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The signs are that if Labour wins the 
coming general election, it will find 
itself the hostage of its own policy 
pronouncements and of a welter of 
vociferous lobbies, and accordingly 
under pressure to make four fundamental 
changes to the political system by 
which the country is governed. 

It is already committed to reforming 
the House of Lords by converting it 
into, or replacing it with, an elective 
second chamber. It is also committed to 
introducing a Bill to establish devolved 
government in Scotland within its first 
year in office. And it has committed 
itself to creating a Welsh Assembly and 
embarking on a three-phase process of 
establishing a new tier of regional 
government in England. 

Labour is not yet formally committed 
to electoral reform. But its leaders have 
amplified the debate within the party on 
the subject when, as all those who hold 
dissident views within the party know 
very well, they could have restrained this 
debate if they had wanted to. And, 
instead of adopting a neutral position in 
this debate, they have been 
surreptitiously egging on the electoral 
reformers. 
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The Labour candidate in the 
Monmouth by-election, Huw Edwards, 
announced his support for electoral 
reform during the campaign with the 
express permission of his campaign 
manager, who was none other than Peter 
Mandelson. According to the New 
Statesman and Society, he was in 
fact instructed to do so, in the belief that 
this would enable him to take votes 
from the Liberal, and all Labour's 
prospective parliamentary candidates 
have since been told on the highest 
authority that they are free, indeed 
welcome, to announce their personal 
support for electoral reform (NSS, May 
31, 1991). 
Labour does not officially have a 

policy on the subject, but its candidates 
are being encouraged to posture as 
electoral reformers in order to take votes 
from the Liberals. This is how policy 
on the most fundamental matters is 
made in Peter Mandelson's party, and 
why. 
If Labour wins an overall majority in 

the general election in part because of its 
success in taking Liberal votes on the 
electoral reform issue, it will find it 
extremely difficult to avoid having to 

follow through on this posturing in 
some way, such as convening a 
Speaker's Conference on the subject. 
And if there is a hung parliament, 
Labour will find it virtually impossible 
to refuse electoral reform as the price for 
Liberal Democrat support of a minority 
Labour government. Mandelson's 
electoral opportunism, at which Neil 
Kinnock must be assumed to have 
connived, will have destroyed Labour's 
ability to resist this price on any ground 
of principle. 

So it now seems to be only a matter 
of time before Labour is formally 
committed to abandoning the long 
established first-past-the-post (FPTP) 
system of electing MPs and councillors 
for one of the numerous alternatives 
being canvassed with religious zeal by 
the advocates of electoral reform. 

The programme of major 
constitutional change to which Labour 
is committing itself will throw British 
politics into unbelievable chaos, and 
drive the British people mad, and it will 
be the death of the Labour Party. But 
Neil Kinnock and Peter Mandelson 
reckon that there are votes in it in the 
short run, and that is all they think 
about. They live in a wonderland of 
opinion polls, and have no opinions 
worth a damn of their own. 

Reform of the House of Lords to 
convert it into an elected second chamber 
is often spoken of as a moderate 
alternative to the radical proposal to 
abolish it altogether. This is nonsense. 
The democratic reform of an institution 
is very exactly the opposite of 
abolishing it. Abolition of the House of 
Lords would leave the Commons in 
unqualified supremacy. But reform will 
strengthen the House of Lords, and 
enhance its legitimacy, and create a 
situation of dual power, and so set the 
scene for a constitutional crisis. 
The Commons is supreme already, 

and has been for ages. No policy 
measure on which the majority party in 
the Commons is determined can be 
blocked by the Lords. The Lords are 
unable to frustrate the will of the 
Commons precisely because they lack 
political legitimacy. It is the 
undemocratic nature of the Lords which 
deprives them of legitimacy and so 
prevents them from rivalling the 
Commons. Their relative illegitimacy in 
democratic terms is in the interests of 
the Commons, and so in the interest of 
British democracy in general. It ensures 
that the Lords can only ever slow down 
or moderate Commons legislation, and 
induce the Commons to think again. 
The Commons are on occasion well 
advised to think again. The Lords are 
harmless as they are, and sometimes 
useful. They have been notably useful in 
relation to the more outrageous pieces of 
legislation enacted by Thatcher's 
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government. Abolishing them is 
entirely unnecessary, and reforming and 
democratising and strengthening them is 
extremely dangerous. 

That this half-baked proposal should 
be on the agenda again is an index of the 
ahistorical mindlessness of the smart 
alecs who now run the Labour Party. 
We have been here before, but Neil and 
Peter appear not to know this. In 1969 
the Mad Hatter of the Wilson 
government, Richard Crossman, brought 
forward what he naively supposed were 
progressive proposals for reforming the 
Lords. Never has a Leader of the House 
been more quickly demonstrated to be 
unfit for his office. Left and Right 
united to defeat Crossrnan's scheme, 
with Michael Foot and Enoch Powell 
walking together through the voting 
lobby. They could see what the 
crackpot don was blind to, that to reform 
the Lords was to weaken the Commons 
and subvert democracy, and they weren't 
having it. But Foot's protege is happy 
to have it, because there may be votes in 
it next year, and nothing else matters to 
him. 

The case against Labour's proposal for 
devolution was made in full in 
L&TUR No. 9 (January-March 
1989). But it should be noted in passing 
that only in Scotland has any real 
popular support been evident for it. 
Neither Wales nor any region of England 
(nor, for that matter, Northern Ireland) 
have manifested any real wish for 
devolved government. It is a fad of 
rootless intellectuals, and a pet scheme 
of minorities with vested interests in the 
career opportunities that devolved 
government would create for them. 
There is no sound case for it at all. Far 
from improving the state of the country, 
it will vastly worsen it 
As for the Scots, the appeal of 

devolution is a function of the 
demoralised state of the Labour Party. 
The prospect of a Labour government 
with a convincing and progressive 
economic and social programme would 
soon attract Scottish voters away from 
the SNP. Devolution has only been 
mooted as a sop to the nationalists, and 
can be lucidly supported only as a 
destabilising proposal that will function 
as a stepping-stone to full Scottish 
independence. The idea that a devolved 
Scottish assembly will head off the 
nationalist demand for independence is a 
fantasy. The SNP will unquestionably 
end up, directly or indirectly, setting the 
agenda of a devolved parliament in 
Scotland, and frustration with the 
inability of this parliament to deal with 
this agenda will be exploited to press the 
full nationalist case. 

A reform which destabilises the state 
is a thoroughly bad reform. It is the 
opposite of what reform has meant in 
the British political tradition. The great 

reforms since 1688 - the 1832 Reform 
Act, the 1867 Reform Act, the 
enfranchisement of women, the creation 
of the Welfare state after 1945 - all had 
the effect of consolidating the state by 
enhancing its democratic and 
representative character. Scottish 
devolution will weaken the 
representative character and authority of 
Westminster without ensuring good 
government for Scotland within the 
United Kingdom, and will thereby 
subvert the union. 

And the reduction in Scotland's 
representation at Westminster will make 
it virtually impossible for Labour to 
achieve a majority at Westminster ever 
again. 

It is ironic that Labour's leaders, 
obsessed as they are with their 
permanent witchhunt against the 
Militant Tendency, should be falling 
over themselves to capitulate to a 
demand which is immeasurably more 
subversive of the state they notionally 
aspire to govern, and damaging to the 

party they lead, than any of Militant's 
proposals. 

The death-wish of the Labour Party 
under its present management could not 
be more clearly expressed than in the 
current campaign for electoral reform. 
Nobody in the Labour leadership seems 
to care that the proposal to abolish 
FPTP is a proposal to rule out the 
election of any future Labour 
government beyond the next one. 
The cause of electoral reform has 

gained ground in the party over the last 
two years because a proper defence of the 
existing electoral system has not been 
made. Two years ago, Roy Hattersley 
was defending the present system on the 
grounds that electoral reform would 
preclude any party winning an overall 
majority and so would entail post 
election pacts, which are undesirable. 
Hattersley's point was valid, but it made 
no impact on the supporters of electoral 
reform, who have believed that all the 
other principled and idealistic arguments 
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are on their side, and easily outweigh 
Hattersley's objection. They don't. But 
because no other principled arguments 
have been deployed against them, they 
have kept the moral initiative, and 
cowed the Hattersleys without difficulty. 

The case for FPTP is that it is 
necessary to the British system of 
representative government and that this 
system is favourable to progressive 
reform and essential to the preservation 
of democratic politics in the context of 
contemporary British society, as well as 
indispensable to the survival of the 
Labour Party itself. 

The British political system is neither 
socialist nor capitalist. In this respect it 
is just like the American, French, 
German and Italian systems and many 
others besides. It is a political system, 
not an economic one. But in all other 
respects it is quite unlike the other 
systems mentioned. And the net effect of 
these differences is that the British 
political system is advantageous to the 
cause of progressive politics, and 
especially socialist politics. If socialist 
politics are now in the doldrums in 
Britain, this is the fault of the Labour 
Party and the trade unions. This fault 
can only ever be rectified if it is located 
correctly. And for as long as leftwing 
intellectuals, Labour politicians and 
trade union leaders are allowed to get 
away with using the British constitution 
as the scapegoat for their own failings, 
British socialism will remain in the 
doldrums. 

The British political system is a 
system of party government within a 
liberal, pluralist framework and a unitary 
state. These three elements are scarcely 
ever combined elsewhere. Most states 
with liberal and pluralist frameworks do 
not have party government. Neither 
France nor the USA have party 
government, Italy and West Germany 
have coalition governments most of the 
time, and the USA and Germany are 
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federal not unitary states. Virtually all 
the states with party government during 
this century have had, to put it mildly, 
illiberal constitutions: the party which 
has governed has been the only party 
allowed. 
The combination of these elements in 

the British case ensures that the political 
system is a system of government and 
opposition, and therefore essentially a 
two-party system. Because the UK is a 
unitary state, politics is focussed 
overwhelmingly on what happens at the 
centre. Because the supremacy of the 
legislature, Parliament, is the organising 
principle of the constitution (unlike 
most other democracies), the 
government is formed by the party with 
a parliamentary majority. Because 
British society is saturated with liberal 
political values and assumptions, the 
infringement of liberty by arbitrary 
government, which is the inevitable 
corollory of indefinite government by 
the same party, is intolerable to it, and 
liberty is guaranteed by the presence of a 
second party which is a credible 
contender for government office, and 
which by virtue of this fact is able to 
curb the excesses of the party in power, 
by obliging it to treat the electorate with 
respect. 

