The case against Kinnock is 
not that he has great power, but 
that he does know how 1o use it, 
that he is using it unwisely and 
selfishly, and that instead of 
restoring Labour's capacity to 
form a government he is doing 
the opposite, and so continuing 
Tony Benn's work rather than 
undoing it 

The responsibility of 
the unions 

Benn was the Kinnock-maker 
in that he paved the way for him. 
But it was the trade union leaders 
who made him king. They may 
well feel that they have a 
responsibility to their creation. 
But they also have a 
responsibility for it, and for its 
failure to deliver the leadership 
Labour needs. 

No union has a greater 
responsibility in this respect 
thm the 0MB. John Edmonds 
has complained at inteIVals of 
Kinoock.'s failure to admit the 
unions 1D a role in Labour's 
policy making and strategic 
planning There is a great irony 
in this,. since it was Edmonds's 
predecessor as boss of the GMB, 
David Basnett, whose bungling 
of the Bishop Stortford meeting 
to discuss party organisation in 
1979 enabled Benn & Co. to 
prise open the constitutional can 
of worms and so make Kinnock 
possible. 

While voicing his grievance 
from time to time, Edmonds has 
made it clear by his brutal 
demotion of David Warburton 
that he is not interested in 
providing or even being 
associated with constructive, 
loyalist, criticism of Kinnock's 
leadership of the sort that any 
competent political leader would 
have the sense to welcome and 
take seriously. 

The question must therefore 
arise: what on earth does 
Edmonds intend to do about the 
situation? Does he mean to 
whine but otherwise do nothing? 
Or does the GMB have another 
card up its sleeve? 
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Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

Smooth-nmnlng 
capitalism - the Tory 

budget 
There are still some socialists 

who hope 1hat c:apilalism will 
suddenly fall apart or drop dead, 
leaving the Left free to rebuild 
on the ruins. It was this sort of 
attimde 1hat . helped prevent 
Labour from being an effective 
refonning party in the 1960s aiid 
1970s - that and the bankrupt 
inertia of the Labour Centre and 
Right. 

Thatcherism succeeded by 
being willing to defend and 
reinvigorate the existing 
capitalist system, without 
apology and without restraint. · 
The'. Tories under Thatcher have 
boosted those who were already 
wealthy, and pushed down those 
who were already poor. But they 
have also given a period of 
prosperity to the majorily of the 
society, the middle class and a 
considerable majority of the 
working class. Wages for the 
majority who have jobs have 
continually kept ahead of 
inflation. This is what has given 
Thatcher three election victories - 
and may very well give her a 
fourth. 

If the system seemed in 
danger, the Tories could very 
easily give back a great deal of 
what they have taken for the 
wealthy over the past nine years. 
But. in fact. the poor and 
unemployed have been fairly 
inert. Therefore the Tories 
indulged their ideology and gave 
an extra boost to the rich and 
very rich. The higher rates of tax 
were abolished completely, while 
the standard rate was dropped a 
little. The poor got nothing, the 
rich got a lot, while the majority 
of the population got something. 

It was pointless for Neil 
Kinnock to mock the Tories for 
thinking that the only way to 
make the rich work harder was to 
pay them more, while the only 
way to make the poor work 
harder was to pay them less. 
Under capitalism, that is very 
much how things really work. 
And the Tories have never 
claimed to be anything other 
than good managers of 
capitalism. 

Kinnock's present strategy 
seems to be to argue that Labour 
would be better managers of 
capitalism than the Tories. But 
most people know that it 
wouldn't be - any more than it 
was under Wilson and Callaghan. 
Nor is there anything very 
attractive about the mainstream 
Labour Left alternative, which 
consists mainly of extending 
patronage and bureaucratic 
controls. 

H Labour is to have a fumre, 
it will have to remm to its 
original purpose - representing 
ordinary people and ttying to 
give than what they want(~ 
than what those in aJlllrol of lhe 
party machine think die)' oughl 
to want). H this does not happen. 
eqect plenty ~ budgels like 
this year's. 

Yes Mn 'l'llaldle' 
The reced •••••••• to Cine 

up the civil ICffic:e - privllile 
large chunks of it. md desbuy 
centralcontroloverwhabamms- 
smprised a great many people. 
The Prime Minister's fondness 
for the BBC's satirical 
programmes about the Civil 
Service, "Yes Minister" and "Yes 
Prime Minister", has also caused 
swprise from time to time. 

Neither of these things are in 
fact very surprising; nor are they 
unconnected. 

This country has had some 
sort of Civil Service for a long 
time. Its roots go back even 
before the Norman Conquest. 
Anglo-Saxon England was a 
fairly centralised state by the 

standards of the time, with 
administrative practices that had 
been developed and maintained 
by the earlier kingdom of 
Wessex. The Normans took it 
over as a going concern; they 
replaced the Saxons at the top of 
society, but left many things 
intact. Administration developed 
by a mixture of Norman, 
Ecclesiastical and Saxon practice. 

In the 19th century, the Civil 
Service reformed .itself in 
conscious imitation of the 
Chinese Civil Service. Entrance 
was by competitive exam - rather 
than by palronage and 
connection. as had been the 
previous panem. It also took 
over something of the ll1itudes 
that had enabled lhe Clrinese 
Civil Service 10 bep evatbing 
in ClJina vay much the sm:ne 
ova-more tbm 2.000 years. But- 
DDlih ClJina - it did DDl lane 

CODIIOI onr the whole society. 
Ralber, it poricled a .&aoework 
of good adminislralion 1hat other 
social groupings could make use 
of for other purposes. 

In China, the Civil Service 
(Mandarinate) was disrupted by 
war and revolution, and in due 
course replaced by the Chinese 
Communist Party. In Britain, 
the lesser hegemony of the Civil 
Service is only now being 
challenged. 

The Civil Service could be 
described as being conservative 
in the broad sense of the term - it 
tried to bep eveiything vay 
much the same, repnlless of 
who (if myone) •• bmdi• •• 
firm -- ,,.,,. It piUiidal. 
foKle of ilr:dia...... . •• die 
--- of gowo •• lladl ol 
die left ••• of - ripl. - it 
- - ••••••• ..,. il did DDl 
111D CUC)(. g - pewnbllg 
eftlJ lilgle ••••••••. did it 
seek to aw:ne 1111.e chmges 
dm ••• llrady been made and 
gmaally IICXZpled 

This ._ DDl Clllimy to Mrs 
Thu:la's 1m1:. She needed the 
Civil Service • m instrument of 
powa; she also knew that it 
would resist la radical-right 
policies, and try to water them 
down as much as possible. But 
on the other hand, most Civil 
Servants as individuals would be 
in agreement with much of what 
she was doing. She did replace a 
lot of the senior civil servants 
with people who were closer to 
her own opinions. But the 
structures thanselves were not 

touc::hed.. 
Memwhile, "Yes Minister" 

w• giving a detailed if 
humorous view of the actual 
process of Civil Service decision 
making. Nodring it said was 
teally vay new; what was new 
was the oombination of accuracy 
and consistent humour. It reached 
a wider , audience than any 
documentary could have hoped 
for, and influenced them far more 
deeply. Thatcher must have 
noticed these things, and decided 
it was wise to give the 
programme a little quiet 
encouragement. 

No doubt she found it 
enjoyable, quite apart from any 
long term use she hoped to make 
of it. But she has not been in the 
habit of publicising her liking 
for any of the other programmes 
on TV. And it wouldn't surprise 
me ID learn that a great deal had 
gaae on behind the scenes. Is it 
jmt m accidaJt 1hat the PM's 
polilical adviser in "Yes Prime 
Minister " is a woman who both 
looks and sounds rather like a 
younger version of Thatcher 
herself? 

Even if this is no more than a 
coincidence, the effectiveness of 
the programme was large. It 
exposed a world of manipulative 
Civil Servants, and politicians 
whose only interest is in 
publicity ratings and media 
exposure. (Exactly the sort of 
politician that Mrs Thatcher is 
not). 
A ldi-wing reform of the 

Cnil Service would have been 
pafecdy possibly, but it was 
m:ftl"tried. TonyBennarguedfor 
lllllldhing on these lines, but 
Im ideas led to nothing. Now 
Thatcher is planning the sort of 
reform that the Left should have 
done in its time. And of course, 
she will do it in the most right 
wing way possible. 

( A detailed study of the 
proposed changes to the Civil 
Service will appear in the next 
issue of L&'I;UR. Ed.) 

A middle-of-the-road 
accident! 

In the last issue of L&TUR, 
· the following item had to be left 
out because of lack of. space: 

A good trip 
When the Liberal/SDP merger 

was being discussed; it occurred 
to me that "Liberal Social 
Democrat" would be a good 



• 5 , ••••••.• ___ ...., _ 
-* ,.._ * LSD ,,_,,, No 
- °""" ,. •• foo1m,. °""" 
llrJ1 
COll.ldn't they? The official 

proposal is that they should be 
the New Liberal and Social 
Democratic Party, but that this 
party should be known as the 
Alliance, and that candidates 
should appear on ballots as 
"Liberal Social Democratic 
candidate". (The Independent, 
19th December). 
To make matters worse, the 

proposal has led to protest and 
squabbling, most of it coming 
from the Liberals. The founders 
of the SDP hoped to break the 
mould of British politics; 
instead it seems that the mould 
has broken them. and the 
remnants can't even find a 
sensible name for themselves. 
The Liberal Party is the withered 
remnant of what was once a great 
party, and it seems to have no 
daire to become anything else. 

The whatever-it-is party is 
unlikely to have any future, 
except as a continuation of the 
dead-end Liberal remnant. 

•• 13 • .., •••• ,,.., o--. ,._. ,,, • SDI' - 
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Since I wrote those words, the 
Liberals have surprised me again, 
by being even more foolish and 
short-sighted than I had expected. 
They did finally dream up a 
clumsy but acceptable name - 
Social and Liberal Democrats. 

But the party that ripped itself 
apart in the Asquith/Lloyd 
George power-battle is showing 
itself true to its traditions. At the 
Liberal party conference, it was 
said that the entire party was 
behind David Steel - but that 
most of them were holding 
daggers! 
The Liberals have shown 

themselves unfit to manage their 
own internal business in a 
sensible manner. Over the next 
few months, they will probably 
prove it again in a bitter and 
messy contest for the leadership 
of the new party. No doubt they 
will still get some protest votes - 
but is it ever likely that the 

electorate will see them as fit to 
nm the country? 
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supply side · finance NHS total less capital expenditure 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 
NHS c~nd deflated c~ real 

revenue annual % change GDP GDP revenue % change NHS NHS revenue annual % change required financing 
year expenditure% change since 79 deflator deflator expenditure since 79 deflator deflator expenditure% change since 79 revenue deficit 

(million) (million) (million) (million) (million) 

1978 7343 0.00 · · • · · · · · · · · • 
1979 8488 15.59 0.00 1.00 1.00 8488 0.00 1.00 1.00 8488 0.00 0.00 8488 • 
1980 10967 29.21 29.21 1.20 1.20 9152 7.82 1.28 1.28 8578 1.05 1.05 11070 103 
1981 12628 15.15 48.77 1.11 1.33 9509 12.03 1.08 1.38 9151 6.68 7.81 12187 ·441 
1982 13196 4.50 55.47 1.06 1.41 9342 10.07 1.06 1.46 9009 ·1.55 6.14 13194 ·2 
1983 14990 13.60 76.60 1.06 1.50 10006 17.88 1.05 1.54 9764 8.39 15.04 14105 ·885 
1984 15716 4.84 85.16 1.03 1.55 10155 19.64 1.06 1.62 9683 ·0.83 14.08 15210 ·506 
1985 16710 6.32 96.87 1.06 1.64 10191 20.06 1.05 1.71 9789 1.09 15.33 16317 ·393 
1986 17985 7 .63 111.89 1.02 1.68 10706 26.13 1.06 1.81 9912 1.25 16. 77 17692 ·293 

supply side · manpower supply side· hospital net revenue expenditures(year beginning 31st march) 

(15) (16) (17) (18) (19) (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) 
GDP 

hospital deflated real hospital hospital 
medical & nurse & prof & admln & domestic running annual % change hospital % change hospital annual % change required financing 

year dental midwife technic clerical & ancill cost % change since 79 cost since 79 cost % change since 79 revenue deficit 
(mill ion) (mill ion) (mill ion) (mill ion) (mill ion) 