In all liberal democracies there are 
'opposition' parties. But because these 
are, for the most part, not credible 
contenders for power, they can exercise 
very little restraining influence on the 
government. From 1958 to 1981, the 
French government was regularly 
denounced by the parties of opposition. 
But it felt free to govern in a manner 
which frequently interfered with the 
liberties of French citizens because it did 
not fear electoral defeat. These parties of 
opposition were ineffective in the 
oppositional role. And no sooner had 
they got their man elected to the 
presidency in 1981 than they showed 
that they were equally ineffective in the 
business of government. France since 

1981 has been governed by President 
Mitterrand, not by the Socialist Party, 
and it has been governed in substantially 
the same high-handed manner by 

•titrer:rand as it was by Giscard 
d'Estaing, Pompidou and de Gaulle 
before lrim. And it was governed to 
most initents and purposes in the same 
way when Mitrerrand's prime minister 
was Jacqaes Chirac as it was when 
Pierre Manroy, Laurent Fabius and 
Michel Rocard occupied the Matignon. 
The popular French nickname for 
Mitterrand is 'Dieu', 'God'. And because 
France has not been governed in a 
democratic manner by the Socialist 
Party for the last ten years, but in an 
Olympian manner by the Socialist 
Party's candidate for the celestial throne 
in the Elysee Palace, the Republic is no 
more socialist in 1991 than iit was when 
Giscard was in his heaven in 1981. 

The prospect of losing office is 
effective as a restraint on arbitrary 
government in Britain only in so far as 
the Opposition is taken seriously as a 
potential government. And it cannot be 
taken seriously in this role if it is 
fragmented. It is because Britain has 
party government that it has a two-party 
system. It must have party government 
if the supremacy of Parliament is to be 
upheld. (In neither France nor the USA 
nor Italy nor most other states is the 
national legislature constitutionally 
supreme.) The supremacy of Parliament 
must be upheld because there is no 
longer a basis in British society for the 
supremacy of any other branch of the 
state. And because Britain must have 
party government, and yet is determined 
to remain a liberal democracy, it must 
have a powerful Opposition, and so a 
two-party system. 

These are the political realities which 
underlie the fact that elections in Britain 
are conducted on the FPTP rule. There is 
a logic to the FPTP system which is 
rooted in profound constitutional facts, 
and in Britain, unlike many other 
countries, constitutional facts are above 
all historical facts, the products of 
historical experience, not arbitrary 
ideological decisions. FPTP makes life 
very difficult for all other parties than 
the big two. It preserves the two-party 
nature of politics, and is meant to do so. 

Critics of FPTP complain that it is 
unfair to all other parties and the electors 
who support them. These critics usually 
forget that it is 'unfair' to parties they 
detest as well as to parties they favour. 
It discriminates against the National 
Front as well as against the Greens and 
the Liberal Democrats. It discriminates 
against minor parties quite 
indiscriminately. But the complaint that 
FPTP ensures that all other parties, and 
the voters they represent, get fewer seats 
than they are 'entitled to' is vulnerable to 
more important objections. 
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First, the British political system is 
not designed with the interest of 
professional politicians and their party 
organisations in mind. It is designed to 
ensure effective government and effective 
opposition. That the David Steels and 
the David Owens, the Paddy Ashdowns 
and the Jonathan Porrits, the Nina 
Temples and the Dowager Lady 
Birdwoods all draw the short straw is a 
small price to pay for this. (That Large 
sections of the Labour Party should be 
upset at the fate of rival parties is 
evidence of how far the party spirit has 
evaporated from the Labour Party in 
recent years.) 

Second, the argument thal. voters for 
third (or fourth, etc.) parties are second 
class citizens under FPTP, since their 
votes, being under-represented in terms 
of parliamentary seats, count for less, 
overlooks the fact that these voters 
choose to cast their votes as they do, and 
that they cast them as they do in full 
knowledge of the likely results. It is 
implied by all advocates of electoral 
reform · that the voting behaviour of 
British citizens is a direct reflection of 
diverse opinions which are doggedly 
held, and that the percentage of the 
electorate which votes for minor party X 
under the present system can be counted 
on to do so under some other system. 
There is no ground whatever for this 
assumption, and this assumption is 
crucial for the electoral reform case. That 
it is groundless is shown by the fact that 
many, if not most of, the supporters of 
minor party X in one election cannot 
even be counted on to support party X 
in a subsequent election under the 
present system. 

Many, if not most, of the electors 
who vote for minor parties under the 
present system do so in order to make a 
particular point, to express their concern 
over immigration or the environment or 
their temporary exasperation with the 
two main parties, and feel free to indulge 
themselves in this way because they can 
be confident that the choices of the 
majority of the electorate will 
nonetheless ensure that one or other of 
the two major parties will be given a 
mandate to form a government. It is for 
this reason that minor parties regularly 
attract far larger votes at by-elections, 
when the choice of a government is not 
on the agenda, than in general elections, 
when it is and overrides all other 
considerations. Under a system of 
proportional representation electors with 
particular bees in their bonnets will not 
be free to indulge the urge to vote for 
minor parties in the confident certainly 
that the majority of their fellows can be 
trusted to see to the business of 
choosing the government. The basis for 
voting for political parties will be 
wholly transformed. The only thing that 
can be said with any confidence is that 
there is no way of telling how the 

British electorate will behave in the 
context of an electoral system which 
precludes it from voting in a soberly 
instrumental manner to elect a 
government and encourages it to vote in 
a self-indulgent manner to express its 
current feelings and nothing else. 
The suggestion that those who vote 

for minor parties under the present 
system are being hard done by would 
carry more weight if it could be shown 
that the massive votes occasionally 
secured by third parties have no 
influence in British politics. But it is 
crystal clear ,that such votes have a lot of 
influence .. The large votes secured by the 
SDP in by-elections in the early 1980s 
and by the SDP-Liberal Alliance in 
1983 and i9&7 bad a very profound 
effect on the labour Party. They obliged 
the Labour Party to take account of 
sectors of public- opinion which it had 
been ignoring, and which were therefore 
temporarily obliged to express 
themselves through the medium of of 
support for the SDP and the Alliance. 
And the large vote obtained by the 
Greens has been taken into account in 
the same way by both the Labour and 
Conservative parties. 

Third, the suggestion that the 
composition of the House of Commons 
should pedantically reflect in precise 
arithmetical terms the percentages of 
votes cast for all parties in a general 
election rests on a complete 
misunderstanding of the principle 
function of a general election, which is 
to elect a Government with a mandate to 
govern on the one hand, and an 
Opposition with a mandate to oppose on 
the other. With the possible exception 
of the Liberal Democrats, none of the 
minor parties seriously aspire to govern. 
They arc therefore not of a kind with the 
Labour and Conservative parties. They 
are essentially single-issue pressure 
groups which use elections as a platform 
for making their points. But the major 
parties are themselves coalitions of 
various interests and shades of opinion, 
and most issues can easily be raised 

within their ranks. There is therefore no 
injustice at all in the fact that the 
electoral system favours the two parties 
which are potential governments and 
penalises the parties which are not. The 
fact that the electorate does not divide 
exclusively into Labour and 
Conservative voters is a useful but 
secondary fact. It is useful because it 
provides a degree of uncertainty and 
flexibility in the two-party political 
game in Parliament, and inhibits an 
excessive polarisation of politics. But it 
is secondary, because the business of 
both Government and Opposition must 
be carried on, and can absorb and take 
account of this fact but cannot afford to 
be obstructed by it. 

The arguments against FPTP on the 
grounds of its 'injustice' are spurious. 
They fail to recognise that the two-party 
system has its own way of giving 
justice to the various shades of political 
opinion in the society, and that it is 
indispensable to the system of 
Government and Opposition which is 
the safeguard of liberty for all British 
citizens. But they also fail to recognise 
that the two-party system is essential to 
the cohesion of the United Kingdom. 

The United Kingdom is a multi 
national state, and acknowledges this 
fact to itself. Many states are multi 
national in reality but nation-states in 
aspiration and official doctrine, and their 
multi-national character is suppressed by 
vigorous police measures. Virtually all 
multi-national states which admit their 
multi-national character have had federal 
constitutions. The UK is a multi 
national state which has succeeded in the 
extraordinary achievement of governing 
itself democratically within a unitary 
constitution without repressing its own 
national diversity. It is the two-party 
system which has enabled it to do this. 

The Labour-Tory division, like the 
Liberal-Tory division in the 19th 
century and the Whig-Tory division 
before it, has functioned to draw all the 
United Kingdom's diverse regions and 
peoples into a common political life 
without tampering with their individual 
characters. The Welsh and the Scots 
have been able to be British politically 
by participating in the two-party system 
without for one moment ceasing to be 
Welsh and Scottish. The two-party 
system has been functioning in exactly 
the same way in recent decades in respect 
of the West Indian, African and Asian 
elements of the population, and for 
much longer in respect of the immigrant 
Irish element. 

It is because the multi-national states 
of Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union 
have proved unable to make the 
transition from one-party dictatorships 
to two-party democracies that they have 
now fallen apart into their constituent 
nationalities. There is no reason to 
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suppose that the United Kingdom will 
not suffer the same fate if the electoral 
reformers get their way. Abolish FPTP 
and you subvert the two-party system. 
Subvert the two-party system and the 
UK will fall apart sooner or later (sooner 
if you simultaneously establish devolved 
government all over the place). 

Is this what Neil Kinnock wishes to 
see? If so, what does all his extravagant 
rhetoric about patriotism mean to him? 

No progressive democrat, let alone a 
democratic socialist, should wish to see 
the collapse of a democratic political life 
founded on the peaceful and orderly 
conflict of social philosophy and 
economic interest transcending, and so 
containing, cultural and national 
differences and its replacement by the 
bitter, vicious, often violent and 
invariably reactionary politics of 
national, regional, communal and ethnic 
conflict. 