1978 37981 450042 69024 116080 241047 4519 o.oo · · · · · · · · 
1979 39525 460683 72390 118691 239419 5440 20.38 0.00 5440 0.00 5440 0.00 0.00 5440 0 
1980 40618 476182 74558 121528 240790 7019 29.03 29.03 5857 7.67 5490 0.91 0.91 7095 76 
1981 41465 502581 78269 125275 241718 7799 11.11 43.36 5873 7.95 5651 2.95 3.89 7811 12 
1982 42159 509454 80543 125483 239865 8366 7.27 53.79 5923 8.88 5711 1.06 4.99 8456 90 
1983 43006 509656 82505 126914 239565 8823 5.46 62.19 5889 8.26 5747 0.63 5.65 9040 217 
1984 43315 509708 86893 127522 239319 9326 5.70 71.43 6026 10.77 5746 ·0.02 5.63 9748 422 
1985 43799 514962 88872 128567 221429 9798 5.06 80.11 5976 9.85 5740 ·0.11 5.51 10458 660 
1986 · · · · 10500 7.16 93.01 6250 14.90 5787 0.82 6.37 11339 839 

demand side · population Sources: 

<30) <31 > <32> <33) <34> Compendium of Health Statistics. Published by the Office of Health Economics 1987 
total waiting 

year population < 15 15·64 > 65 (thou~!:,, Annual Abstract of Statistics. Published by C.S.O. 1988 

1:~ lt:18 gJg ~tgg t§8 ~~:88 The Autumn Survey. Published by the National Association of Health Authorities 
1980 56.40 11.80 36.20 8.40 745.00 
1981 56.40 11.60 36.30 8.50 723.00 R · h NHS Puhl" hed b th H fC s l C · 1982 56.30 11.40 36.40 8.50 873.00 esourczng t e . is y e ouse o ommons e ect omm1ttee on 
1983 56.30 11.20 36.70 8.40 831.00 Health and Social Security 1988 
1984 56.40 11.00 37.10 8.30 815.00 
1985 56.50 10.90 37.10 8.50 801.00 
1986 56.50 10. 70 37 .10 8. 70 · The Public/Private Mix in Health Care. Published by the Nuffield Provincial Hospitals Trust 1983 
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clear idea of what has been 
happening to the prices of things 
on which NHS money is spent, 
such as doctors' and nurses' 
salaries, hospital construction 
costs, pharmaceutical products 
etc. Using such information, the 
Office of Health Economics has 
constructed what might be called 
an NHS Deflator. This is shown 
in column (8) and the compound 
deflator is shown in column (9). 
Applying this deflator we 
discover in Colwnn (12} that 
NHS expenditure has increased 
by almost 17 per cent between 
1979 and 1986. 

So Mrs. Thatcher does not tell 
a lie. Whatever way we look at 
it there has been a real increase 
in resources going into the NHS 
during her period in government. 
[Columns (15) to (19).] 

Demand Side Changes 
So far we have been looking 

only at the supply side of the 
NHS, and we have established 
that tbe supply of re.al resources 
inaeased by 17 per a:nt in the 
paiod 1919-1986. 1'h::re is also 
the demand side ID cuusidtr. 

For instance. if tbe popuhlion 
had doubled in this period or the 
country had been hit by some 
massive epidemic, then the 17 
per cent increase might have 
been totally inadequate. How, 
then, are we to measure the level 
of demand for medical care over 
the period? Well, let us first 
look at waiting lists. 

In column (34} we show the 
number of people on waiting 
lists in the UK. This has clearly 
increased over the period in 
question from 782,000 in 1979 
to 801,000 in 1985 (I have not 
been able to get figures for 
1986). It's not much of an 
increase but I suspect that the 
statistics for 1986 and 1987 will 
show further increases.Since the 

-~;;J!-" 

actual number of treated cases 
has increased markedly in the 
same period we can only 
conclude that there has been a 
substantial increase in the 
demand for medical care from the 
NHS. 

Now there are a number of 
ways in which demand for health 
services can increase: i} an 
increase in population; (ii} a 
change in the age structure of the 
population; (iii} changes in 
medical technology, and (iv) new 
diseases affecting large numbers 
of people. 

i} Increase in population 
We can discount this 

explanation. As column (30} 
shows, the population has 
remained virtually unchanged 
over the period. 

ii) Change In the age 
structure of the population 
As columns (31)-(33) show, 

there has been a substantial 
change in the structure of the 
population. There were half a 
million (7 per cent) more people 
over the age of 65 in 1987 than 
thr:re were in 1978, and actually 
0.7 million (20 per cent) more 
people OYCI" the ~C of 75 in 
1987 than in 1978. In its 
Ccnpendimn fl Hnltll 
Statistics the Office of Heabh 
Economics states 

"Perhaps the most important 
contributor to the financial 
expansion of the NHS has been 
the growing nwnber of the old 
and very old people in the 
population. Not only is their 
episodic demand for health care 
higher, but also each period of 
treatment tends to last longer 
than for younger patients. 
Consequently the costs of caring 
for the elderly are far higher than 
for the rest of the country. It is 
estimated that during 1984185, 
the NHS hospital and 
community health services spent 

on average £942 for every person 
aged over 75 ..... this was more 
than ten times greater than the 
average outlay on people of 
working age(.16-64). 
" it may be calculated that 
in the UK as a whole the elderly 
population ( over 65s) accounted 
for about 43 per cent of the 
overall NHS expenditure in the 
financial year 1984/85 compared 
with 36 per cent in 1973174." 

iii) Changes in medical 
technology 

Presumably the development 
of new techniques such as by 
pass surgery leads to a demand 
for services which did not 
previously exist These new 
techniques seem to rely heavily 
on sophisticated and expensive 
electronic equipment. 

Iv) New diseases 
AIDS is the obvious candidate 

here. The government has had to 
start channelling substantial 
sums of money into research on 
this disease and into the care of 
people suffering from the AIDS 
virus. 

The 2 per cent target 
In 1986, taking items (i) to 

(iv) into account, the 
govc:mment confirmed to the 
House of Commons Social 
Semces Coounittee that the 
clunges which are occmring in 
the •e structure of the 
population required a 1 per cent 
expansion in NHS resources, 
that another 05 per cent would 
be required by advances in 
medical technology and a further 
0.5 per cent to meet the 
government's policy objectives 
such as developing community 
care. 

So by the government's own 
admission the NHS needs a real 
increase in resources of 2 per 
cent. Assuming that this 2 per 
cent figure is in fact reasonable, 

l 
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Robin Cook, Labour Health Spokesman 
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to what extent has the 
government been meeting it? 

Column (13) shows the 
expenditmes which would need 
to have been made to meet this 2 
per cent compound rate of 
growth. Cohmm (14) shows the 
difference between what should 
have been spent and what was 
spent, i.e. column (13} minus 
column (1). As we can see, this 
shows that the Tories have 
indeed been meeting the overall 2 
per cent growth rate for the 
NHS. 

From 1979 to 1986 
expenditure has gone up by 17 
pe! cent in real terms which 
represents an annual growth rate 
of 2.2 per cent So either the 2 
per cent real rate of growth to 
which the government is 
committed is inadequate or there 
is something else hidden in the 
statistics. 

If for the moment we assume 
that this 2 per cent figure is in 
fact adequate then we seem to be 
drawn to the conclusion that the 
current crisis in the NHS is not a 
real crisis but some sort of 
imagined, media-fed crisis. And 
yet there is the inescapable fact 
that the waiting lists keep 
getting longer. 

The problem or Hospital 
Services 

The problem with the analysis 
we have carried out so far is that 
it has been based on total NHS 
revenue expenditure. As readers 
are no doubt aware, most 
complaints about the NHS are 
about the hospital services so it 
is worth zooming in on this area 
of expenditure. 

Columns (24)-(29) show 
exactly the same figures for the 
Hospital services that have 
already been shown for the health 
service as a whole. But now 
they tell a completely different 
story. The crucial column (27} 
shows that between 1979 and 
1986 there has been a less than 
6.4 per cent increase in real 
expenditure and basing 
expenditure on an assumed 2 per 
cent real growth yields a deficit 
of £838.75 million in the year 
1986 [column (29)) 

While the NHS as a whole 
may have been growing at the 
required 2 per cent per annum, 
the hospital services have been 
growing very slowly. Hence the 
long waiting lists, closed wards, 
cancelled operations etc. 
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Comparing Health Care 
Systems 

by Martin Dolphin 

The United States 
In the United States it is the 

responsibility of the individual 
to organise his own health care 
insurance in much the same way 
as in the UK it is the 
responsibility of individuals to 
insure their homes against fire 
and theft. If you become ill and 
have not taken out insurance 
then that is your hard luck. In 
practice the vast majority of 
people are insured through their 
employment. Health cover is an 
expected perk in almost any job 
and so it is employers who pay 
most health insurance premiwns. 
What happens if you become 

ill? 
Like the French sysrem you 

can go to whatever doctor you 
wanL Depending oo the 
insunmce OOVCI' which your 
anploye:r is povidmg you may 
have to pay none of the cost of 
your treabnellt or a fair amount 
of it. although most hospital 

----------------------- expenses would be covered by all 
insurance systems. 
The providers of health care. 
Like the French system the 

vast majority of hospitals and 
doctors work in a private 
capacity. 

Overall impressions 
If you have good health cover, 

either directly or indirectly 
through your employer, then you 
can expect good standards ofcare. 
If you don't then you can expect 
correspondingly lower standards 
of care. The care you receive is 
on the basis of your insurance 
cover rather than on the basis of 
your medical need. The US 
system is also very expensive - 
it cost 10 per cent of GNP in 

The socialist movement in 
Britain is justifiably proud of the 
principle which the National 
Health Service embodies - that 
access to medical care should be 
on the basis of need rather than 
on the basis of ability to pay. It 
is wrong, however, to assume 
that the organisational structure 
of the NHS is the only one 
which can implement such a 
principle (although I believe a 
strong case can be made that it is 
the best structure). 
In this article I want to look 

at two other organisational 
forms, the French and Canadian, 
which go a considerable way to 
realising this principle (of access 
on the basis of need rather than 
ability to pay) and to look also 
at the American system which is 
largely organised on the basis of 
ability to pay. My presentation 
of these alternative national 
health delivery systems will be 
largely descriptive and very brief - 

outlining the essential 
characteristics of these systems 
without qualification. In the 
next issue of L&TUR I shall 
attempt to evaluate the pros and 
cons of these systems and of the 
UK system. 

The French Health Care 
System 

Almost 99 per cent of the 
French population are covered by 
four National Health Insurance 
funds. All employees have to be 
members of the appropriate fund. 
Membership automatically 

(continued from Page 7) 

Conclusions 
The evidence reviewed in this 

article lends little support to the 
claim that the Tories have 
consistently starved the NHS of 
funds since they came to power 
in 1979. The real increases in 
resources of 17 per cent make 
nonsense of this claim. 

The statistics do confirm 
however that the hospital 
services section of the NHS has 
been severely squeezed in this 
period in favour of other areas 
such as family planning services. 

Nor does the evidence 
reviewed lend any credence to 
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covers dependents. 
What do you do if you 

become ill! 
Unlike the UK system, if you 

feel ill you can go to any doctor 
you like. The doctor may be 
either a general practitioner or a 
consultant (an expert in a 
particular area of medicine.) (In 
the UK you cannot go straight to 
a consultant, you have to be 
referred by a GP). You pay the 
doctor for your treatment and 
then apply to your insurance 
fund for a refund Only 70 per 
cent of the cost will be refunded. 
If you are so ill that you have to 
go to hospital then the hospital 
will send a bill directly to your 
insurance fund which will pay 
almost the full cosL You will 
have to pay up to a maximum of 
£48 over six months. 

The providers of health care 
Unlike the UK, where the vast 

majority of doctors are employed 
by the state for a fixed salary to 
work in hospitals owned by the 
state. virtually all health care in 
France is provided by individuals 
working in a totally private 
capacity and in institutions (30 
per cent of which are private). 
When you are ill you go to a 
private doctor or private hospital. 
This difference between the UK 
and French systems is descnl>ed 
by saying that in the UK the 
financing and povision of health 
care is public while in France 
the financing of health care is 
public while its provision is 

Mrs. Thatcher's claim that the 
NHS is fundamentally unsound, 
that it is by its very nature a 
beast that will always be out of 
control financially. Rather, the 
evidence suggests that a 
continual underfunding of 
inflationary effects in the NHS 
hospital services section since 
1980 has erupted in today's 
" •• tt cnsIS. 
The remedy is clear - the 

government should commit itself 
to funding the full inflationary 
effects of the changes in prices of 
the goods and services in each 
service area within the NHS. 

This is what the Labour Party 
should be demanding. 

private. 

Overall impressions 
The system provides very 

comprehensive levels of health 
care with which its users are very 
happy, but it is costly and the 
fact that only 70 per cent of 
costs are reimbursed biases the 
system in favour of the wealthy. 
In 1985, 8.6 per cent of the 
French gross national product 
was spent on health care while in 
the UK it was only 5.9 per cent 
of GNP. So the French system 
is almost 45 per cent more 
expensive than the UK system. 
(French doctors earn 7 times the 
average wage while in the UK 
doctors earn only 2.7 times the 
average). 

1985. Attempts have been made 
to estimate the percentage of 
people who have not taken out 
insurance. Some estimates have 
been alarmingly high (up to 25 
per cent) though the more 
generally accepted figure is 
arolllld 16 per cent. Either way 
this is clearly very 
lDlSatisfactory. 