Because two-party politics places 
economic and social issues at the centre 
of public political debate, it not only 
holds the British political community 
together but also provides the most 
favourable political environment 
imaginable for the development of 
socialist politics. Because it ensures that 
issues such as the performance of the 
economy, unemployment, inflation, 
industrial relations, health provision, 
etc. are the main items on the political 
agenda for most of the time, year in year 
out, it encourages parties and public 
alike to think critically and 
imaginatively about them. And because 
it enables a permanent issue to be made 
of how the existing economic system is 
performing, it continually subverts the 
idea that the system, whether a 
straightforward capitalist one or a mixed 
economy, is eternal and beyond 
changing. If the shortcomings of the 
mixed economy established by the 
postwar settlement were exploited by the 
Right under Thatcher from 1979 
onwards, this was not the fault of the 
two-party system, but of the failure of 
imagination and will which gripped 
Labour's politics in the 1970s and the 
moral collapse of Labour in the face of 
Thatcher's successes since then. 

Because the two-party system enables, 
indeed obliges, the electorate to choose a 
government at every general election, it 
exercises a permanently stimulating and 
cumulatively educative effect on British 
public opinion. At every general 
election, the British public is forced to 
consider a wide range of questions and 
weigh carefully what the major parties 
have to say about them and propose to 
do about them. It is therefore forced to 
think out carefully what its own 
priorities are, and to weigh the rhetoric 
of the parties in the light of its own 
experience of them and of the issues 
they are addressing. One often 
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encounters in Labour circles the notion 
that the British electorate is essentially 
stupid and easily led by the nose. Few 
beliefs in contemporary politics are 
more erroneous, and more consistently 
fatal to those who hold them. There is 
no more sober and sophisticated 
electorate in the world than the British 
electorate, because there is no electorate 
which has been empowered so fully and 
for so long to choose its government. 
The electorates of America and France 
and most other countries do not choose 
their governments, and are childishly 
naive, excitable and irresponsible by 
comparison. 
The fact that the British electorate is 

obliged to forego the luxury of having 
its every shade of opinion seperately 
represented by distinct parties in the 
House of Commons is a very small 
price for it to pay for the right to choose 
its government directly through the 
operation of the FPTP system. This 
right gives the electorate far more real 
power than any system of proportional 
representation would ever give it, and 
because the major parties are broad 
coalitions the diverse shades of public 
opinion are well represented via the 
major parties in any case. 

Far from being ashamed of FPTP, 
British socialists should be proud of it 
and defend it vigorously. And they 
should do so all the more determinedly 
for the fact that the construction of a 
European political community is now 
on the agenda. If the European political 
community is to be democratic in 
character, the European parliament will 
have to have enhanced power within it. 
Only the development within Europe of 
a two-party system which transcends 
national divisions could strengthen the 
European parliament vis-a-vis Brussels, 
by enabling debate at Strasbourg to 
concern itself with European policy 
issues instead of being the mere 
platform and plaything of national 
lobbies. Alone of the EC's member 
states, the United Kingdom possesses 
the kind of party politics which would 
enable a united and democratic Europe to 
become a reality by promoting the 
development of a unified European 
public opinion transcending national 
political divisions without jeopardising 
the rich diversity of national culture that 

makes Europe interesting. 

There is one other argument deployed 
by the supporters of electoral reform 
which must be answered here. It is that 
proportional representation would have 
spared Britain the last twelve years of 
Tory government. They blame 
Thatcherism on the electoral system, on 
the grounds that it enabled Thatcher to 
do as she pleased despite having only a 
minority of the electorate behind her. 
This ignores the fact that Thatcher 
governed very cautiously at first, and 
that what encouraged her to develop her 
reactionary proclivities was, first, the 
split in the Labour Party which gave 
birth to the SDP and, second, the 
gormless behaviour of the Labour Party 
in 1982-3 and of the labour movement 
in 1984-5. 
The existence of the SDP partially 

freed Thatcher from the usual constraint 
on high-handed government, by reducing 
the possibility of a Labour victory in 
1983 and 1987. But there was nothing 
inevitable about Thatcher's victory in 
1982; it was Labour's failure to exploit 
the government's responsibility for 
Argentina's invasion of the Falklands 
that enabled Thatcher to exploit the Task 
Force's victory in the party-political 
battle. And it the gutless behaviour of 
the labour movement as a whole, 
including Labour's leadership, in 
backing Arthur Scargill and the 
Communist Party in their catastrophic 
strike in 1984-5, which enabled Thatcher 
to discount the trade unions completely 
from that point on as no government 
had been able to do since the 1930s. The 
trade union and Labour Party leaderships 
have no one to blame but themselves for 
the way they enabled Thatcher to win 
successive elections and empowered her 
to indulge her reactionary dreams. 
It is entirely Labour's own fault that 

the country has had to endure the ravages 
of Thatcherism. The electoral system is 
neither here nor there. It is being used as 
a scapegoat because, with few 
exceptions, the people who threw 
Labour into chaos a decade ago with 
their drive to transform the party's 
constitution are the very same people 
who are now hell-bent on throwing the 
British state into chaos in the same 
manner, and Labour's leaders no more 
have in them to put the madcap 
constitutional reformers in their place 
today than they did ten years ago. 

There was some excuse three years 
ago, when Charter 88 was founded, for 
looking to constitutional reform for 
relief from Thatcherism. In 1988 
Labour was still smarting from its third 
successive general election defeat, and it 
was widely supposed that it would never 
recover. Labour & Trade Union 
Review was virtually alone at that 
time in insisting that Labour could 
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recover its electoral support, and we 
have been amply vindicated. But the 
recovery of electoral support has been 
almost entirely a function of the 
disappearance of the SDP, Labour's 
abandonment of unilateralism, 
Thatcher's folly over the poll tax and 
Major's inability to break decisively 
with Thatcherism over the NHS. 
Labour's electoral recovery has not 
reflected the recovery of any real 
purposefulness in the party itself. And 
so this recovery has understandably 
failed to satisfy the idealistic impulses 
of Labour's grass-roots activists, who 
must have something or other to crusade 
for. 

Kinnock has, quite rightly, deprived 
them of their childrens' crusade for peace 
in the world at large by abandoning 
unilateralism, but be bas also, quite 
unnecessarily and mistakenly, deprived 
them of their ~ pm-pose of 
crusading for progressive socio 
economic .refonn by telling them that 
ea p italism is eternal mm the trick. is to 
learn to love ihe m.ad.IBL And so Charter 
88 has been able to stay in business 
when it should have long since become 
the best joke of the year before last, 
because it has offered the only outlet in 
town for radical impulses that cannot be 
suppressed. And because Labour leaders 
have no end in view beyond getting into 
office they have been understandably 
sheepish about justifying the two-party 
system on the ground that it will simply 
serve their indi victual ambitions, and 
totally incapable of defending it on any 
other grounds. And so the rot bas spread, 
and has contaminated many lrade unions, 
and the pass has been all but sold on 
this issue as it has already been sold on 
the far less vital issue of Black Sections. 

There are fundamental reasons of 
principle for opposing each and every 
one of the constitutional changes which 
are now, or will soon be, on Labour's 
agenda. But there is a further reason for 
opposing them all. It is that Labour in 
office will have, or at any rare ought to 
have, more important things to do, and 
that it will pay a high price for 
capitulating to Charter 88 and the SNP 
and playing fast and loose with the 
British constitution instead of giving the 
whole country firm and purposeful 
government from the centre. 

The problems facing British society 
are enormous, but all the most pressing 
problems are national in scope, and 
require determined action at the national 
level. This is true of the health service, 
the education system, the transport 
system, the weakness of manufacturing 
industry, the problem of training, the 
scale of unemployment, the problem of 
homelessness, the environment, the 
position of women, the problems of 
Aids, crime, drugs, racism, and so on 
and so forth, not to mention crucial 

Will Labour ignore the writing on the wall? 

matters of foreign policy, notably in 
relation to Europe. Instead of girding up 
its loins to deal decisively with these 
problems once in power, Labour 
proposes to undermine its own ability to 
do anything useful by disabling central 
government in as many ways as it can 
think of. 

Its proposals will enable it to pass the 
buck and engage in endless displacement 
activity on an unparalleled scale. "We're 
so sorry, truly and sincerely we are, but 
we can't do anything about 
manufacturing industry, unemployment, 
housing, education or transport just yet, 
not to mention Europe, crime and all 
those other awfully interesting 
questions, because we have these 
frightfully important constitutional 
changes to make. But don't worry. They 
will only take three or four or, at most 
five, years to arrange. Next to no time, 
really. We're quite sure that you lot can 
hang on that long, can't you? You must 
not be impatient, you know. After all, 
you should be grateful you're not being 
misgoverned by the Tories." 

It is an index of the mixture of 
cynicism and unrealism which forms the 
mind-cast of the Labour leadership that 
it believes it can get away with playing 
with the British constitution in this 
way. Huge sections of the British people 
have suffered enormously from the 
ravages of Thatcherism and will be 
expecting tangible relief from a Labour 
government. When it emerges that 
Kinnock & Co. have little to offer 
beyond hollow rhetoric when it comes 
to dealing with the real problems of 
ordinary people, and prefer to pass the 
time in office mucking about with 
entirely unnecessary and entirely 
retrograde constitutional schemes, it will 
drive people to extremes of despair the 
likes of which have not been seen for 
generations. 

We have already seen in the poll tax 
riots in London and the riots of 

frustrated unemployed youths, both 
white and black, in numerous British 
cities some indication of the enormous 
accumulation of tinder which has taken 
place in the society during twelve years 
of Thatcherism .. Labour seems to have 
no fee] for this at all these days, since 
control of the party passed to the 
yuppies and honest representatives of 
working class people were squeezed out 
of Labour's inner counsels. Labour in 
office does not intend to address the real 
problems of society but to spend its 
time creating entirely unnecessary 
constitutional problems. This will goad 
the people to fury, and the retribution 
will be terrible. 

There is no reason to expect Labour 
to win a second term of office after it 
has misused its first term in this way.. 
And there is no reason to expect a 
Labour Party which has sacrificed 
virtually everything it ever stood for in 
pursuit of office to survive its 
unceremonious eviction from office by 
an exasperated electorate. 

It may be thought that it is not quite 
the done thing to state these harsh truths 
in the run-up to a general election. But 
there is one thing that is unquestionably 
more important than winning the next 
election, and that is ensuring the long 
term survival of the Labour Party as one 
of the two serious parties in British 
politics. 

Unless Labour's leaders drop all their 
reckless phrasemongering about 
constitutional reform, and make it quite 
clear that they are dropping it, and that 
they will fight the election on a 
manifesto that places economic and 
social policy and Europe at the top of 
the Labour government's agenda and 
puts all the paper commitments to 
engage in crackpot tinkering with the 
political system on the long finger, a 
Labour victory next year will be merely 
the prelude to the disintegration of the 
party once and for all. 

There is only one organised element 
in British society with an enduring 
vested interest in the long-term survival 
of the Labour Party and the means to 
ensure its survival. Up until now, the 
trade unions have backed Labour's 
current leadership in the most uncritical 
and undemanding way. It is high time 
they called it to order. If they have any 
self-respect left they will do so without 
delay and in no uncertain terms. And it 
would immeasurably improve their 
standing with British public opinion if 
they were seen to do so in defence, not 
of their own sectional interests, but of 
the interest of British societv as a whole 
in the survival of the present system of 
representative democracy and 
Government and Opposition by which 
the liberty of the individual and the 
unity and progressive character of the 
state are preserved□
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by Dave Chapel 

Industrial Democracy 

Nigel de Gruchy may not yet be a 
household name. But the speech of the 
leader of the NASUWT was, in my 
opinion, the most important made at 
this year's TUC Conference. 
Mr de Gruchy successfully proposed a 

motion committing the TUC to 
campaign for industrial democracy. 
While most TUC speeches were either 

old fashioned "bash the bosses" rants, or 
"I"ve got a nicer suit than you" 
whimpers, Nigel's was straightforward, 
quiet, sensible and revolutionary. He 
insisted that the only way to secure a 
stable and developing economy was to 
replace the ethos of greed with the ethos 
of public service. And the people best 
placed to do this were those with the 
greatest interest and stake in their 
particular trades or professions - the 
workers. 

But interest and stake were not 
enough. The employees had also to have 
power. The unions had to campaign for 

this power - for indu~.lrial democracy. 
And the central theme ,of ID.at campaign 
was the development of :a pl'ibhc service 
ethos. Industrial democracy was not to 
be simply about fair jplay for emp~yees. 
It was to be vi ta1 for the Ilatillonal 
interest. 

I hope Nigel knows what be is raking 
on. The TUC also passed a resolution 
committing it to indusmal d'ellllOCracy in 
1974. This was sucoessfnly ssbotaged 
over the following fow yem:s by rne 
"management's right ta mamige• gronp 
of union leaders. There are still maay 
people leading trade unioas who ;w..rill 
only ever be comfostable with the old 
ways. They would see die whole nmon 
movement fall apart .aronnd tllllim rather 
than change their ,vays.. 

So it was good to ~ that. rue 
NASUWT resolntion ~ rtie 
"management's right to manage" 
philosophy head-on But dre f2ct lbai. rue 
resolution was passed ummii:morudy does 
not mean that 11te oo.ure is 'WOn. It 
simply meant toot the ~ trade 

union supporters of 'management's right 
to manage' and 'trade unions' right to be 
irresponsible' decided that discretion was 
the better part of valour on the day. 
Nigel has a fight on his hands. There 

should be no doubt about that. For what 
it is worth, this journal will stand with 
him throughout. 

Block votes: last line of defence 

Gavin Laird has insisted that the union 
block vote has no further place in the 
Labour Party. This goes even further 
than John Edmonds. I would suggest 
that the block vote is now more 
important than ever. Mr Laird wishes 
voting to be based on individual 
membership. 

In any organisation bigger than a 
small club, individuals count for 
nothing. "Power to the individual 
member" is the slogan of the dictator (I 
am not suggesting Mr Laird wants to be 
a dictator. But he is playing into the 
hands of those in the Party who are that 
way inclined). 
Power in the Labour Party was 

wielded by blocks - official and 
unofficial. There was the Branch and the 
CLP. Neil Kinnock has set out 
systematically to destroy both. He has 
effectively abolished the ward and 
constituency membership secretaries 
with his centralised membership 
scheme. 
The membership secretary chased up 

members all year round. Now he has no 
function. And just in case those few 
who still go to meetings should try to 
determine party policy, CLPs will no 
longer be able to put resolutions to 
Conference. They may only vote on 
policies decided by the leadership. 
Then we had unofficial blocks - 

Resolution on Employee Participafien 
passed unanimously at the TUC. m:m. 

Congress considers that the experience of 
the last twelve years has demonstrated 
the acute limitations of 'rnanagements's 
right to manage' as a formula for securing 
the: 
(i) long-term viability of public or 

private enterprises, institutions and 
organisations; 

(ii) legitimate interest of the public or 
private enterprises, institutions and 
organisations; 

(iii) interest of employees in equitable 
remuneration, safe and proper 
conditions of work and security of 
employment. 

Congress recognises that it is the 
extremely hierarchical character of 
management promoted by Government 
since 1979 which has been the central 
cause of these failings, since 
management which is unrepresentative of 
employees and inclined to ignore their 
views is ill-equipped to motivate them 
and is liable to make continual errors of 
judgement in many spheres of its 
responsibility. Congress notes that in 
many areas of economic activity and 
social provision, such errors of 
managerial judgement have had disastrous 
consequences in recent years. 

Congress believes that the long-term 
health of the British economy requires 
the development of democratic 
representation and the effective, co 
operative and collegiate participation of 
employees in the management of the 
enterprises and services in which they 
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work. Congress f!lso believes that the 
philosophy oodl µrorisilllIB of the 
European Social !Cb.mn::r !'JOO !he richly 
varied experience of lire labour 
movements of other European countries 
provide a favourable con.rein in which 
such a development mcy get uader way in 
Britain in the l99fu. 

Congress considers lb.!l!t it is now vital 
for the TUC and affiliated unions to give 
much greater priority lo this question 
than they have dune over the last decade. 
Congress also considers that it is 
essential that this question be the subject 
of the most thorough discussion and 
reflection before policy options 
involving long-term perspectives are 
decided, and should form an element for 
discussion wi thin the proped National 
Economic Assessment. 

Congress accordingly calls on the 
General Council, as a first step, to 
(a) identify and investigate the main 

issues and options to be considered 
in this context; 

(b) consult with affiliates in order to 
agree upon ways and means of 
ensuring the most comprehensive 
and representative discussion within 
the Movement; and 

( c) report to the 1992 Congress on the 
steps taken and progress made, and 
on its recommendations for the 
future development of TUC policy 
on this central issue. 
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Tribune, CND, Militant, Zionist, you 
name it. These days if you belong to a 
block which is out of harmony with the 
leadership, you may as well be out of 
the Party. 

All we have left with the clout to 
check the power of the leadership are the 
trade unions. If the block vote goes we 
are left with a self-perpetuating 
leadership and an undifferentiated mass 
of individual members, wb.0&e role 
seems increasingly to be the recipients 
of junk mail from Wal worth Rorui 

Those of us who wish ID see tlle 
Labour Party become a real Party again 
need the block votes of the muons. 
Gavin Laird, as it happens, does n:ot fall 
into this category. He is one of those 
who lost their courage in lhe face of 
Thatcherism. He is a Oiarier 88 
person. 

Charter 88: llf'cli.evoo. in the late 
1980s that no poli1ical p[rty could 
replace the almighty 1m:idrer. So it 
wished to repbre pmty politics with 
political m~ l.rlJomr could get 
all mixed np ~4tb Liber.ds and Greens 
and Na!ionali~ .. 

Gavin Laird's attimde to the block 
vote is therefore petlectly under - 
standable. But what on eanh is John 
Edmonds playing at? 

Son of Thatcher 

Whatever about the National Health 
Service, the Suburban RevoJntion would 
appear to be perfectly safe in John 
Major's hands. He is propooing, and 
proposing with great. enthusiasm, tile 
virtual abolition of tax on inberitmc.e. 

Initially he plans lo double the 
present level of £150,00O above which 
tax must be paid to £3OO,OOO. That will 
then be raised to £500,OOO. and so on. 
This plan does not of course directly 
affect most of us. But indirectly it 
affects all of us. 

Tax on inheritance has nothing to do 
with the redistribution of wealth. It is 
not a socialist tax. It is a very sensible 
capitalist tax. It is a tax designed not to 
be paid! Wealthy people are expected to 
leave something to their heirs to spend. 
But they are expected to invest the bulk 
of their fortunes in something 
productive, and so avoid it being taxed .. 

Of course, their heirs will usually 
benefit by being major figures in the 
enterprises run by the parents. But they 
will seldom be in a position to simply 
blow the money. 

The first people to 'benefit' from Mr 
Major's reforms will be the lazy sons of 
small businessmen. Instead of 
continuing to run the family firm they 
will cash in the assets and live off the 
interest - or simply blow the lot. 

I have no idea if Labour's minimum 
wage proposals will cause any 
unemployment. The Tories claim they 

will. But I am certain that John Major's 
tax plan will cause a great many to lose 
their jobs. I must declare an interest. My 
job will go immediately my elderly 
employer dies. 

John Major may think that left to 
themselves people will use money 
productively. He must have been blind 
and deaf this last twelve years. Money 
was showered on the middle classes and 
they simply blew it. 

The so-called ancient gurus of the 
market, such as Adam Smith, 
understood all this. It is too much to 
expect the Adam Smith Institute to 
point it out to Mr Major. But what of 
the trade unions? A campaign against 
the Major plan should begin 
immediately and be a central part of any 
campaign on unemployment. 

BR on the spot 

Even though everyone knew it was a 
con, British Rail's use of the word 
'customer' instead of 'passenger' was 
supposed to denote service. Rail 
travellers were to be treated as human 
beings and not baggage. 