Canada 
Up until 1970 Canada had a 

similar national health system to 
that of the US. In 1970 it 
implemented a universal public 
insurance system covering 
virtually all hospital and medical 
expenses. The distinguishing 
feature of the Canadian Health 
care system is that only one 
natio11al insurance company is 
allowed. In other words you 
cannot actually take out private 
insurance. This insurance 
monopoly means that doctors 
and hospitals (who have all 
remained private) are forced to 
provide good services at 
reasonable rates. 

What do you do if you 
become ill? 

Like the US and French 
systems you go to the doctor of 
your choice. The doctor or 
hospital then applies to the 
national insurance company for 
reimbursemenL Unlike the 
French or US systems there is 
liu1e scope for variation in the 
clmges which doctors or 
hospit.a1s can make. 

.TM providers of health care 
As in the US and French 

systems, doctors and hospitals 
are almost 100 per cent private 
bodies. 

Overall impressions 
Since it was introduced in 

1970 the new system has been a 
tremendous success politically. 
It is enormously popular and has 
been very successful in terms of 
equalising access to the system. 
In addition the levels of service 
are very good and queues are 
shorL It has also been very cost 
effective. keeping total health 
care costs at aro1D1d 7 per cent of 
GNP. 1ne ability to control the 
earnings of doctors through a 
fixed price list for medical 
services has been an important 
element in this cost control. 

In the next issue of L&TUR I 
shall be examining in greater 
detail the pressures in the UK, 
French, Canadian and US 
systems. 



Parkinson's Power Game 
by Dick Barry 

1ne govermnent's proposals 
for privatising the electricity 
supply industry (ESI) in England 
and Wales and in Scotland were 
announced on February 25 and 
March 2 respectively. Radical 
changes in the organisation and 
structure of the industry are 
planned for England and Wales. 
In Scotland, the changes will be 
less dramatic; so much so that it 
is difficult to see why - apart 
from an ideological commitment 
to privatisation - the government 
intends to go ahead with its 
proposals. 

The effect on British 
Coal 

What is not difficult to see, 
however, is the shattering effect 
that Jrivalisatian will have on 
the British a.i industry. 1n 
spite of fine pomisa from the 
Secretary of Sa.re for F.nagy 
(Hamard. Febnmy 2S. Col 
463 and March 2. Col S6) dial 
the coal industry will have a 
sound future after privatisation, 
the opportunities to be opened 
up for coal imports and 
renewable sources of energy, not 
to mention imported nuclear 
electricity from France and the 
guaranteed market for non-fossil 
fuel electricity in general, do not 
augur well for British coal. 

Already, the South of 
Scotland Electricity Board has 
indicated that it wishes to 
increase its proportion of coal 
imports and only court action by 
British Coal has stopped it, 
tempormily, in its tracks. 

Of coune.. as Cecil Parkinson 
and other government ministers 
are fond of telling us, there is no 
reason why British Coal can not 
compete with imports. 

But if the industty is not to 
be subsidised, this means cutting 
costs (and so jobs) further until 
prices are competitive with those 
on the world market Arthur 
Scargill's prophecy that the 
number of miners will be down 
to 50,000 in the near futme 
could well be fulfilled. 

Health and safety 
Besides British Coal, 

privatisation of the ESI threatens 

security of supply for the 
consumer, the safety of the 
industry and its employees and 
the health of the British people 
and the enviromnent 

There is also the risk of 
higher prices as shareholders 
demand higher returns on their 
investment. (Electricity prices 
are to be jacked up by 15 per 
cent over the next two years. In 
theory, this is to help pay for the 
power station ordering 
programme in the 1990s but, in 
reality, the industry is being 
fattened for the share flotation in 
1989/90.) 

Alternatively, jobs will be 
lost as costs are cut, as has 
happened in the case of British 
Telecom. Whichever way one 
looks at it, privatisation will be 
bad for the consumer, bad for the 
employee and bad for people's 
heahh md the environment 
Why is this so 7 

Tlte CEGB's sacnss 
For over lhirty years the 

Central Electricity Gentuling 
Board (CEGB) has had a 
statutory duty to supply 
electricity to the twelve area 
boards in England and Wales. 
Their enormous success in 

carrying out this duty is due in 
no small measure to the CEGB 
operation of Britain's 78 power 
stations on a merit order basis 
(i.e. beginning with the least 
cost station) and transmission 
through a single, integrated 
national grid, owned and 
controlled by the CEGB. 

Security of supply has been 
maintained continuously 
throught periods of peak winter 
demand (in January 1985 the 
CEGB met a record 46,200 MW 
of demand); and even during the 
hurricane in October 1987 
electricity supplies were 
successfully maintained in many 
affected areas. In those areas 
where supply was adversely 
affected, the CEGB, with the 
cooperation and support of the 
Area Boards, were able to restore 
supplies within a short period of 
time. 

All of this will be put at risk 
by privatisation. 

Security of supply ? 
After privatisation, the 

statutory duty to supply will be 
transferred to the 12 Area Boards. 
These will become distribution 
companies and joint owners and 
controllers of the national grid, 
and will have the right to 
gemnle e1ectricity themselves. 
The CEGB itself will be split 
between the so-called Big-G 
(with 70 per cent of the existing 
generating capacity, including 
nuclear) and Little-G (with 30 

per cent of fossil fuel capacity). 
However, competitive 

generating companies will enter 
the market. These will include 
the South of Scotland Electricity 
Board (the SSEB already 
transmits marginal supplies to 
England and Wales, but these 
could increase substantially when 
its capacity expands upon 
completion of Tomess), France 
(the existing 2,000 MW link 
could be supplemented by furthur 
supplies of nuclear electricity) 
and private generators ( exploiting 
the provisions of the 1983 
Energy Act which, in theory at 
least, opened up the national grid 
to private electricity). 

The national grid will become 
a common carrier and the Area 
Boards will be free to seek 
supplies from the lowest cost 
generator(s). But will all this 
enable the Area Boards to 
guarantee security of supply? 

At the moment, decisions 
about investment in power 
stations are made by the CEGB 
and are based on estimates of 
future demand in England and 
Wales, mediated through the 
Electricity Council. In the past 
the CEGB has frequently 
overestimated and considerable 
over-capacity has been built into 
the system, resulting in higher 
prices. The CEGB's most recent 
estimate suggests that an 
additional 13,000 MW of 
capacity will be required over the 
next decade or so to meet 
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The customers' interest 
Both White Papers promise 

that "customers will be given ..------------------------------------- 
new rights, not just safeguards", 
but apart from stating that "an 
Electricity Supply Code ... will 
set out the basic statutory right 
of the customer to receive a 
supply of electricity", they are 
very 1mclear as to just what will 
constitute these rights. 
Customers will be more 
interested in what the 
Government intends to do to 
protect them against sharp 
practice by a privatised industty. 

The White Paper for England 
and Wales says that 
"Arrangements for maintaining 
an effective voice for customers' 
interests will be made to ensure 
that none of the benefits of the 
existing customer representation 
by Electricity Consultative and 
Electricity Consumers' Councils 
are lost" (para 58). This is not 
enough. What is required is a 
strong and effective regulatory 
body to safeguard the interests of 
customers. 

The White Papers promise 
that an "effective regulatory 
regime will ... be established by 
legislation, to promote 
competition and to safeguard the 
interests of customers", but no 
hint is given about the powers 
that such a regime is likely to 
have. Does the Government have 

increased demand and to replace 
retired plant This may or may 
not be another overestimate. 
The White Paper for England 

and Wales (Scotland has no need 
to build any new capacity for 
some years) says that "Decisions 
about investment in power 
stations will be driven by the 
distribution companies and so 
will reflect the needs of 
customers" (para 66). 

But why is it assumed that 
demand forecasting will be easier 
if made by twelve separate 
companies as opposed to the 
CEGB? The whole may be the 
sum of its parts, but what if 
some of the parts get it wrong 
and demand is higher than 
estimated? What happens to the 
distribution companies' starutory 
duty to supply in such 
circumstances? At least the 
CEGB can boast that it has 
always been able to meet any 
demand. Will the same be said of 
the Area Boards in, say, ten years 
from now? 
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any idea just what is required? 
The regulatory regimes set up for 
British Gas and British Telecom 
are woefully inadequate. Stronger 
powers are required in the case of 
a privatised electricity industty. 

Standards and Safety 
One of the great advantages of 

the present system, 1mder which 
the power stations are owned and 
controlled by the CEGB, is that 
common standards ensure the 
adoption of the highest possible 
safety measures. This applies 
equally, whether the stations are 
coal, oil or nuclear. Can a 
fragmented privatised industty, 
operating in a competitive 
environment, guarantee that this 
state of affairs will continue? 

If the regulatory regime is 
weak, what is to stop generating 
companies, including the Area 
Boards, from cutting comers in 
order to be in a stronger position 
than their competitors? The 
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 
(NII) will no doubt ensure the 
safe operation of nuclear power 
stations, as far as it is possible 

to do so. But the NII is grossly 
1mder-resourcedandextrafunding 
is urgently required. 

The White Paper for England 
and Wales says that "changes of 
ownership will not compromise 
the maintenance and enforcement 
of safety standards", but contains 
no proposals to ensure this. The 
Bill should make interesting 
reading on this. 

Acid rain 
Acid rain is one of the great 

environmental issues of the day. 
One of its causes is widely 
believed to be sulphur dioxide 
emissions from fossil fuel power 
stations. To reduce the volume 
of emissions the CEGB is fitting 
flue gas desulphurisation (FGD) 
to a limited number of existing 
stations and to all future 
stations. The White Paper makes 
no mention of this. 

It needs to be asked, therefore, 
whether the FGD programme 
will continue after privatisation 
(at a cost of some £200 million 
per station), or will it be 
abandoned if, as the White Paper 

suggests, competition forces 
down costs? 

The regulatory regime must 
have the the power to ensure that 
the programme is not abandoned 
and that FGD equipment is fitted 
to all fossil fuel stations. 
Britain's record on acid rain is 
not a good one. It must not 
deteriorate after privatisation. 

Value for money? 
The asset value of the ESI is 

in the region of £35,000 
million. True to form, the 
Government proposes to sell the 
industty for substantially less 
than this - some £20,000 
million. The sale itself is 
expected to be concluded by the 
early months of 1990, and 
should provide another budget 
feast for the rich, with pickings 
for the rest of us, in time for the 
next Gener-al Election in 1991 or 
1992. By which time the coal 
industty, stripped of all high 
cost, low-productivity pits, could 
be ripe for privatisation. 

What price energy planning 
then? 

ret.iYe. 
F.ulapisa are to be allowed 

to plm poduclion according to 
long tam orders from other 
enlaprises and retail outlets. 
Quantities will be fixed and 
prices set within a range 
detennined by central planning 
agencies. This is far from being 
a system of quasi-market 
relations. In anticipation of 
hitches over the supply of raw 
materials between individual 
enteiprises, a central state 
organisation will play the 
1menviable role of supplier of 
last resort. In order for 
enterprises to work to new forms 
of contract, larger investment 
funds are to be retained and credit 
is to be fi'eed. 

Even this relative flexibility 
can be exaggerated, however, 
because the negotiating freedom 
relates to a residual of 
production. The importance of 

Perestroika: Facts and Fancies 
by Barbara Harr~ 

It is glasnost - the frankness - 
which has fascinated 

commentators on recent Soviet 
history and politics. Throughout 
the media we are exposed to the 
results of the decline in 
censorship and the liberalisation 
of political and literary thought 
and creative activity. But there is 
a material story as well. 

Chronic lack of demand for 
available goods appears to be 
behind the "crisis of indMStrial 
production" and is said by 
official Russian cammmtators to 
be as much a pecipitator of the 
Soviet reforms as are the 
combined effects of a pervasive 
social alienation and generational 
conflict (a "crisis of 
reproduction") together with the 
distinctly un-euphemistic 
''primitive tumours of 
bureaucratism". But while the 
politics of glasnost are followed 
in our media, the nature of the 

refonns themselves remains 
obscure. 

lnduslry 
In the industrial sector the 

pmpose of the tefonns is ID 
enable enterprises ID RSpCJDd 
more flexibly to demmd up md 
down the chain. This does not 
mean that prices will tapond to 
scarcity. The flaibi1ity is 



this residual activity will depend 
on the type of goods being 
produced by the entetprise. For 
the commanding heights of the 
industtial economy remain 
centrally planned. Basic products 
in short supply (metals), the 
manufacture of important plant 
and machinery, the production of 
basic consumption goods (grain 
and meat), of social welfare 
goods (drugs, medical and 
educatic;mal materials) and special 
goods for the "vulnerable" 
(which means children and the 
low paid) remain centrally 
planned and entirely under sbdl: 
control 

Then the 15 per ~ of 
entaprises cwendy wadang ata 
loss • per the newly iJllloduced 
system of full-c:ost acc:01mti11g 
will remain subsidised by 
minislries and under their 
conttoL This does not leave a lot 
to be refonned: consumer goods 
of varying durability. 

Apkllbre 
Owa- - ••• two fiwe.,ar 

plan ••••••• Sorilt iao ~ 
in 111e .- n ,. w ._ 
been nmplJ - •••.••• ill 
a:ubib.D&a • •• ; . 
Agri, ••••••••• 
ia.:r • all, • - ia 
palilil:s. -...- •••••• 
me Gadw:li&'n jWi ++4 
'"hnic;ef •• iflil;y. .•••• 
Jdonm..t•beYililllemd~ 
•twoJaoels.. 

Mat:nHIDDlltJllf reforms: The 
mmy lading agencies have been 
samamlined to three, the Central 
Union of Consumer Co 
operatives, the Ministty of Bread 
Products and AGROPROM, 
which integrates distribution and 
production of staples. Then 
trading and distribution will be 
decentralised as well as 
streamlined. 

Before March 1986 a fixed 
plan of production and 
procurement (under which 80-90 
per cent of staples production 
was bought up at fixed prices 
bearing little relation to the costs 
of poduction) filtered out from 
Gosplm at the centre down the 
planning chain, via republic, 
region. and district levels and 
ultimately to the individual 
kolkhoz and sovkboz. Since that 
time, the three cenlnl agencies 
are supposed to be setting quotas 
according to their needs for buff a 
stocks, inter-regional trade and 

the supply of Moscow and 
Leningrad and key agro 
industries. On the average this 
will amount to 60 rather than 90 
per cent of the production of 
staples. The rest can be sold on 
the "market". The latter means 
sales to consumer co-operatives, 
open kolkboz markets and 
special retail shops owned by 
state farms and collectives. 

Libenling 30 per cent of the 
JIUUbted surplus is of course to 
let the higba- prices of the 
mmbt act • m incentive to 
podoctian Production did 
indeed expmd last year- by 5 per 
cent. But informed Soviet 
soua:es explain this as a crops 
md-wealher phenomenon rather 
than a response to prices. Just 
now the expansion of new forms 
of distnbution isn't happening. 
The kolkhozy are still yielding 
up 90 per cent and somewhere 
within the more decentralised 
distributive system large 
surpluses are accumulating. Is 
there a political analogy ? 

Fai1Dre to fulfiil stare quotas 
~ die - dirp.- ••• will 
c:my i ms T«hiceO:, d.is 
--.a-tiecase-. 

.._ a ------ s .._ JC n CIIIIIII-• 

---...1e 5 • r--- I 
F. fg6e_..wil 

.•• -,,- .••••• or. 

.._ ••• •••••• of 
MHi-lies ID agric:u1bnl 
poclucls. Retail prices have 
mnained stable over two decades 
while the costs of production 
have doubled. But, with the 
agricultural workers as well as 
the industrial ones being market 
dependent, this particular part of 
the reforms is so delicate 
politically, confronting 
everyone's pay cheque, that it is 
likely to drag and drag. 

Micro-economic reforms: The 
interference of centralised 
procurement agencies has long 
affected the organisation of 
production in the kolkhozy. 
Macro-economic reforms in 
distribution are mirrored by 
micro-economic reforms to the 
labour process. These boil down 
to the decentralisation of 
production within the collective 
and to payment by results. Both 
are radical departures and 
problematical to the professional 
agricultural managers. Skilled 
these people may be, but 
familiar with handling 

experimental procedures they 
certainly are not 

The main organisational 
innovation (although it wu 
being experimented with 20 
years ago without official 
backing) is the brigade. Alias co 
operative, numbering 5 to some 
20 workers. Alias, in some 
instances, a family, though 
whether a brigade can be a family 
depends rather on the sexual 
division of labour in agriculture 
and the product mix. 

Dairy fanning in the Baltic 
republics and vegetable 
production in the central Asian 
republics, where there are 
traditions of female participation, 
tend to feature in "Moscow 
News" -type publicity for family 
co-operatives. In the Moscow 
region there are just 10 such 
family brigades doing livestock. 
They can rent land from the 
managers of collectives in five 
year tranches. But they lack 
funds, have to take over old 
barns and pensioned-off 
machinery, use child labour and 
are w:cy labour-intensive. They 
make n:btively big JDODey. 

But dos ICYiYal of peasant 
Jlftl •• ••• is JIIOll unlikely to 
, ex die Yilal md dismal 
••• WWW) 1mTr:a md 1llllil 
taa. c n: cm son out 
die Ulllb&tiag-Gllt of fmn 
mwJi.iaWil)l md confine 
lhamdfts !o potiding 
common services: supplying 
fertiliser, marketing the output 
and so on. At present. machinery 
is loaned rather than rented and 
can be taken back at will by the 
collective manager. Credit is not 
easy to get Accumulation by 
brigade members is not matched 
by the availability of consumer 
goods. Hence plenty of 
disincentives to go co-operative 
and a bit of a vicious circle into 
the bargain. 

Quite a lot of production in 
the USSR is for subsistence. 
The private market handles 11 
per cent of production, though in 
some crops it is much more (66 
per cent for potatoes). Central 
planning agencies actually want 
to let these private prices float 
freely but they face 
contradictions in the imposition 
of price and trading restrictions 
by local and regional authorities 
who presumably want local food 
surpluses at artificially low 
knock-down prices. 

Rlleturtc and reality 
PD'f!Slraika-wbatperestroika? 

The :refmms in agriculture are 
technically hanl to implement 
They bear a family resemblance 
to the Chinese agricultural 
refonns, could be fundamental, 
but cannot be canied out as 
quickly, if only because of the 
higher capitalisation of much of 
Soviet agriculture. These reforms 
are part of a triad which has 
implications for the economy. 
The second area is education, 
where the reforms proposed are 
highly conservative. The third is 
political reform. But CPSU 
sources speak to date only of 
"reforms of style". 

Elections to high offices are 
being introduced in academia, but 
appear to involve tussles of 
personalityratherthandifferences 
of political position. Labour 
organisations are called upon to 
makes claims upon management 
and to initiate change but at the 
same time to discipline workers, 
raise productivity and (in oft 
quoted instances) forego the 
fourth week overtime which 
characterised the old wieven 
monthly cycles of production to 
quota. 
To retain the Soviet socialist 

economy, the state has to 
immge investment and prices 
around a sttategic core, to which 
new forms of regulated enterprise 
cm be attached. But the rhetoric 
of perestroika, not to mention 
glasnost, points towards a 
dismantling of the state, to be 
"re-constituted according to 
principles of democratic 
politics". 

Ideas to the Kremlin, please. 

(Barbara Ha"iss lectures in 
Agricultural Economics at 
Oxford University, and recently 
returned from a visit to the 
Soviet Union.) 

You can subscribe 
to Labour & 
Trade Union 
Review. 

£4 for one year, 
postage included. 
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The New Left and the Events of May 
by Hugh Roberts 

A significant meeting took 
place in Oxford on November 14 
last. Under the aegis of the 
Oxford University Socialist 
Discussion Group (not to be 
confused with the 0.U. Labour 
Club, a more purposeful body), a 
conference was held on the 
theme: "OUT OF APATHY: 
30 Years of the New 
Left". 
No fewer than 21 speakers 

were listed on the programme, 
including such veterans of the 
New Left as Michael Barratt 
Brown, Lawrence Daly, Robin 
Blackbum, Stuart Hall, John 
Hughes, Raphael Samuel and 
Peter Worsley. No speaker from 
Labour & Trade Union 
Review was invited, for the 
very good reason that the 
Review is produced by 
socialists who have never had 
any connection whatever with 
the New Left. But, on her own 
initiative, a reporter from 
L&TUR went along and filed a 
story on the day's proceedings. 

This story was not published 
in L&TUR No 5. Other 

matters were given precedence. 
Hit is being alluded to now, it is 
because the significance of the 
proceedings in Oxford last 
November can best be 
appreciated in conjunction with a 
consideration of the Events of 
May 1968 in France and what 
the British Left is currently 
making of their twentieth 
armiversary. 

A vain nostalgia 
What it is making of this 

anniversary is an exercise in 
nostalgia. That it is doing so is 
evidence of the obsessive self 
absorption of the Left's current 
condition. It is no longer 
capable of distinguishing 
between its ideas and reality, and 
it is accordingly incapable of 
being disillusioned. Its nostalgia 
for May '68 is a nostalgia for its 
favourite fantasy, the revolution 
that never was. Because it can 
not admit this to itself, it must 
overlook the fact that the events 
of May 1968 were themselves an 
incoherent exercise in nostalgia. 

The students who took to the 

streets of Paris twenty yeaIS ago 
were self-consciously re-enacting 
the dramas of France's 
revolutionary past - the great 
days of August 1792. July 1830, 
June 1848 and the Puis 
Commune of 1871. 

'Iksedramas wa-e thepocb:t 
of lrealtdowns in the Slalie 
society rellliomhip. They 'MR 
evidence of the f.ailure of the 
Fn:nch ReYOlutioa of 1789 to 
give issue to m effective 
political senJm,ent di.at would 
definilively supmede the ancien 
ngi,,te_ Sim:e 1792. France has 
had five rqiublics, two empires, 
three monarchies, the Vichy 
regime and the Provisional 
Government of 1944-1946. This 
history of constitutional 
instability and recurrent political 
upheaval was ended by the Fifth 
Republic. 

The events of May 1968 were 
not a time-honoured response to 
yet another political breakdown, 
but a bitter protest against the 
regime which had made political 
breakdowns a thing of the past. 
They were the last hurrah of an 

insom:ctiormy tnldi.tion which 
had been made obsolete. 

A British socialism which 
was properly oriented in the 
world would have had no 
diflicoky in seeing through the 
ew::nJS of May, if not 
immediately, at any rate soon 
afterwards. 

But by 1968 the work of 
disorienting British socialism 
was already far advanced. The 
New Left had been in business 
for a decade and had already taken 
over much of the intellectual 
terrain which had been vacant 
since the death of Ernest Bevin 
and only partially and 
provisionally occupied by 
Bevanism. And it was 
inconceivable that the New Left 
would be able to see the events 
of May 1968 for what they were. 

The Old New Left 
In its origins, at least, the 

New Left was one of the last 
developments in British politics 
that was not inspired by trans 
Atlantic fashions. Its birth in 
Britain was part of the complex 



political fall-out from lbe crisis 
in the international Carnomnisa 
movement which ocaa1ed in 
1956. 

Kruschev's demmciation of 
Stalin in his secret speech to the 
20th Congress of the CPSU in 
Jmuary 1956 threw the 
Conununist movement into 
unprecedented confusion. This 
was greatly aggravated by the 
Hungarian uprising in October 
1956 and its crushing by 
Kruschev's tanks. 

The Communist Party of 
Great Britain (CPGB) was unable 
to cope with the ferment of 
disquiet which these events 
occasioned within its ranks. A 
group formed around an 
unofficial publication, The 
Reasoner, edited by the 
historian Edward Thompson, 
which demanded a thorough 
discussion. When the CPGB 
leadership moved to close The 
Reasoner down, Thompson and 
his colleagues left the Party and 
Janncbed lbe New Reasoner. 
This sul..,,Jelldy ewlvecl imo 
the U11ballllts _. I.di 
Review, by 1l6idl lillle 61: 
New Leli. • a zx: r of 
ideas md a ml..tof CW. md 
disl·•· .••••••••••••• 
shape. 

At the ODISct. the New Left 
was in self-conscious reaction to 
"Stalinism" and was dominated 
by the theme of "socialist 
humanism". This theme had no 
positive political content 
whatever, and no political 
programme emerged from it 
For as long as Thompson was 
its leading light, the New Left 
was preoccupied with this theme 
and correspondingly bogged 
down in philosophical tail 
chasing. It had no programme for 
reforming the CPGB, it had no 
programme for radicalising or re 
invigorating lhe Labour Party 
and it had no programme for 
setting up a new party of its 
own. Polilically. it hadn't a 
clue. 
No sooner had Thompson & 

Co. got their puhtisbing act 
together and finnly oriented 
towards academia, however-, than 
they lost control of it. A new 
grouping, consisting of 
politically rootless individuals 
who had had nothing to do with 
the earlier publications. had 
formed within the editorial board 
of Universities and Left 
Review and, in a remarbbly 

rulhless coup. had abruptly 
semd ambOl of it. 

This new grouping was led 
by Perry Anderson and Tom 
Nairn. New Left Review was 
born, by caesarean section. and 
with it the New New Left. The 
Old New Left never really came 
to terms with the way in which 
it had been dispossessed and 
thrust aside, and took shelter in a 
new publication. the Socialist 
Register, from which it 
launched the odd broadside 
against its usurpers before 
settling down into a comfortable 
routine of its own. 