The opposite has happened. And now 
BR are going a step further in treating 
passengers as non-persons. There has 
always been a personal relationship, and 
usually a fairly good one, between 
passengers and station staff. Especially 
outside of the main termini. 

There was someone to pass the time 
of day with, to complain to, to ask help 
from. This is now all coming to an end. 
On the spot fines are to be made a 
permanent feature. Barrier staff (who did 
all sorts of other duties) are being made 
redundant. 

In future the only BR staff you are 
likely to encounter will be officious 
types arguing with you when the 
automatic ticket machine at your local 
station is (as it inevitably will be) out 
of order. 

BR Chairman, Bob Reid, is said to 
believe that the railways are unsuitable 
for privatisation as they arc really a type 
of social service. If that is true, why is 

he so vigorously pursuing policies 
which are destroying them as a social 
service? 

More relevant to readers of this 
journal, wha1 are the rail unions doing 
about it? A massive union campaign 
directed al tlle travelling public would be 
very welcome to the chap on the 7.55 
from Epsom .. tYhat is more, the unions 
have thousands of members exactly 
placed to hand ont :!fie leaflets or badges, 
or whatever. But the unions need to 
hurry or these members won't exist any 
more. 

Thatcherism in New Zealand! 

Massive public reaction seems at last to 
be cooling the ardour of New Zealand's 
conservative National Party government 
for dismantling the welfare state. 
New Zealand was the world's pioneer 

of the welfare state. Over the last year 
the National Party have been putting 
into effect their policy of 're-designing 
New Zealand'. An Employment and 
Contracts Bill was designed to replace 
trade union agreements with workplace 
and individual contracts. This resulted in 
a drop in wages. 

Then the government cut welfare 
benefits by up to 25% to keep them 
below the low wages. Retirement 
pension age is to rise from 60 to 61 
next year and eventually to 65. The 
government has also proposed to abolish 
universal free health care, education and 
pensions. These free servics are to be 
taken away from single people earning 
more than £6,200 and from families 
with two children earning more than 
£11,700. 

The results so far are lower wages, 
higher unemployment, riots, huge 
increases in charities and even the 
customs releasing confiscated clothing 
for the needy. 

However, recent changes in the 
Cabinet and the defection of six MPs, 
indicate that public protests - especially 
ones organised by a union movement 
everyone thought was dead - are 
beginning to slow down, if not yet stop, 
the 're-designing' of the country. 

(It is interesting that the British 
Conservatives are trying also to push 
the policy of individual contracts at 
work replacing union deals. At least in 
New Zealand you are guaranteed a 
contract. In Britain everyone is supposed 
to have a contract of employment, 
however negotiated. In most small or 
medium firms, you would probably be 
sacked if you asked for one. Since this 
government's labour legislation you 
can't enforce your 'rights' until you've 
worked for a firm for more than two 
years. With an increasingly mobile 
workforce the mobility being 
encouraged by the government - workers 
more and more have no rights at all.)□
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Ernest Bevin - 
The Trade Unionist 

Text of an address by Jack Jones to the Ernest 
Bevin Society fringe meeting at the Labour Party 

Conference, Brighton, September 30, 1991 

In the 1920s and 30s 'Lady Bountifuls' used to circulate 
around holding meetings among the very poor women, such 
as the wives of the unemployed, or very low-paid workers, 
to tell them about the benefits of nutrition and how to make 
a dinner very cheaply. At one such meeting the women were 
being told how to make a perfectly satisfactory meal with a 
cod's head. Whereupon some bright old lady in the audience 
asked," What happens to the rest of the fish?" 
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I mention this because it is the sort of question Bevin would 
have asked as a young man in the early part of this century. He 
had been brought up on a farm. I don't know if he was exactly 
illegitimate, but he never really knew who his father was. He 
was also very poor and had quite a struggle to make a living. 
Eventually, he moved from a place called Winstrom, in 
Somerset, to Bristol. There he earned a living as a casual 
labourer in rather bitter conditions, very poor and struggling to 
survive, and occasionally getting a job driving a mineral water 
van. Later this became a more regular job. But he still lived in 
conditions of quite dire poverty and adversity, and I think it was 
this that moulded him early on in life into becoming very much 
of an agitator. 

In 1919 Bevin used the example of the cod's head to 
demonstrate what the dockers' wages of that time actually meant 
in terms of meals for a docker's family. He was arguing the case 
for a reasonable wage for dock workers before the Lord Shaw 
Enquiry, a major inquiry of the time. He was making the case 
that dock workers, who were then employed on a very casual 
basis, should be paid enough for at least a survival existence, 
given the hard work they had to perform. He was confronted by 
an employer's advocate who maintained that the wages that a 
docker then received (eleven shillings a day - and not every day 
of the week at that) was quite adequate. If the docker, or rather 
his wife, would pay proper attention to nutrition, they could 
survive on it. Bevin then went down to Billingsgate, bought a 
cod's head, cooked it himself, with the help of his very able 
secretary, a Miss Fawsey, and paraded this 'dinner' before the 
Chairman of the enquiry, Lord Shaw, to demonstrate the 
impossibility of expecting the docker, his wife and their four 
children to survive on that sort of meal. And it helped to make 
his case. 
This was Bevin, emerging from an adverse background, 

presenting a case before the distinguished advocate, Lord Shaw, 
and to the employers' legal men, in an enquiry that had arisen 
out of the strikes and troubles in dockland at the end of the First 
World War. And despite his limited educational background he 
was able to make a case which confounded those in authority. 
He conducted the case for the dockers over four hours, calling 
witnesses and so on, using all the attributes of a highly-trained 
legal man. He brought in what witnesses he could, including 
dockers themselves, to say what they would do with a cod's 
head, and, in his working-class language, got the essential 
points over. fu a result of his brilliant, and indeed unusual 
advocacy, Bevin established a case which won from that 
distinguished Court an award of sixteen shillings for an eight 
hour day (44 hour week), which was a substantial improvement 
in one fell swoop upon what was then normal. (In much of 
industry the working week was then 54 hours.) 
The important thing that Bevin was trying to argue for was 

maintenance: that dock workers who were employed on a casual 
basis should be guaranteed a reasonable income each week. He 
did not quite win that, but he won the principle of maintenance, 
the principle of de-casualisation. But one way and another the 
employers managed to dilute that down so that it never really 
came into existence in dockland until the Second World War. By 
this I mean guaranteed de-casualisation, getting away from a 
situation where workers turned up day by day, or even by the 
half-day, looking for work. And that even included registered 
dock workers. The Lord Shaw Enquiry did, however, establish 
the principle of registration, which would eventually end the 
system of turning up each half day and often being turned away 
with nothing. He got a guarantee of some measure of payment, 
some measure of maintenance, and it was a distinguished 
achievement to have been able to get that. 
This case generated enormous publicity at the time. The 

newspapers picked it up: the dock worker putting a case that was 
confounding judges and distinguished advocates. It was typical of 
Bevin (who was not able to afford Mandelsons), and greatly to 
his credit, that he would use any and every opportunity to get 
publicity for his case. And it eventually earned him the title, 
'The Dockers' K.C.' My father always talked about Bevin as 'The 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



Dockers' K.C.' 

Bevin was always anxious to prove 
the value of advocacy. Although he had 
led strikes and been involved in them, he 
knew that strikes could not be the only 
weapon by which you won major 
concessions. You had to be able to "seek 
negotiations", as he put it. He said that 
the greatest power you could have lay in 
establishing the principle of negotiation. 
If you could negotiate on roughly equal 
terms - with the power of the strike 
weapon in the background, and not 
using it very much - you could establish 
the right to get agreements. Moreover, if 
you got an agreement, you should hold 
to it. It wasn't right to negotiate, and 
then tear up the agreement the next day. 
You tried to ensure that the thing was 
watertight, and that once you were able 
to make some progress, the progress, in 
terms of an agreement, would hold with 
the workers you represented. That was 
very important to Bevia, 

As he developed his skills as a 
negotiator and advocate, Bevin was 
anxious to establish among the 
members of the union the idea that they 
should make realistic claims .. Thus he 
believed it was foolish, as some unions 
did at the time, and for many years 
afterwards, to put in a claim for, say, £2 
per week, and then settle for a .shilling 
or two per week. It was quite normal in 
the 1930s for the Engineering Union to 
do just that. And it meant that a sense of 
despondency would set in, and trade 
unionism did not gain the advances it 
should have in that period .. 
There is another instance of Bevin's 

publicity abilities that I should like to 
mention. It comes from a period when 
he was unemployed, before he became 
an official of the Dock \i\forkers' Union. 
Bevin had been persuaded to join the 
Dock Workers' Union, with the idea that 
he would become an official, by a man 
named Dan Hillman. Hillman was a 
very well-known trade unionist and 
socialist - the two things were almost 
indistinguishable at the beginning of the 
century. And Bevin was a socialist, 
make no mistake about that; he 
advocated socialism all through his life. 
As I say, he was persuaded to join the 
union in the knowledge that he would be 
an official and work full time to try and 
organise what had been a relatively 
unorganised force in and around 
dockland. In the process of being so 
persuaded, he sought to organise the 
unemployed. He saw the unemployed as 
a threat to those who were in 
employment, casual employment as it 
was. Equally, he saw that poverty had to 
be challenged. So he organised a group 
of unemployed people in Bristol. He 
took this group one Sunday morning to 
the cathedral church in Bristol during a 
service attended by the aristocracy and 
well-to-do people of the city. He 

organised the g:roup to go into the 
church, not with banners, but quietly, 
and one by one, until the entire church 
was virtually full of unemployed people, 
ragged, rough and unshorn. It made a 
tremendous impression on the well 
dressed people of Bristol. It was another 
instance of Bevin's great ability to use 
his publicity skills to bring out the 
conditions of the unemployed of Bristol 
at that time. And he went on, of course, 
to try and organise them as trade 
unionists. 