It is conceivable that, had the 
New Left been able to evolve 
along the essentially sentimental 
lines indicated by Thompson, it 
would eventually have been 
absorbed into the mainstream of 
Labour Left politics without 
disrupting the latter excessively. 
And had that happened, it is also 
conceivable that the events of 
May 1968 would not have been 
so thoroughly misread by the 
Brilish Ldt. 
n.e~awof Andc:r-. 

Nlilad a is llllll-., pa I 
111i1 +,+ -,dy ._ I lille 
al • I t a ,._ , c +we 
hyaw:amcdleNewl.cAwillaa 
••••••••••••• - - pllject 
which ill'fulncl die t lilw 
c:lisniJmlg of ubour p,lisics -' 
made the misreading of May 
1968 mandatory. 

The New New Left 
If Thompson & Co. were 

obsessed by what they were 
defecting from, that is "inhuman 
socialism" or "Stalinism" (also 
known as Leninism), and were 
correspondingly bereft of 
bearings in the British political 
context, the Anderson group was 
obsessed by this context itself 
and exhibited a very definite 
orientation to it from the start. 

This orientation was 
comprehensively negative. The 
problem for British socialism, as 
they saw it, was the entire 
philosophical framework within 
which it had developed. The 
dominance of what they called 
"empiricism" in British 
intellectual life had made 
generations of British socialists 
impervious to the claims of 
revolutionary theory. Jn the 
absence of a revolutionary 
intelligentsia, British socialism 
was me.rely "Labourism", a 
miserably reformist affair, not 

what was called for at all 
Having established this basic 

orientation, Anderson and Nairn 
applied themselves to working 
out its ramifications both 
upstream and downstream. 
Upstream., they worked out an 
historical explanation of this 
sorry state of affairs. 
Downstream., they worked out a 
project to remedy it 

The intellectual dominance of 
"empiricism", the absence of a 
revolutionary intelligentsia or 
tradition. and the consequent 
incorrigible "reformism" of "a 
subaltern proletariat" all had their 
origin in the early, empirical and 
therefore unsatisfactory character 
of the bourgeois revolution in 
Britain. The problem with the 
revolutions which occurred in 
17th century Britain was their 
failure to give rise to an enduring 
revolutionary tradition. 

Jn short, British political 
history was all wrong. It was 
not what was called for at all. 

The past, though deplorable, 
could not be chmged. But the 
fune was .n for the moulding. 
In the 8c:nce of the proper 
inclignnlF lnditioos. 
te+C!MN-y lhemy md polilics 
ldf-n...,. medal ID be 
•••••••. 'l1lis,. ••••••• the 
p+aject of ••• Andrnon group: 
llt hriag ID the ••••••••• of 
British ldtwing irw:Jlec:ma)s the 
intelleclual tndilimls md 
corresponding revolutionary 
theory Ibey so badly needed 811d 
with which lhe national culture 
had so signally failed to equip 
them. 

French spirits 
Jn short, New Left Review 

was in the business of 
ideological import-and-export. 
(Or, rather, re-export: there was 
no question of exporting British 
intellectual and political 
products. The continental and 
North American theories and 
fashions imported into Britain 
were re-exported, with literary 
value added, to the Third World, 
from Turkey to Tanzania and 
from Montevideo to Madras, 
with uniformly devastating 
results.) 

This import-export trade was 
to blossom into a highly 
profitable publishing venture. 
But there was, notionally, a 
political purpose underlying 811d 
legitimising it. This purpose 
was lhe creation of a 

revolulimary intelligentsia. 
This, it wa suggested, was the 
key to the subsequent 
development of a socialist 
politics which would be capable 
of really getting somewhere. 

This project was a 
superficially coherent one. But 
it should already be clear that it 
rested upon a ridiculously 
abstract conception of history. 
Underlying the condemnation of 
the actual course of British 
political history was a dogmatic 
conception of the right way to 
run a bourgeois revolution and 
the right sort of worlcing class 
and the right kind of socialist 
development, together with a 
profound ignorance of, and 
contempt for, the society and 
especially the working class 
which had so persistently got 
everything wrong. 

There was nothing arbitrary 
about this abstract standard, 
however. Anderson and N aim 
did not invent it for themselves. 
They found it in France. The 
yardstick by which the bourgeois 
revolution in Britain was judged 
811d found wanting was lhe 
exemplary character of the 
French revolution (as they saw 
it). Brilish "empiricism" was 
denounced in the name of French 
"tbemy" (u they, very 
selectiYely. paented the latter). 
And it was by the supposedly 
eucting standards of French 
socialism lhat the miserable 
performance of British 
"Labourism" was appraised and 
condemned. 

These positions were stated by 
Anderson and Nairn in the early 
1960s. The fact that, at this 
time, the trade union 
organisation, purchasing power, 
welfare entitlement and political 
influence of the British working 
class were immeasurably greater 
than those of their French 
counterpart was simply neither 
here nor there. 

The return to Lenlnlsm 
The implication of lhe view 

that British socialism was a 
sorry spectacle which had got 
absolutely nowhere by its 
pathetic.Uy empirical methods 
was lhat a proper revolution on 
Leninist lines was called for. 
The Leninism of the New New 
Left was entirely consistent with 
its predeliction for things 
French. Lenirmrn represented a 
reversion w:ithin Marxism to the 
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Jacobin politics of the French 
revolutionary tradition, after 
these politics had been 
effectively abandoned as obsolete 
by the mainstream of European 
Marxism, German Social 
Democracy. Thus the New Left 
had performed a U-n.u:n. 
However muddled Edward 
Thompson had been. the 
implication of the "socialist 
humanist" critique of 
"Stalinism" had been to lead the 
New Left away from Leninism. 
Anderson and Nairn turned it 
round and led it back. 

The presupposition of the 
view that Leninist perspectives 
were appropriate and necessary 
for Britain was that they were 
even more self-evidently viable 
in France. French intellectual 
life was the primary source of 
the ideological commodities 
which NLR made it its business 
to purvey, and French politics 
was the principal testing ground 
for these commodities. 
It was correspondingly 

essential to present the events of 
May as the vindication of the 
Anderson-Nairn enterprise. 
These events could be interpreted 
in only two ways. As the 
revolution which failed to 
happen, or as the revolution 
which all but happened. There is 
a world of difference between 
these two interpretations. 

The Russian Revolution of 
1905 is the classic instance of a 
revolution which all but 
happened. It did not succeed in 
overthrowing the Romanovs, but 
it came very close. It was a full 
dress rehearsal for what happened 
twelve years later. And it played 
a large part in making 1917 
possible. 

A large number of books were 
written about the May events 
soon afterwards. The one which 
found most favour with the 
acolytes of the New Left 
Review was a book by Daniel 
Singer called Prelude to 
Revolution. 

The revolution to which May 
'68 was the prelude has not 
occurred. Twenty years have 
elapsed and there has been no 
sign of iL And there is no 
reason whatever to expect iL 
The Fifth Republic is working. 

May '68 is the revolution that 
never was. It did not vindicate 
the Anderson-Nairn perspective, 
it refuted iL 

Politics and the working 
class 

Politics is, among other 
things, about coming to terms 
with realities. The British New 
Left has never had any politics. 

Thompson's New Left had 
sentiments. Anderson's had 
dogmas and abstruse theories, a 
pretentious literary style, and an 
acute business sense. NLR's 
Leninist predelictions were 
predelictions for a form of 
politics which would abolish 
politics. 

The Leninist scenario is that 
of seizing power by military 
manoeuvre in conditions of 
political breakdown, and then 
establishing a bureaucratic 
absolutism with which to 
impose policies derived from 
metaphysical doctrines upon a 
population deprived of 
independent political 
representation and rendered 
malleable by police terror. It is 
the definitive supersession of 
politics by an eternal and self 
righteous bureaucracy. (Lenin 
actually stated that bureaucracy is 
the characteristic form of 
government of the proletarian 
dictatorship.) 

The bitter · hostility of 
Anderson and Nairn to the actual 
course of British history is 
chiefly founded upon their 
understanding of the significance 
of the Glorious Revolution of 
1688. The historian of this 
revolution, Macauley, described 
it as "our last revolution.". It 
was the revolution which nmle 
subsequent revohilions 
unnecessary, because it made 
contiJmous political deYdnpnmr 
possible. 

Conlinuous polilical 
developnmt wilhin a 
constitutional fr:m.ewcd: which 
allows for !his deve)opmmt md 
is therefore not subverted by it is 
bound to entail the pre-eminence 
of "empiricism" at the expense 
of revolutionary (and reactionary) 
metaphysics .. Politics is the great 
empirical arL 

British socialism was at its 
most effective when it was most 
thoroughly empiricist, when, 
that is to say, its perspectives 
were soundly based upon the 
lessons it had learned from 
experience. The great empirical 
politician of British socialism is 
Ernest Bevin, and it was in his 
heyday that working class 
support for the Labour Party was 

at its peak:. 
The support of the British 

working class for empirical 
socialism in the 1940s and 
1950s expressed its interest in a 
form of politics which seemed to 
be coming into its own and to 
have the greater part of its 
history before it. The last thing 
the British working class wanted 
was for its politics to be 
abolished and its history ended 
when it was just getting into its 
stride. 
In its moment of truth, in 

May-June 1968, the French 
working class decided that this 
was its position too. 

The spirit of adventure 
David Owen has recently 

described politics as a great 
adventure. That is indeed wmt it 
is. Lenin was a sopranc 
politician and a supnmely 
adventurous one. But the dfect 
of his great polilical ad¥adore 
was to ensum dial the Russian 
working class would have no 
further adventures. It is reported 
that Lenin realised this on his 
sick bed and died in anguish. 

The great adventure of French 
history since Napoleon is that of 
Charles de Gaulle. 

A socialism which aspires to 
abolish politics and end history, 
and establish a bureaucratic 
dictatorship which governs 
workers as enthusiastic but 
predictable cogs in a utopian 
system conceived for lbeir own 
good. will Mft DO lime for 
u1Nb,1w1•ing incliwiduwls. c*r 
Iba ils own Jadin.. la llblilde 
ID the an: de a..Jb wlMida the 
...._ nee pmdaces flOln lime 
ID lime wiI be oee of ini1•irm 

if ••••••••• 
But a IOCiwtisrn which 

c:once:iwcs o( iJsdf ws a grand 
wdYmllire iMaml on increasing 
the power of wuten to develop 
their individuwl as well as 
collective cwpwcity to engage in 
unpredictable adventures of all 
kinds will not be put out by the 
de Gaulles of this world. It will 
observe them with interest and, 
while distinguishing its politics 
from theirs, it will know how to 
take their example of foresight, 
initiative, moral courage and 

C political tenacity for an 
inspiration. 

De Gaulle's first 
Innings 

De Gaulle's political career, 

which began with his 
individualistic act of legitimate 
rebellion against the Vichy 
regime in 1940, falls into two 
distinct parts. In the first, he 
was the leader of a successful 
national revolution. In the 
second, be was the architect of a 
successful constitutional 
revolution. Each of these 
revolutions was wholly 
democratic and unequivocally 
progressive. 

The extraordinary way in 
which de Gaulle played his self 
appointed role as the 
uncompomjsing personification 
of the Frmch will to resist from 
1940 ID 1944 can not be 
m:ounted here. But the essence 
of his wclm:wanent was to ensure 
that the hlJenlion of France 
oa:uued in such a way as to re 
nt,itlim bodi the full 
sonn:ipty of lbe French state 
md ils democmic cbwracter. 

This is not what 1t"beration' 
was to mean in most other parts 
of Nazi-occupied Europe. As the 
leader of French socialism, Leon 
Blum, acknowledged in 1945, 
"we were lucky to have ho.d 
General de Gaulle." 

By mid-1945, de Gaulle was 
preparing to stand down. He 
knew that France would return to 
party politics and foresaw that 
this would mem a succession of 
weak coalition governments, but 
he w not pqaed to prolong 
bis own power- at the expense of 
clrmacncy. He argued for a 
ams6rutioo which would 
c:anpensate for the debilitating 
effects of coalition government 
by means of a popularly elected 
and authoritative presidency, but 
having failed to carry his point 
he resigned. 

As Maurice Thorez, the 
Communist leader, had the grace 
to observe, there was •a certain 
grandeur aboul this departure." 
But Thorez's PCF was the only 
party to oppose de Gaulle's 
return to power in 1958. 

De Gaulle and Pllsudskl 
Revolutianny leaders 

( whether they are revolutionaries 
by ideological inclinwlion or by 
forceofcircumsbmce)rarelyhave 
more thm one innings. A 
possible exception is Mao Tse 
Tung, who may be considered to 
have had two if not three. But, 
these days. be is generally 
execnted for his last innings, the 
Cultunl Revolution. 



Another exception is 
Argentina's Juan Peron. His 
second innings, on his return 
from 18 years' exile in Madrid, 
was a fiasco which led rapidly to 
the army's coup and the 'dirty 
war of the mid-1970s. 