By 1926 the Transport and General 
Workers Union had been established and 
the unions were relatively strong. The 
General Strike was called. Four million 
people struck work. Unfortunately it 
was a nine days' wonder, a failure, for a 
variety of reasons. But Bevin sought to 
get the best out of a difficult situation, 
and to try and turn defeat into some 
measure of victory. He sought almost 
immediately after the strike to have talks 
with employers, and made what contact 
he could. There were some employers 
who felt they ought to try and re 
establish some relationships with the 
trade union. The government of the day 
was inclined to attack the unions at 
every point. It introduced the Trades 
Disputes Act, which virtually put the 
civil service unions out of the Trade 
Union Congress, withdrew the right to 
strike, and trade unions to a degree were 
in a desperate state of defeat. 

But Bevin still sought to find out 
those employers who were prepared to 
talk, and his main concern was to 
overcome the victimisation which was 
prevalent after the General Strike. 
People who had gone on strike, the 
leaders certainly, were blacklisted. They 
lost their jobs. Others who did not lose 
their jobs were kept out of work for 
months on end. Bevin was concerned, 
first of all, with trying to recover the 
strength of his union, but all the time 
trying to find ways and means of re 
establishing people who had been 
victimised in employment. 

In due course, Alfred Mond, later Lord 
Melchett, persuaded a number of 
employers to invite some of the trade 
union leaders to talks, to see what they 
could do by way of re-stabilising some 
measure of industrial peace. These talks 
were called the Mond-Turner talks. Ben 
Turner, of the textile workers, was 
chairman of the Trades Union Congress 
at the time. Bevin was one of those who 
advocated that there should be a response 
to the approach of Mond and his 
associates. He believed that as long as 
they were prepared to talk, we should 
talk. He was denounced, along with 
others, as someone who was selling out 
the working class. It was said that the 
employers only wanted rationalisation, 
which meant modernisation of industry 
at the expense of workers. Arthur Cook, 
who was a very fine leader of the 
miners, said it was class-collaboration. 
Cook had very distinct views about 
socialism and capitalism, and took the 
view that you should not seek to 
negotiate, because that almost amounted 
to class-collaboration. The talks were 
thus denounced from the start as being 
wrong. 

But Bevin took the view that you 
must still find ways and means of 
opening up discussion with employers 
in order to try and better the situation of 
working people, by hook or by crook. 
The result of the Mand-Turner 
discussions which took place over some 
time, was that they did get the general 
declaration which laid down that there 
should be no victimisation of workers; 
that trade unions should be recognised; 
that there should be talks leading to 
guarantees of employment, guaranteed 
weeks, for example. 
It was a very important development. 

And as regards Imperial Chemical 
Industries, the largest employer in 
Britain at the time, it led to the 
conclusion of agreements (not only with 
the T&GWU, but with other unions 
too) which have stood the test of time. 
ICI is one of the major employers in 
Britain where labour-relations have been 
pretty good throughout the years. 

Bevin made it his main business to 
remove the inhuman treatment both of 
workers at work and of those who 
became unemployed. He knew more 
than most people about the real fear of 
victimisation in the work place, because 
he had been victimised himself. It is the 
sort of situation that is recurring today, 
and I mention it because victimisation is 
the weapon by which employers try to 
browbeat workers against attempts to 
organise. One of the difficulties, at least 
for smaller companies, of trying to 
develop trade union membership, and 
hold it, is the danger that those who put 
their head above the parapet will be shot 
down - put out of work and kept out. 
Not many people make a song and dance 
about it, but it is a method that is now 
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being used quite extensively. Trade 
unionists must seize the opportunity of 
trying to overcome that problem, as 
Bevin tried to do, in many ways 
successfully, in his time. 

The General Strike was a failure, but 
the massive unemployment of later 
years was a lesson to Bevin of the 
weakness of Labour. He always wanted 
to have trade union strength to even up 
the balance of power in industry and 
secure the power to negotiate. When 
circumstances were against him 
industrially, he used his abilities to 
persuade the employers not to exploit 
their strength, and carried the same 
message to the government of the day. 
He warned of the dangers of retaliation if 
their attitude was unreasonable. Some of 
them took no notice at the time. I would 
hope that Mr Michael Howard will take 
notice of that possibility, because 
retaliation will come eventually. The 
trade union movement will eventually 
recover its situation, despite all the 
'slings and arrows of outrageous fortune' 
which have gone against us at the 
present time. When Bevin was Minister 
of Labour during the war years he was 
determined to limit the unilateral power 
of the employer, and to ensure that a 
strong trade union movement would 
develop on a democratic basis. He 
succeeded in this. It was a tribute to him 
that he was responsible for the repeal of 
the Trades Disputes Act in 194 7 (it had 
been passed in 1927). 

Bevin's greatest contribution as a trade 
unionist, i.e. from the beginning of the 
century until he became Minister of 
Labour, was, I believe, his initiative and 
driving power in helping forward the 
development of large-scale trade 
unionism. He brought into effect, with 
the Transport and General Workers 
Union, what was called 'the one big 
union'. For years in Britain and America 
and other countries, the idea of the 
'OBU' had been talked about. Books 
were written about it. Meetings were 
held about it, and socialists proclaimed 
that it was a good idea. There were 
organisations like the American Knights 
of Labour which, to some extent, were 
established to achieve the principle of 
the 'OBU'. But none of them were so 
effective as the union which Bevin 
devised. True, it was on the basis of a 
lot of earlier efforts which had nothing 
to do with him. But he picked them up. 
He was a master of picking up other 
people's ideas and refining and building 
on them. Out of that he conceived and 
developed, indeed was the architect of, 
what is now the Transport and General 
Workers Union. 

It was a new union. He developed it 
first of all on the basis of industrial 
groups linked together by an overall 
general executive council. There were 
also regional authorities that 
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administered the finances on a 
decentralised basis. In other words, at the 
national stage and the regional stage 
there was unity of all the trades. 
Othewise the trade sections themselves 
virtually operated as industrial unions. 
You might say that that was a 
remarkable development. But Bevin had 
studied the American Knights of Labour, 
which was structured very much on the 
lines just indicated. 

When it came to recommending the 
name of the Transport and General 
Workers' Union, he borrowed the title 
that Jim Larkin had introduced in 1909. 
The T&G was formed in 19[8. But in 
1909, in Dublin, Jim Larkin had formed 
the Irish Transport and General Workers' 
Union. This was mainly a combination 
of the existing transport unions, as 
Bevin's union was, but it recognised that 
on the periphery of the transport unions 
were general trades and industries that 
ought to be linked together. Bevin had 
in mind there, of course, things like the 
mineral water van he used to drive 
(driving horses, by the way). He had in 
mind that they were not docks, or road 
haulage, in the normal sense, or buses 
or trams, but they were in the periphery, 
in and around dockland. He wanted to 
organise the places where the mineral 
waters were made, and that led him into 
a lot of other industries. 

By developing what was, and still is, 
the largest union in Britain, Bevin 
demonstrated the economies of scale. A 
big union, he said in effect, ought to be 
able to produce effective service, yet 
require low contributions. You develop 
quite considerable finance, which enabled 
one section to help another. If you have 
a strike in docklands, the workers on the 
trams and in road haulage would be able, 

through one general union, to provide 
the finance necessary to sustain that 
strike which on their own might not 
have been possible. 

Bevin took the view that, in dealing 
with employers of labour (which, as 
with ICI, were developing in size then), 
you had to have big unions to have 
some sort of effective possibility of 
negotiating with them. He used the 
example of an elephant and a mouse. An 
elephant to a mouse is very big, but one 
elephant to another is just about the 
right size. He took this view in relation 
to negotiating equality between 
employers and unions. 
In forming the union, Bevin had in 

mind trying to deal with some of the 
real curses which affected the working 
population of the time. One of the 
major curses was casual employment. 
You might think that this was only a 
matter of docklands. Not at all. Casual 
employment was rife and typical in 
practically every industry. Tram drivers 
were employed on a casual basis, as 
were lorry drivers and carters. Even 
skilled trades were employed almost on a 
casual basis. This was not unusual in 
my own experience working in the 
engineering industry. Skilled people 
would go to work in the morning and be 
sent home the same day without pay. 
There was no requirement to make any 
payment, no collective agreement which 
said that there should be a wage. So 
casual employment was a curse of 
industry in general and Bevin wanted to 
deal with it. And he succeeded in many 
industries in getting regulated 
employment, registration of workers, so 
that a limited number of workers had 
preference in getting work. Otherwise, it 
was open to anyone to go along and get 
a job for a night, or for a day, and in the 
process, because they were not 
organised, weaken the front as regards 
getting reasonable wages, and some sort 
of guarantees of employment. 
He succeeded to a very large extent. 

He carried on the struggle, frankly, as 
Minister of Labour from 1940 to 1945. 
He blatantly used the fact that he had 
taken over the Ministry of Labour to 
ensure that working people were treated 
reasonably well. He knew that there was 
great anti-union feeling among the 
establishment. In October 1939 Bevin 
wrote: 

"It must be appreciated that in their 
heart of hearts, the powers that be, the 
government, are anti-trade union. The 
ministries and departments have treated 
labour with absolute contempt. Yet 
without the great trade union movement 
the forces cannot be supplied with 
munitions, nor the country with food. 
The principle of equality has not yet 
been won. Equality, not merely in the 
economic sense, but in conception, and 
in the attitude of mind of those in 
power. We do not desire to serve on any 
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committee or body as an act of 
patronage. We represent probably the 
most vital factor in the state. Without 
our people the war cannot be won, nor 
can the life of the country be carried on. 
The assumptions that the only brains in 
the country are in the heads of the 
Federation of British Industries and big 
business, has yet to be corrected." 

And later, after six months holding 
the job as Minister of Labour, he said: 

"After six months in office, the trade 
unions are tolerated so long as they keep 
their place, and limit their activities to 
industrial disputes, industrial re 
lationships and similar matters, and are 
willing to bury all their memories and 
feelings, and assist the nation, or 
industry, when in difficulties, and go 
back to their place when the war is done. 
But there will have to be a great 
recasting of values. The concept that 
those who produce or manipulate are 
inferior, and must accept a lower status 
than the speculator, must go." 
He took that view, a socialist view, 

very deliberately and strongly, and 
carried it through. And undoubtedly, that 
influenced much of the policy of the 
Labour Government when it came into 
office in 1945. That was to his credit. 