A leader with whom de Gaulle 
had more in common 
temperamentally was the Polish 
socialist and national 
revolutionary, Josef Pilsudsli. 
Pilsudski established Poland's 
independence by defealing the 
Red Army on the Vistula in 
1920, constituted the Polish 
state, relinquished his personal 
dictatorship out of democratic 
scruple. only ID relUm to power 
with wmting class support in a 
military uprising in 1926. But 
the ambiguous state over which 
he presided thereafter evolved in a 
right wing direction after his 
death in 1935 and collapsed in 
September 1939. 

It is quite possible that de 
Gaulle was consciously 
influenced by Pilsudski's 
example. De Gaulle was one of 
the Frem:h volunteers who 
fought on the Polish side in 
1919 and 1920. md in the 1920 
campaign be was awarded the 
highest Polish mili1ary 
decOiatiw,, ·For llililary 
Vutw'. for bis aa:c::euful 
defence of the Ri,,cr ZIIIUcz • 
the head of a t-wlioa of light 
infantry. In between lhe two 
campaigns he had deliven:d a set 
of lectures on military tactics to 
Pilsudksi's officers. 

Unlike Pilsudski, de Gaulle 
was not a socialist in either an 
ideological or a party-political 
sense, although it should not be 
forgotten that he maintained 
excellent relations with the 
socialist element of the 
Resistance during the war, that 
the Provisional Government of 
1944-1946 over which he 
presided enacted a great deal of 
socialistic legislation with his 
approval, and that he made a 
point of securing the support of 
Guy Mollet. the roc:ialist leader, 
for his recum to p,,ia in 1958. 

De Gaulle SlqJped down in 
1946 for exactly the same reason 
that Pilsudski did so in 1923. 
Both men were demoam by 
conviction, both of lhan 
recognised that their rapecaiYe 
democracies required saroag 
presidential guidance, and neither 
of them was prepared to be lhe 
powerless figurehead president 

which the party politicians were 
resolved to have. Like 
Pilsudski, moreover, de Gaulle 
returned to power in 1958 
because he recognised that he 
alone possessed the political 
standing and moral authority to 
save the situation. 

Unlike Pilsudski, however, de 
Gaulle took care to return to 
power in such a way that the 
regime he meant to establish 
might survive him. He did not 
himself instigate the army revolt 
in Algiers which precipitated the 
political crisis. It occurred of its 
own accord, in response to the 
prior revolt of the European 
settlers. 

De Gaulle merely took 
advantage of the army's 
rebellion. In doing so, he went 
out of his way to demonstrate 
his concern to observe the 
constitutional proprieties. And 
he took care to obtain the assent 
of the Socialists, through 
Mollet. It is entirely appropriate 
that the French Socialist Party 
should be the great beneficiary of 
the Fifth Republic. 

De Gaulle's second 
innings 

The Fifth Republic is the 
solution of the historic problem 
of Fn:nch politics since 1789. 
In ii, de Gaulle gave France a 
•-<M14••ion which took lhe 
owt4414ilwial issue out of lhe 
imtY conflict. He dad,y made 
effective pmy polilics possible. 

From 1789 to 1958, lhe 
French state oscillated repeatedly 
and violently between ineffectual 
parliamentary republics and 
either elective or monarchical 
autocracy. The parliamentary 
republics were ineffectual 
because the parties which 
composed the national assembly 
were unable to unite in 
acceptance of the constitutional 
framework of politics, while 
agreeing to differ on other 
matters. 

For most of modern French 
histocy, party political divisions 
have not been about how the 
state should be governed but 
llhout how it should be 
constib•rd Each party has 
smod for • diffesmt constitution, 
111d diese ciffamces bffe been 
billr:£ 111d :im,c»u:iJ.ble They 
bDe precluded lbe dewelnpnmt 
of cffecliye pmy polilics al a 
kind upon nich mble 
~ goweuuwmigbl 

be based. 
It is the great achievement of 

de Gaulle's second innings that 
he established constitutional 
arrangements conducive to the 
development of effective party 
politics, and that he personally 
supervised the development of 
the Gaullist movement into the 
major party of the Right. The 
great irony of this achievement 
is that the development of 
effective party politics was 
promoted by a man who 
personally detested party politics. 
There was no paradox in this, 
only vision. 

The Gaullist movement was, 
socially and ideologically, a 
highly ambiguous affair. A 
political leader motivated by a 
partisan interest would have acted 
to maximise this ambiguity in 
order to preserve the Gaullist 
movement in power indefinitely. 
By resolving it into a 
progressive conservative party, 
de Gaulle achieved a thorough 
reconstruction of the French 
Right at the expense of its 
reactionary wing, and induced 
the French Left to begin to 
overcome the internal division 
between Socialists and 
Communists which had kept the 
working class out of power for 
most of the century. 

The unification of the 
Left 

The leftwing politicim who 
n:cognised lhe implications of de 
Gaulle's constiautional 
revolution most clearly was 
Fnncois Minamd. 

Miuamd was not a member 
of lhe old socialist party of 

Blum and Mollet, the SFIO 
(Section Francaise de 
l'/nternationale Ouvriere). He 
was the leader of a small centre 
left grouping of his own which 
had prospered in the days of 
coalition politics, Mitterand 
himself being an almost 
permanent fixture in the 
cabinets of the Fourth Republic. 

By about 1963 he recognised 
that those days were gone for 
good and set about uniting the 
SFIO and the PCF behind his 
candidature in the presidential 
election of 1965. In effect, if 
not in name, the Union de la 
Gauche was born. In the 
election, Mitterand did well, 
forcing de Gaulle into a second 
ballot in which Mitterand 
obtained 45 per cent of the vote. 

The next presidential election 
was due in 1972. It is unlikely 
that de Gaulle would have sought 
a third term, for he would have 
been 81 by that stage. It is 
entirely possible that Mitterand 
would have become president in 
1972, had it not been for the 
events of May. And if a 
socialist government had been 
formed in the comparatively 
favourable economic conditions 
prevailing in 1972 (or even 
earlier; de Gaulle died in 1970), 
it would probably have been able 
to achieve far more than 
Mitterand's government was 
ultimately able to achieve in the 
1980s. 

The PCF in May 
The events of May disrupted 

the process of unification of the 
Left and kept France under 
rightwing government for the 
next thirteen years. 

The student revolutionaries did 
not only attempt to subvert the 
government Although the spice 
of the movement was furnished 
by its anarchist element, 
personified by Dany Cohn 
Bendit, and, in particular, by a 
colourful group of street theatre 
merchants known as the 
Situationists, its politically 
coherent and purposeful elements 
were the Trotskyists of Alain 
Krivine's Jeunesse Communiste 
Revol»tionnaire and the Maoists 
of the Union de la Jeunesse 
Comnumiste (Marxiste 
Leniniste). 'These set out to 
subvert the Communist Party's 
control of the trade union 
movement, with considerable 
initial success. The 



,... 
old anarcho-syndicalist reflexes 
of the French working class were 
stimulated by the students' 
defiance of the state, and a wave 
of unofficial sit-in strikes and 
factory occupations got under 
way with active student 
encouragement. 

By forcing the Communist-led 
Confederation Generale du 
Travail (CGI') to call a general 
strike in order to reassert its 
leadership of the working class, 
the student leftists made it 
possible thereafter for the French 
Right to question the PCF's 
commitment to democracy and 
constitutional political change. 

This set up a dilemma which 
it took the French Left more 
than a decade to resolve. The 
Left could not win an election 
without the PCF and it could not 
win one with it. The spectre of 
a powerful Communist presence 
in government inhibited many 
people from voting for the 
Socialist Party who would 
otherwise have done so. 

It is Mitterand's great 
achievement that, while adhering 
to and sustaining the strategy of 
the Union de la Gauche, he 
gradually established the 
ascendancy of the Socialist Party 
within it, such that the 
Communist bogey had lost its 
force by 1981. This bogey had 
largely faded by 1965, but had 
been revived with a vengeance in 
1968, when the Communists 
actually behaved in such a way 
as to preserve the Fifth Republic 
while unavoidably leaving 
themselves defenceless against 
the charge that they had done the 
opposite. 

The PCF leadership knew that 
de Gaulle would fight to defend 
the Fifth Republic and that he 
could probably count on the 
army if need be. They also knew 
that the mass of the working 
class was in no mood to 
overthrow the state. The greatest 
general strike in history (in 
terms of man-days lost) was an 
entirely un-revolutionary affair. 

France's Glorious 
Revolution 

The revolt of the student left 
in May 1968 was a revolt 
against the Fifth Republic. 
Whatever its subjective content, 
that was its political content. 
As such, its political content 
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was aJlirdy negalive. It 1ml m 
clear - let alone plausible - 
alternative to the Fifth Republic 
in mind. which is why there was 
a massive popular vote in 
defence of the Fifth Republic in 
the June 1968 general election. 

The great slogan of the 
student left was "L'/magination 
au Pouvoir !" This overlooked 
the fact that the man in the 
Elysee Palace was the most 
imaginative French ruler since 
Napoleon, if not since Louis 
XIV. 

The constitution of the Fifth 
Republic was an historic 
achievement and a wholly 
progressive one. 1958 is 
France's 1688 in that sense, its 
most political and its only 
bloodless revolution, and its last 
revolution, the revolution which 
made continuous political 
development possible and further 
revolutions unnecessary. 

The objective political content 
of the revolt of May 1968 was 
Reaction. (It was Marx who 
devised the category of 
"Reactionary Socialism" and 
there can be little doubt that he 
would have known who the 
reactionaries were had he been 
around twenty years ago.) The 
French Left had no business 
rebelling against the Fifth 
Republic and has since come to 
terms with this fact 

Since Mitterand took over 
the old SFIO in the early 1970s 
and reconstituted it into the 
Parti Sociallste, the Left has 
prospered within de Gaulle's 
constitution. 1he PS ms a 
future in Fn:nch politics for 
some time ID come. But. while 
the Colm-Bmdits ••• die 
KriYines have bem marginalised. 
their British c:omdapmlS bne 
CJCerted a growing inftumce cm 
the Labour Pmy wmdt ••• 
tended to mluce l..llbour ID a 
marginal flCIDr in Brilish 
politics. 

The disruption ~ 
"Labourlsm" 

De Gaulle achieved his heart's 
desire and French socialism is 
now enjoying a share of his 
legacy proportionate to its put in 
his achievement The British 
New Left has come nowhere near 
achieving its notional goal, a 
British re-enactment of October 
1917, but it has all but achieved 

1he destruction of its great 
enemy, "Labourism", British 
Socialism. Perhaps this was 
really its heart's desire all along, 
and the rest a mere pretext 

In so far as "Labourism" had 
theoretical organs, they were 
Tribune and the New 
Statesman. Tribune was 
taken over from the Bevanites by 
the Bennites in the late 1970s. 
Bennery was an eccentric and 
demagogic leftwing development 
out of Wilsonism rather than a 
variant of New Leftism, but 
Benn's movement subsumed New 
Leftist elements and derived 
much of its energy from their 
virulent enthusiasms. It failed. 
but by forcing the Bevanites to 
become the Party Establishment, 
it ruined Tribune. 

Bennery never took over the 
New Statesman. But New 
Leftism has done just that, at the 
fag end of both of their careen. 
Stuart Weir is a superficial 
product of the New Left era and 
milieu. His political columnist, 
Ben Pimlott, was a member of 
the most extreme development in 
New Left publishing, the 
Althusserian Theoretical 
Practice clique. He later 
became a historian and a 
professor. New Leftism has 
become respectable and 
politically aimless. 

Weir announced his defection 
from the Labour cause a year ago 
when, as editor of the New 
Soclalkt, he decbffid his 
support for the TKllral 
Voting '17 bwtw.. ID 
nowhm:. He -- ••.• i& 
himself • a "Rq...16 •·- Bis 
1-ris desire is 6e ...,._ of 
die wc:11,. die .•••••• in 
ctisplw m l'I &tmlJ. Ami in a 
W --. (New 9 5 ID, 
Mm:h 11. 1911). 1w: gave six 
pegcs Oftl' ID a tilliam diatribe 
agllimt die Brilisb c:mstitution 
md ils pal elacmtor. Walter 
Bagdlat 

Tbe allbar of this splenetic 
c,i•--ing -.ns Tom Nairn. 
Slill auy. afta' all these years. 

Odlrd revisited 
Tbeconfenmce last November 

-.ns a wake. The vitriolic 
division between Old New Left 
and New New Left has been 
oven:ome. it appears, since both 
were represented in Oxford. The 
New Left has nowhere to go but 

home. 
Instead of developing the ideas 

and perspectives upon which a 
further major advance could be 
made by the working class on the 
basis of the achievements of the 
1945-51 Labour government, 
the New Left movement threw 
British socialism into a state of 
subjective confusion that has few 
if any parallels and from which it 
is yet to recover. 

The people who gathered in 
Oxford were not capable of 
admitting such things to 
themselves. They had made 
careers out of New Leftism, in 
academia. journalism and the 
arts. and for many of them these 
careers are not yet over. John 
Hughes even suggested that they 
could congratulate themselves on 
the put they had played in 
peventing the great working 
class .dvmce which was in 
pospect in the 1970s. Would the 
then MP for Bedwellty have 
opposed the recommendations of 
the Bullock Committee on 
Industrial Democracy, had the 
New Left, and John Hughes in 
particular, indicated to him that 
this was not the fashionable 
leftwing thing to do '! 

So the confen:nce in Oxford 
did not regud itself as a wake. 
For its elite pmicipants, it was 
more in die DIIDre of a mutual 
.tminbon society establishing 
mat dial c:ddx-.g the fact that 
~ still aisls. reinfo~ing its 
calla:liYe cohesion by recalling 
• bewly days of its youth, and 
Idling itself that it still matters. 
It CNlly looked like a wake to 
miyone with eyes to see, such as 
the reporter from L&TUR. 

"Still Crazy After All These 
Years" is a Paul Simon Song. 
Simon and Garfunkel were 
dismissed as "pretentious 
rubbish" in New Left Review 
No 54 (March-April 1969), 
perhaps rightly. But their 
"Bookends" l.P, released in late 
1967, included a song whose 
refrain sums up the New Left 
pretty thoroughly: 

"I've just been/akin' it, 
Not really makin' it." 

These locusts have had their 
day. Can "Labourism", British 
socialism, recover from their 
depredations '! 



1Re1brospect 

Working Back to Socialism 
by Brendan Clifford 

In the late 1970s, Tribune 
launched a broadside against what 
it called "Cotporatism". 
Tribune was then a much more 

' substantial paper than it is now, 
and it was a forum of opinion for 
a Labour. Left which was much 
more coherent than it is now. 
Tribune's discovery of 
Corporatism as the prevailing 
form of socio-political life in 
Britain - or of the imminent 
danger of Corporatism becoming 
dominant. because it was not 
clear which was being said - was 
therefore a matter of significance 
for the British labour movement 

If the greatest danger was from 
Corporatism, then there was 
something to be said for 
Thatcherism. Whatever Thatcher 
may be. she is certainly not a 
corporatisL And I recall that 
during the early yems of 
Tbatcherism Brim Sedgemore 
said just that. Thatcher, he said, 
had at least saved us from 
Corporatism. 
I thought ir was absurd to 

descn"be Britain in the 1970s as 
Corporatist. and I said so in a 
small circulation magazine. 
(British socialism was lost in 
illusion in the 1970s, and one 
could express views like that 
only in home-produced 
magazines.) And I advocated 
development within the 
structures which Tribune called 
Corporatist. but which were in 
fact the h"beral-democratic mode 
of socialist development. 

The wmd RCorporatism", used 
frivolously, had the effect of 
devaluing all political concepts 
for the British labour movement 
And, by raising the bogey of 
imminait faa:ism wi1h regard to 
a .developmmt which was the 
converse of fascist. ilenabled the 
authoritarim apitalist wing of 
the Tory Party ID mme ID powec 
in the name of liberty. 

Corpondlsa 
· Corporatism is aaocided 

with fascism. The fascist 
experience in Europe bas DeYcr 
been subjected to c:rilical 
understanding. Because. in ils 
Nazi form, it over-reached itself 

and came to grief, its conditions 
of existence have never been 
made a subject of serious 
investigation. 

Britain discovered in 1945 that 
it had fought a much better war 
than it had suspected. The 
extermination camps were 
revealed, and that revelation 
rendered fascism a subject for 
denunciation rather. than 
investigation. It became 
obligatory to describe the rise of 
fascism as if its central purpose 
had been the extermination 
camps and the liquidation of the 
Jews. To think otherwise was 
wicked. 

But to think thus was to cover 
a large tract of European 
experience in the twentieth 
century with a mental blur. And 
it made the word fascism an 
increasingly meaningless term in 
British polilical life. 

Carpora1lsm ••• lrdaml 
Britain DeYG' seriously 

contemplale<I a c:orponlist mode 
of developmenL Southem 
Ireland did 

In Eire in the 1930s the 
prevailing sentiment was in 
favour of Corporatism - or 
Vocationalism, as it was usually 
called. A Commission was 
established by the Government 
to report on how a change to 
Corporatism might be effected. 

Eire's neutrality in the war 
was based on a profound 
ideological neutrality. It was 
like the donkey equidistant 
between two equally desirable 
thistles and unable to decide 
between them. On the one hand 
it was Corporatist in sympathy, 
but on the other hand it was a 
democratic state and was intent 
on remaining so. 

Political writers in Eire made 
a critical investigation of 
continental Corporatism. The 
home of Corporatism was Italy. 
But they were of the opinion that 
Corporatism in Italy was more 
an ideology than an actual form 
of social life. The Italian state 
was too powerful to allow the 
Corporatist system to develop 
poi-ly. (It was not that they 
disapproved of the power of the 

fascist state in Italy. By and 
large, they 8J¥0Yed of 
Mussolini as a necessmy 
dictator, but argued that political 
necessity prevented Corporatism 
from developing its full 
potential.) 

Corporatism, or 
Vocationalism, was the 
orgarusmg of society into 
autonomous corporations, or 
vocational bodies. Each trade or 
profession would be a corporate 
body, and as such it would be a 
constituent segment of both the 
economy and the body politic. 
Each corporation would supply 
society with something which 
was necessary to its existence 
and well-being. It would be 
internally uniform - workers and 
employers in the building trade, 
for example, both being in the 
Builders' Corporation. And each 
corporation would · be 
autonomous to a very 
considerable extent 

The corporate organisation of 
society would erode the basis of 
class conflict The system of 
class-based political parties 
engaged in perpetual conflict - 
whether-, in a parliamentary 

system. for the control of 
govanmall or, when the 
putiamenlary system moJce 
down, as it was bound to do, for 
dic:tatorial It* power - was an 
intolerable disruption of the 
orderly life of society. The 
corporate system, by 
establishing a basic harmony in 
the component parts of society, 
would minimise the functions of 
the state. Representatives of the 
various corporations would meet 
to co-ordinate their activites. 
With class conflict and party 
conflict eliminated, the 
adversarial routine of Parliament 
would wither away, and the 
representatives of the 
corporations would easily make 
sensible arrangements for 
common affairs. 

And of course the 
requirements of the individual 
would be seen to by his 
corporation, and not by the state. 

The religious medium 
Such was the ideal of the 

Corporate State, which was the 
social ideal of Irish nationalism 
from the 1930s until the early 
1960s. It has echoes of Guild 
Socialism, and of Syndicalism. 
But there is a further element. 
which was lacking from Guild 

Socialism and Syndicalism: the 
ideo.logical cement of a 
univerully openting Church. 
The corponlions would exist in 
the medium of a uniform and 
audloriutive religion. The 
Catholic Chun:h would be 
univerully active in the life of 
the corporate state. as it was in 
the life of Etaope in the 13th 
century. 

Since the Catholic Church in 
Eire steadily increased its 
influence after independence, and 
steadily whittled away the non 
Catholic minority, a democratic 
transition to the Corporate State 
was conceivable. It was not 
attempted because the corporatist 
development of Europe was 
largely destroyed by the victory 
of the Allies in 1945. The 
report of the Vocational 
Commission was published· 
towards the end of the war. It 
was not implemented because 
nationalist Ireland did not have. 
the· moral courage to embark on 
a corporatist development at a 
moment when Corporatism was 
in disgrace in Europe. 
The corporatist · ideal was 

passively retained until the early 
1960s. Then it collapsed, when 
the Vatican, which had succeeded 
in dominating social life 
nowhere but in Ireland, made an 
accommodation with the liberal 
state and its individualist social 
welfare arrangements. 

Gibberish 
The British Left has always 

been sentimental about Irish 
nationalism, while understanding 
absolutely nothing about it and 
having no real interest in what 
makes it tick. If Tony Benn and 
his colleagues had known 
something of the inner life of the 
nationalism of which they were 
such patronising supporters, they 
might not have written such 
utter nonsense about 
Corporatism. 

In Arguments for 
Socialism (1979), Benn wrote 
that Corporatism 

"calls for a disciplined society 
where the men at the top in 
governmenl, industry, banking 
and the unions would sit down 
together and work out a common 
approach which it would then 
become the duty of each 
leadership group to impose by 
law upon its own constituency. 
This school of thoughJ also has 
very powerful friends in high 
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places throughout the Western 
world. Indeed it is true to 
describe it as the consensus view 
of the old British establishment 
which, for reasons of prudence 
rather than any personal 
preference, believe it is their best 
recipe for survival. 

"However, we should be 
sceptical about the prospects for 
corporatism. Admittedly it is a 
tested and tried system in that 
modern corporatism greatly 
resembles the feudalism which 
preceded Adam Smith's 
revolution. The state and the 
economy are to be run by a new 
generation of barons who now 
occupy their modern castles in 
the office blocks of London and 
Brussels. But full-blown 
corporatism too is in the long 
run incompatible with a free 
society. A free people are 
unlikely to swallow for long the 
claims of the powerful to be 
wiser than the rest of us, 
especially if their conclusions are 
to be imposed from above, and 
by a strange coincidence are so 
clearly in the interests of those 
who now enjoy power. 

'Total corporatism to preserve 
the present balance of the mixed 
economy is no more likely to be 
acceptable than would 
corporatism of the kind that 
Mussolini and Stalin each 
imposed to buttress their very 
different political philosophies. 
Corporatism would last rather 
longer than the jungle economics 
of the monetarists, but neither 
can offer any real hope of ending 
the slump. Indeed the danger 
from a failed corporatism is that 
it could transform itself into a 
dictatorship" (pp.145-6). 

This is gibberish. And it was 
because of this gibberish - which 
was far from being the exclusive 
property of Tony Benn - that 
Thatcher was let in. 

The danger of failed 
Corporatism becoming a 
dictatorship is an absurdity, 
because Corporatism has only 
ever had actual existence as the 
form of social organisation of 
fascist dictatorship. 

And it is ideological and 
economic absurdity to speak of 
"corporatism of the kind that 
Mussolini and Stalin imposed". 
It is of the essence of 
Corporatism that it purports to 
supersede the conflict of labour 
and capital by reconciling them 

Page 18 

in trade organisations. And the 
socialist criticism of 
Corporatism was that by 
compelling capital and labom to 
organise in the same body it did 
not reconcile their interests, but 
suppressed the labour interest. 
Now, whatever Stalin did, he did 
not purport to organise society 
into autonomous corporate 
bodies in which the interests of 
labour and capital would be 
reconciled. Industry was part of 
the organisation of the state 
which purported to act in the 
interests of, if not to represent, 
the workers, to the complete 
exclusion of the capitalist 
interest. 

Ideological hysteria 
The "Corporatism" attacked 

by Benn and by Tribune was 
the procedme of tripartite 
consultation about economic 
policy between the Government, 
the trade unions and the CBI. 
That procedure was abolished by 
Thatcher, in the interest of 
safeguarding "Adam Smith's 
revolution". 
The "Corporatism" of the era 

of Macmillan, Wilson. Heath 
and Callaghan existed in a 
medium of free trade union 
organisation and class-based 
party conflict 

There · was no common 
organisation of workers and 
employers in which the interests 
of the two were merged and 
declared to be reconciled. And 
there was no hint of suppression 
of class-based party conflict in an 
adversarial parliament. All I 
could see at the time was 
ideological hysteria. And all I 
can see with hindsight is 
ideological hysteria. 

There was widespread 
participation in this hysteria. A 
group of old fashioned socialists 
around Callaghan saw that it was 
hysteria, but they could do 
nothing about it because their 
own outlook was separated from 
that of Benn only by a 
substratum of historically 
deposited common sense which 
they could express only in a 
handful of banal phrases. So far 
as realistic r!l(licalism was 
concerned, they were paralysed 
by the fact that they had rejected 
the Bullock proposals on 
industrial democracy. Labour 
was therefore at the mercy of a 
fantasy radicalism deduced from 
an inadequate rhetoric, and of 

fantasy fears generated by too 
much miffing of ideological 
vapours. 

Bevln and Bevan: from 
reform to rhetoric 

British socialism had been 
spoiled by the Bevin-Attlee 
leadership. The effective Labour 
radicalism of the post-war 
government was entirely 
Bevinite in origin, but the post- 
1951 Labom movement was 
Bevanite in spirit. 