In addition, another great contribution 
he made to progress was raising the 
status of relatively poor manual workers 
in industries like the food industry and 
flour milling, for example, by 
introducing the principle of pension 
schemes. The idea of manual workers 
having occupational pensions, on top of 
the very low state pension of ten 
shillings a week, was almost unheard of. 
But Bevin was one of the first to raise 
it, and negotiate the idea of pension 
schemes for manual workers. Not very 
big, at first, but the principle was 
important, and began to raise their status 
to the level of white collar people. 
Always in his mind was the struggle to 
get equality of conditions between the 
manual worker and the staff worker. 

One of Bevin's main activities was 
his insistence on gaining the power to 
negotiate. In the process he argued for 
the need for enquiries, for conciliation, 
and he was prepared to go to arbitration, 
when it was questionable on our side. 
He recommended the introduction of 
joint industrial councils, jomt 
regulations to that workers and managers 
would sit on committees to adjudicate 
on matters affecting discipline, and 
things of that kind. 
These were all new ideas and 

developments, often brought forward 
under very great criticism from those 
who took the view that the only thing 
that mattered, ultimately, was The 
Revolution. Such people believed you 
should conduct industry on a syndicalist 
basis which would lead towards the 
revolution, and that there was no 

solution in terms of some sort of ordered 
relationship with employers. But Bevin 
was basically a socialist. Certainly, for 
many, many years he proclaimed his 
socialism, and I personally think he 
remained so to the end. The fact is that 
he knew he still had to persuade ordinary 
working men and women that it was 
worthwhile organising, and that it was 
important to get results, even limited 
results, even little steps of progress. At 
some stages that had to take the form of 
accepting that there might have to be a 
reduction in pay, and then to try and 
make sure that that reduction would be 
as limited as possible. 

In 1931 we nearly had a revolution in 
this country on account of the great 
economic crisis. The Wall Street Crash 
had occurred. There were three million 
people unemployed, and we had gone off 
the gold standard, so bad was the 
situation. The National Government was 
formed in the course of trying to solve 
the problems. As so many governments 
have tried to since, they tried to put the 
burden on the backs of workers. They 
decided to reduce unemployment benefit 
by ten per cent. When they tried to cut 
the pay of the troops and the navy by 
ten per cent there was a mutiny in the 
navy in consequence. Employers, of 
course, followed the pattern set out by 
the government, and sought to reduce 
wages. They succeeded in many cases. 
There were, in fact, ten per cent wage 
cuts in a whole range of industries. 

Bevin negotiated a seven per cent 
reduction on basic pay, and five per cent 
on piece work. It took quite a few years 
to start to go back on that and get a 
restoration of the 1931 cuts. Indeed, the 
trade union movement conducted 

campaigns to restore these cuts. I 
remember having a big argument with 
Bevin - I was a very young man then, 
and I had come on to the docks from 
engineering - and questioning him about 
how the trade union leadership could 
negotiate reductions in pay, which I did 
not think was a good idea. He replied 
that he had done better than other 
industries, and indeed he was able to 
persuade my fellow-workers that he had 
done a satisfactory job in that sense. He 
managed to hold the situation, and 
eventually we got a restoration. That 
was Bevin. He wanted to maintain 
organisation, despite adversity, rather 
than disorganisation and anarchy. He 
succeeded in doing so in a very difficult 
industry, the docks industry. 

As Minister of Labour, Bevin was 
confronted, of course, with organising 
the · labour force for the war. He 
introduced very controversial measures 
such as the '1305', the Conditions of 
Employment and National Arbitration 
Order. Technically strikes were made 
illegal (though we still managed to run a 
few), and there was compulsory 
arbitration. But he laid down, as a 
condition, that all employers would have 
to observe the recognised terms and 
conditions in the industry, not only 
nationally, but in the district, laid down 
in collective agreements. These were 
operable in law, so trade union 
negotiations had a force that could be 
applied to employers, and many 
employers who had refused to recognise 
trade unions, refused to pay trade union 
wages, had to do so. I could tell you 
stories of employers who refused to talk 
to me (I was a young negotiator at the 
time) but were forced by arbitration to 
comply with agreements on conditions 
in that industry. He was very careful to 
do that. 

Then there was his Essential Works 
Order, which required every able-bodied 
person, including women, to go to 
work. He laid down that no employer 
could dismiss people without the right 
to appeal to an Appeal Board, which 
included trade union representatives. 
These boards could reinstate, which, 
incidentally, the industrial tribunals 
today cannot. But they did during the 
war. And if an employer suspended 
anybody there would be a right to 
appeal, and the suspension not only 
could be lifted, but the employer would 
have to pay compensation. There were 
many cases in my experience in which 
men had three days off, and then got full 
pay because the employer was proved to 
have unjustly suspended them. So 
employers became very much afraid, and 
began to realise the need to have some 
sort of ordered relationship with trade 
unions in consequence of that period. 
Bevin described that Essential Works 
Order and '1305' as virtually collective 
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agreements given the clothing of law. 
Bevin introduced at a very early stage 

in the war the principle of Joint 
Production Committees. First of all, he 
introduced Yard Committees in the 
shipbuilding industry, which were to 
discuss matters affecting production, as 
well as general relationships. This was a 
development in industrial democracy - 
elementary, but nevertheless a step 

along the road of industrial democracy in 
shipbuilding. That was picked up not 
only by Bevin, but also by the unions 
in the engineering industry. It was 
followed by the principle of Joint 
Production Committees, which meant 
that employers could no longer rule 
purely on their own prerogative. 
Management had to take account of the 
workers' point of view, and that the 
latter had a right of appeal to higher 
authority. 

Unfortunately this important principle 
was not followed up as strongly as it 
might have been after the war. But it 
showed Bevin's interest in the principle 
of industrial democracy, which, I know, 

the Bevin Society is very interested in, 
as I have been. Together with other 
colleagues in the trade union movement, 
I had a lot to do with what was later 
called the Bullock Report. I mention 
that because there are many instances in 
which I tried to follow Bevin's example, 
much as the Bullock Report follows on 
from the principles of industrial 
democracy which he pioneered. 

I tried to follow his advocacy of 
conciliation and arbitration when I drew 
up proposals, for a Labour government, 
for the introduction of an Advisory 
Conciliation and Arbitration Service, on 
the grounds that there were times when 
the strike weapon could not be used 
effectively. In any case, workers do not 
use strikes as the sole way of dealing 
with their problems. It is the last resort. 
And you have to find ways and means of 
overcoming problems in industry. And 
if the employer would not negotiate then 
you had to go somewhere, where at least 
you could get some sort of elementary 
justice. 

With the right sort of conditions, 

conciliation and arbitration could help to 
get justice without the need to involve 
workers in strike action. And in my 
belief the Arbitration and Conciliation 
Service had proved its worth - so much 
so that the Conservative government has 
tried to emasculate it. It has reduced its 
authority and limited its function. It had 
quite a useful function in terms of 
allowing investigations where claims 
were being made by unions for 
recognition in industries where there was 
a limited measure of trade union -- 
organisation. And we made progress on 
that basis because not all workers are 
ready to take drastic action to achieve 
their aims. Many workers are not ready 
for that. The fact is that conciliation and 
arbitration has proved its worth. 

I simply make the point, in 
conclusion, that a lot of the ideas that 
we applied at the early stages of the 1974 
Wilson government took account of the 
sort of views which Bevin himself had 
expressed and had applied over many 
years.□

Is it more than a coincidence that just 
when Labour has accepted the case for 
Black Sections in the Party it should be 
faced with some well-publicised black 
defections to the Tories? 
The defections in Brent have such a 

farcical aspect to them that the 
seriousness of this phenomenon for 
Labour might be overlooked. The Brent 
Tories have proved that they can play 
the black card with gusto if it is 
necessary and they will even produce 
appropriately named leaders like their 
Mrs Blackman for the occasion. 

The case of Medlin Lewis in Hackney 
is more typical of what Labour might 
have to deal with in the future. The 
Hackney Labour Party is now the very 
model of a Kinnockite party. It has had 

Black and Blue 
by Sean Cronin 

the distinction of having such 
luminaries as Charles Clarke and Peter 
Mandelson in its ranks. Like all such 
parties it is falling apart 

At the last local elections it was with 
great effort that sufficient people were 
found who wanted to stand for the 
council. This is one reason why 
someone like Lewis who was then 
considering joining the Tories was able 
to be selected for Labour. As the party is 
in a mess the Council they are running 
is in a mess. Effectively it is run and 
directed by the officers rather than the 
elected councillors. The sitting MP, 
Diane Abbott, makes it quite clear that 
her biggest problem is the council's 
behaviour. For political safety she is 
forced to depend more and more on the 
black vote. However, this strategy may 
come unstuck, at least in the long term. 
Lewis may well be the Tory candidate at 
the next election in Hackney North, 
which would mean that the three major 
parties would be represented by black 
women in the election. This should 
make it clear to Labour that communal 
politics - black or otherwise - is a dead 
duck, and that Black sections and such 
things are rightly regarded as attempts to 
get black votes by condescension. 

Last year HMI discovered that over 
100 languages were spoken in Hackney 
schools. Logically that means there is a 
case for having about the same number 
of sections in the Party if communal 

politics remains the name of the game. 
The newly formed Irish Society, which 
is feted and sponsored by Kinnock and 
McNamara, is very popular in Hackney. 
The argument goes that the Irish vote 
for Labour must be preserved by the 
Party becoming more and more attuned 
to Irish Catholic Nationalism. But how 
come the Labour Party traditionally had 
the Irish vote without pandering to this 
nationalism? 
The Kinnockites have forgotten the 

class factor in politics. The Irish and the 
Labour party is a great success story of 
class politics overcoming communal 
politics. The Irish who emigrated had a 
perspective on Irish society that found a 
natural home in a party that clearly 
stood for the interests of working 
people. Now the Irish are being appealed 
to by people who try to be more Irish 
than themelves: political stage Irishmen. 