The great reform that goes 
under the name of Beveridge was 
conceived by Bevin in the 1920s, 
and after the 1931 fiasco he 
harnessed the massive power of 
the Transport Union to the worlc 
of re-making the Labour Party so 
that his conception might be 
given shape in the actual world. 
Bevin, with his secure power 
base and his grasp of realities, 
was an immensely toJennt 
person. He bore Bevan's cuping 
with good h1D1101D', and in the 
end he made Bevan effective by 
giving him a plum Department 
of State to administer. Bevan 
was briefly transformed from a 
voluble political propagandist 
with a slender grasp of political 
reality into a very able 
administrator in the great reform 
enacted by the post-war 
government. 
The political achievement was 

Bevin's, but the ideological 
future fell to Bevan. That is the 
tragedy of British Labour. It 
enacted a fundamental social 
refoun, and then pompdy 
maligned the politician who wm 
chiefly n:sponsible fer mating 
that reform possible. Bennile 
rhetoric came to SatunJe eYay 
comer of the party. As a 
consequence, when the time 
came, in the 1970s, fer IDOda 
fundamental refmm, it was 
incapable of taking it m. And 
the present leader of the party - a 
Bevanite, natmally - was to the 
fore in opposing iL 

The Bullock proposals would 
have caused a funbr.r "irreversible 
shift of power" in society, 
comparable to what happened 
after 1945. But there was no 
Bevin and no Attlee to 
implement them. If there had 
been, Tony Benn would 
undoubtedlyhavebeenoneofthe 
ablest administrators of the 
reform. But since there were 
only Bevanites in the leadership, 
Tony Benn had no useful work 

of reform to do, so he applied his 
earnestness to an ideology that 
couldn't stand the strain. 

Right-wing Bevanism is an 
absurdity. But right-wing 
Bevanism is what now 
commands the Labom Party. 
Tony Benn is not a Bevanite, 

because the hallmark of 
Bevanism is that it is not in 
earnest Bevanism is a line of 
patter. It never took itself 
entirely in earnest. One suspects 
that within each Bevanite there 
was a still small voice always 
telling him, no matter how 
thoroughly he appeared to be 
immersed in the rhetoric, that the 
world wasn't really like that at 
all. How else can one explain the 
political biographies of Harold 
Wilson and Michael Foot - and 
of Bev111 himself ? 

But Bevanism took itself 
suf6ciaidy in earnest to prevent 
my ocba- substantial line of 
thought from developing. 

Productive socialism 
A world of difference lies in 

the one letter which changes 
Bevin to Bevan. Not least 
significant is the difference that 
Bevinism had a productive 
conception of socialism while in 
the Bevanite conception 
socialism was a restrictive 
JDCtice. 

Whm I first came to England 
in the 1* 1950s I found 
IeSlrictive pra:lices very 
11:freshing. Twenty years later 
11.:y had gone so far that I had to 
amfcss 1D myself that I found 
than bmde:nsome. Not worlcing 
at work had become more 
warisome than working. But 
even when I enjoyed it, I knew it 
wasn't a way socialism could 
develop. 

Why were the Bullock 
proposals rejected ? Because it 
would have required a productive 
conception of socialism to 
implement them. Why were the 
tripartite consultations on the 
economy seen as corporatist ? 
Because their object was to get 
work done more effectively. 

Of comse, when the Labom 
Party was in govermnent, its 
leaders had to be concerned with 
getting work done. But the 
leaders of Labour did nothing to 
develop a productive conception 
of socialism - except perhaps 
Wilson, very superficially, in 
preparation for the 1964 election. 
And they shared with the entire 



spectrum of Ill • 5 a, 61: 
ultra-left frinp. a w I 1 • el 
socialism • a .-idiw 
practice. 

.8eYin warbd out • ndic:dy 
diffe:Rntc:onceplionanddmmda 
progrmune which he JU ii*> 
effect. But he was not a wrila'. 
so his c:onc:eplion stayed in his 
head. 

He exp:essed himself in 
speech. and did ID Vf!:C'J 
effectiYely. His lfW- ta me as 
lhoughtful • dlD9e of Pitt the 
Yomgu. Bat nobody ever 
c:oDecsrd -- md set them in 
cmll:d,. so Ibey could have no 
effect beyand his lifetime. 
1'he Benaitrs, on the other 

Jund. wen: all too ready with the 
pm. 

Ccmnolly the socialist 
There is only one British 

socialist writer who resembles 
Bevin, and that is the Scotsman, 
James Connolly. 

Connolly was two people in 
one: a hard-headed British 
socialist. and a 1'0IDUdic hish 
nationalist who mignded to 
Dublin in his 1llie twmlies but 
never undeistood much moot 

that city, and understood nothing 
at all about the country at large. 

The British socialist in him ------------------------------------ 
continued to produce interesting 
articles for the Scottish 
newspaper of the ILP, Forward. 
And, at the eleventh hour, the 
romantic Irish nationalist 
suddenly woke up, when an Irish 
Parliament was imminent, and 
saw that by comparison with the 
British Parliament it would be a 
very reactionary institution. 
There are sound reasons why 
only a handful of Connolly's 
writingshaveeverbeenreprinted 
in the state which he helped to 
fowxl. 
In August 1914, taking the 

resolutions of the Second 
International in earnest, 
Connolly called for a general 
rebellion of labour in Britain and j' 

Europe to pnwent the waging of 
war. ~he declared that, even if 
a civil war of capital against 
labour involved much loss of 
life, that would be • nothing 
compared with the scale of 
bloodshed in a war between the 
European states. 

Connolly was one of the vecy 
few socialist leaders who took 
that approach. The Liebknec::bt 
group on the left of Geimm 
Social Democracy did likewise. 

...__al.,. wilw-eded, 
__ ..._ dear 

••• _ ••• ., be waged in 
-. Connolly declared his 
mpport for Germany. He did not 
do this on the nationalist 
principle that England's enemy 
was Ireland's friend, but on 
socialist grounds. 

German socialism 
War between England and 

Germany was actually occurring. 
One or the other of them must 
win. Socialists should support 
the more advanced society 
against the more backward. 
Socialism was more advanced by 
far both in the ideas of German 
politics and the actuality of 
German social life than it was in 
England. It was therefore 
desirable, in the interest of 
socialism, that Germany should 
win. 

Connolly was aligned with 
the Liebknecht group in 
Germany in August 1914. From 
September 1914 onwards he 
disregmded both the Liebknecht 
lcfi of Germm Social 
Danocncy. which coorimvd to 
oppose the Gamm WS' effort. 
md the l{amsty c:adR. which 
equivocared. 111d mgned himseJf 

with the right, which supported 
the war. He went fOI' the best 
result, and had no concern about 
where that placed him in the 
left/right spectrum of labelling. 

His paper, The Workers' 
Republic, is packed with 
material on Germany all through 
1915 and right up to Easter 
1916. It includes extracts from 
"Socialised Germany", by 
Frederic Howe, an American who 
made a study of German society 
before the war. 

I got hold of Rowe's book, 
because those extracts were so 
persuasive, and found the 
complete book even more 
persuasive. Howe, who was not 
a socialist, gives a detailed 
description of productive 
socialism developing in a variety 
of forms, and flexibly 
interweaving itself with private 
industry. 

And I was left in no doubt 
that Connolly was absolutely 
right: the best result of the war 
from a socialist viewpoint would 
have been a German victory. 
British socialism was a very 
poor thing by comparison at that 
time - and the only surprising 
thing is that it subsequently got 
ilSelf together- even for one 

snbsfmrial refonn. 
Productive socialism 

developing in conditions of 
h"berty was wiped out by the 
defeat of Germany and the 
impositions of the Treaty of 
Versailles. Germany was put 
under the heel of the hard-faced 
businessmen who had done well 
out of the war. And out of the 
Versailles conditions it got itself 
together as Nazism - the worst 
being a perversion of the best 

The socialist alternative 
to Thatcherism 

It is, of course, too late to do 
anything about the defeat of 
Germany in the First World War. 
But it might still be worth 
taking a closer look at that 
public enterprise socialism 
which was capable of flourishing 
in a liberal political medium. 

It is the sort of thing which 
would have been compelled by 
circumstance to develop in 
Britain if the Bullock Report had 
been implemented. And it is the 
sort of thing which must at least 
be seriously aspired to by an 
influential body of opinion 
within the Labour movement if 
there is to be a socialist 
alternative to Thatcher Toryism. 



Trade Union Diary 

by Dave Chapel 

Bill Jordan 
Congratulations to Bill 

Jordan. In a recent 'This Week - 
Next Week" programme on 
BBCl, he saved the day for the 
labour movement The 
Employment Minister was under 
pressure over Clause 3 of the 
Employment Bill, which allows 
unions to be sued for 
disciplining members in an 
industrial dispute (see L&TUR 
No. 5). 

Film clips were shown of 
employers (including the 
manager of a Japanese company 
in the UK) condemning Clause 
3. They pointed out that it made 
collective bargaining impossible 
and asked the government to drop 
it 

Shadow Employment 
spokesmanMichaelMeacher was 
then given his chance. The best 
he could do was to talk about the 
hypothetical situation of a union 
being unable to end a strike for 
fear of being sued by members 
wanting to stay out 

(Readers will remember that 
in our last issue I mentioned that 
"our" Labour Party had no 
position on the Bill - with the 
excuse that one of its researchers 
was absent !) 
The Minister, for the first 

time, looked like relaxing. Then 
came Rodney Bickerstaffe. He 
repeated the silly TUC position 
that every clause of the Bill 
should be opposed and launched 
into one of those rants for which 
he is famous. The Minister 
actually started to smile. 

Bill Jordan wiped the grin off 
his face very smartly. He 
acknowledged what we all know 
only too well - that a lot of the 

Bill Jordan 
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earlier Tory trade union 
legislation was acceptable. He 
didn't make a blanket 
condemnation of the current Bill, 
but concentrated on Clause 3, 
using both union and employers' 
arguments against it 
The Minister had defended the 

Bill as an extension of previous 
legislation and had avoided the 
objections to Clause 3. He was 
now forced to concentrate on 
defending Clause 3 and was quite 
unable to do so. 
It was a welcome if rare treat 

to see one of Mrs Thatcher's men 
receive a public thrashing from a 
trade union leader. 

Wapping Mark Two? 
As we go to press London 

Weekend Television bosses are 
reported to be finalising plans for 
a major shake-up of their 
organization. In plain language 
this means a confrontation with 
their technical staff. It cannot be 
very long before the other large 
TV companies move in the same 
direction. 

This sudden move towards 
confrontation with the 
technicians and their union 
(ACTT) follows what seems to 
be certain defeat for the union at 
the small television company 
TVAM. 

Technicians at TV AM have 
been on strike over manning 
levels and flexible working 
Jlf'acrlces for months and their 
position grows weaker each day. 
The company says that their jobs 
can and should be done by fewer 
people, that the skills required 
were far less than the unions 
made out and that with a bit of 
training workers could mastec a 
variety of skills and so move 
from job to job as required. 

ACTT is ms1Sbng on 
maintaining existing systems 
and work practices. It has been 
quite unable to prove its case. 
TV AM has proved its case by 
maintaining a service run by 
retrainedclericalandmanagement 
staff. It now maintains that it 
doesn't need any of the striking 
workers. 

Unlike W apping, the 
company hasn't needed to recruit 
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a whole new set of workers and 
thereby be a focus for inter-union 
troubles, mass pickets etc. But 
like Wapping, its workers are the 
least popular in their union, 
having, like the Fleet Street 
printers in the NGA and 
SOOAT, dominated the rest of 
their union and having appeared 
to lord it over the lessa mortals 
in their union. 

This is a dispute ACTT 
should never have entaed.. 1be 
world and its mother knows lhat 
work practices in television ue 
ridicu1ous. It was only a matter 
of time before they had to 
change. ACTT should have 
prepared for change. not to resist 
change. They are DOW likely to 
fmd far more of their members 
out of a job than would have 
resulted from negotiated change - 
including =e redundancies. 

NALGO 
NALGO has voted 3 to 1 in 

favour of having a political fund. 
I have to say that this is a mixed 
blessing. NALGO is a big rich 
union. It is obsessed with the 
fringes of politics - to the extent 
that it has been nicknamed 
NALGA Y. It is right and proper 
that unions should support civil 
rights. But every time it 
concentrates on a new political 
fashion it weakens itself by 
alienating those of its members 

who disagree with or are 
sceptical about its policy or the 
way it is promoted. 

I suspect that this doesn't 
bother many NALGO activists. 
An uninterested mass of 
members in what is effectively a 
huge closed shop continue to pay 
their subs. 1be activists can 
thm spend the money on 
wlllllever takes their fancy. 

'The primary fimction of a 
mion is to organise members in 
defence of their living standards. 
Any other activity must 
complement this function. 
NALGO rarely organises anyone. 
Until this changes, one must 
hope that it keeps its block 
political vote outside the Labour 
Party. Labour already has more 
than its full quota from the 
Rainbow Coalition. 

Dundee 
The dispute over siting a new 

Ford plant in Dundee is 
unfortunate. Ford is one of the 
few companies where inter-union 
trouble has been largely absent 
This is due in DO small way to 
the system of workers choosing 
their shop steward regardless of 
whether he/she is in their 
particular union. 

(Concluded on Page 19) 