Any self-respecting Irish person 
would run a mile from such people. 
That feeling is obviously shared by 
many in the ethnic communities and if 
Labour does not get back to presenting 
alternative class politics then the 
defections will continue. 
Daniel Defoe was a Hackney lad who 

realised that England's secret strength 
was its mongrel make-up in racial 
terms. If he returned to his birthplace he 
would be delighted at the potential in its 
present day social mix. It may be poor 
in economic terms and have a 
concentration of social problems, but it 
also has the solution of those problems 
in its rich human potential. He would 
certainly be very disappointed if he 
joined any of the Labour Wards named 
after him and would probably be driven 
to drink. Fortunately the Robinson 
Crusoe public house is nearby. D 
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Labour's Leadership and Student Politics 
Part II: The Student Movement 

and the CPGB --·------~~ 

The former student politicians who have 
risen to influence in the Labour 
leadership learned their politics in the 
student movement of twenty years ago. 
In the second of a series of articles, 
Hugh Roberts explains how that 
movement was formed, what it was 
really about, and how it corrupted the 
leftwing idealists who were active in it. 

Student unionism was conceived and 
developed by the Communist Party of 
Great Britain in the late 1960s and the 
early 1970s for a purpose. This purpose 
was not to defend and advance the 
interests of students. In this fundamental 
respect there was no analogy with trade 
unionism, which in Britain has always 
had an existence independent of the CP's 
plans for it. 
Whatever secondary or ulterior 

purposes may have been attached to trade 
unionism by the CPGB or other 
political groups, the fundamental 
rationale of trade unions has always been 
evident to all and beyond question - the 
vital need of workers to unite in 
effective organisations to defend their 
interests against employers, to negotiate 
with employers from a position of 
collective strength. The business of trade 
unions is therefore to establish a 
monopoly or a near monopoly of the 
type of labour in question and then use 
this - whether at local or at national 
level - to drive as hard a bargain as 
possible with the employers on pay and 
conditions of employment. All attempts 
by political organisations to graft other 
purposes onto the trade unions have 
been obliged to take account of this 
fundamental purpose, and to present 
these other purposes as necessary 
extensions to or corollaries of this 
fundamental purpose, or at least 
consistent with it. 
The fundamental purpose of student 

unions is entirely trivial in comparison. 
It is to provide and administer 
recreational and catering facilities for 
students on campus, to allocate small 
grants and rooms to student societies and 
clubs, and to express students' views on 
such matters as university or college 
rules, discipline, curriculum content and, 
latterly, assessment procedures. Only in 
the latter function may a student union 
be said to represent a student interest 
opposed to the interest of the university 
or college faculty. But this conflict of 
interest is entirely insubstantial by 
comparison with the conflict of interest 
between employee and employer, 
because the average student's stake in it 
is minimal. 

An employee has a clear, material and 
enduring interest in the firm or 
institution by which he or she is 
employed, in its ability to employ him 
or her and so its long term viability, and 
in the pay it offers and the conditions it 
provides. A student has no long run 

interest in the university or college. 
Students do not have a stake in their 
conditions of existence as students in the 
same way that employees have a stake 
in their conditions of existence as 
employees. The student's interest is a 
purely transient interest, which lasts for 
three years in most cases, four years in 
some cases and more than four years 
only in the case of post-graduates. And 
the relationship between students and 
faculty is quite unlike that between 
employer and employee. There is no 
element of exploitation in it (except 
occasionally where a research student 
finds that his or her work is 
surreptitiously exploited by the member 
of faculty who is supervising it). There 
is an element of a power relationship in 
respect of assessment, but faculty do noi 
have an interest in marking students 

down or failing them; they have a 
general interest in students doing well, 
and in my own experience as a 
university lecturer I have found faculty 
far more inclined to connive at poor 
students passing their exams than to 
maintain standards at their expense. 

Because the fundamental purpose of a 
student union is trivial, it was entirely 
natural that, before 1969, student unions 
should have been very largely apolitical. 
The politicisation of student unions was 
the work of the CPGB. It politicised 
them by grafting onto them a purpose 
which had nothing to do with them, and 
which it was possible to graft onto them 
only in the very peculiar circumstances 
of the early 1970s. 

The CPGB politicised student unions 
by developing the politics of student 
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uruorusm, me immediate purpose o 
student unionism was not to serve 
students' interests, but to do something 
else altogether, namely to develop the 
'student movement'. The 'student 
movement' did not have any purpose of 
its own. It was quite unlike the labour 
movement in that respect. But it was 
quite like what the phrase 'the labour 
movement' actually meant when uttered 
by Bert Ramelson and Mick Costello 
and Johnny Gollan. 

The CPGB's conception of the 
purpose of the student movement was 
never spelled out in front of student 
audiences. But it was at least partially 
explained in more limited forums. The 
February 1972 issue of Labour 
Monthly carried an article on 'Student 
Action' by Jeff Staniforth. Staniforth 
was one of the key Communists on the 
NUS Executive. It was he, more than 
any other, who functioned as the 
Executive's hatchet man against the 
Trotskyists, and he visibly relished this 
role. The function of his article was to 
explain to the traditionalist wing of the 
CPGB, which took its bearings from 
Palme Dutt and Labour Monthly 
rather than from Johnny Gollan and 
Marxism Today, and had considerable 
reservations about the CP's involvement 
in student politics, what he and his 
comrades were up to. 

He began by addressing these 
reservations in a manner which has 
become extremely familiar to observers 
of the present Labour leadership, that is 
to say, in terms of images: 
Ten years ago the working class 

image of students was little different 
from that of 50 years ago. A privileged 
elite with the prospect of becoming the 
next administration generation of the 
ruling class; with rag-days, boating and 
boozing thrown in as fringe benefits. 
By 1972 a very different image is 

emerging. Many student unions now 
have strong links with their local trades 
council. The National Union of Students 
(now with over half-a-million members) 
has a long-term policy of wages instead 
of grants, and even hopes for eventual 
affiliation to the TUC. These more than 
any other single item reflect the deep 
basic changes taking place. These 
changes are fundamentally reflected in 
the extension of higher education and the 
political struggles which have 
accompanied these developments. 
The rapid expansion in student 

numbers, allied with the effects of Tory 
and right-wing Labour Governments, 
has inextricably linked the future of the 
majority of students with the future of 
the working class. 

He went on to argue that the 
expansion of higher education, and in 
particular the growth of the 'public' 
sector (polytechnics, technical colleges 
and colleges of education) at the expense 
of the universities had meant that most 
students were now being trained for roles 
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as skilled workers, that only a minority 
of students could look forward to high 
flying ruling class careers, that many 
students had to take the threat of 
unemployment seriously, and that 
students of working class origin could 
"retain pride in their class and identify 
with it." Having set the sociological 
scene, Staniforth then explained the 
politics of student unionism: 
Based on these changes the left in the 

student movement was able ten years 
ago to launch a long-term campaign 
under the slogan of 'reclaim the student 
unions for students'. 
This slogan alluded to the fact that 

before 1969 the NUS (but not local 
student unions) was run by a coterie of 
Labour Party careerists who were 
willing to accept a measure of covert 
funding by the CIA. Staniforth went on: 
This movement was based on the 

perspective of moving masses of 
students into action on the issues facing 
them. The early successes of this 
campaign caused a series of NUS right 
wing leaders to conduct a particularly 
vicious anti-left campaign .. However the 
left policy was correct in inception and 
in implementation, and consequently the 
gradual quantitative change has now 
developed into a qualitative change, with 
the leadership, policies and campaigning 
tactics so altered that those from ten 
years ago would have some difficulty in 
recognising it as the same organisation. 
The task of course is by no means 
completed; rather is the student 
movement now sufficientiy broadly 
based/or further developments. 
At this point Staniforth digressed 

from the matter of "further 
developments" to talk about the reaction 
of the Tory government and its "anti 
student union campaign". But he 
returned to the theme of the development 
of the student movement in the last two 
paragraphs of his article. 

... the past two years has been a period 
during which NUS has proved itself 
genuinely in support of trade union 
activities. As a result unions are now 
much more ready to discuss questions 
with NUS and to give real advice and 
assistance. The forging of closer links 
with workers and their organisations is 
crucial to the continued development of 
students and their unions. In this respect 
the building up of relationships with 
trades councils has been of particular 
value, and must be the centre of 
continued liaison. 
Prospects for the future are 

tremendous. The continued development 
of building a strong progressive student 
movement will have an immense effect 
on higher education in Britain and will 
convince many more students that their 
real position is as allies of the working 
class movement. The growing links 
between students and workers are more 
than symbols of political desires; they 
are the guarantee of moving another 

large section of the people into an anti 
Tory, anti-monopoly position and 
strengthening the central position of the 
working class in the struggle for 
socialism. 

It emerges from this that the student 
movement, in Staniforth's conception of 
it (which was, I think, that of the entire 
CP student leadership), had no 
independent aim or agenda of its own. 
Nowhere in the article did Staniforth 
give any hint as lo what he might have 
had in mind when he spoke of the 
student movement having "an immense 
effect on higher education in Britain". Its 
chief purpose (and tl:Ie only aspect of its 
purpose which Staniforth discussed) was 
to constitute students rnto allies of the 
working class movement. And the 
latter's student allies were not to get 
above their station; although allies, they 
were not equals; in so far as "the 
growing links between students and 
workers" were handled in the right way, 
they would not subvert but, on the 
contrary, strengthen "the central position 
of the working class in the struggle for 
socialism." And strengthening this was 
linked, in the CPGB's view, with the 
business of moving students "into an 
anti-Tory, anti-monopoly position". 

It is important to bear in mind that 
Staniforth was able, when addressing 
Labour Monthly readers, to take 
certain things for granted and to write in 
a kind of short-hand or code. By moving 
the "large section of the people" that 
was made up of students "into an anti 
Tory, anti-monopoly position" he did 
not the mean that the CP was interested 
in developing the kind of common-or 
garden anti-Tory sentiments that would 
bear fruit merely in an enlarged vote for 
the Labour Party. What he meant was 
that if students were moved into an anti 
Tory position under the CP's leadership, 
it should be possible to move them 
ultimately into an anti-monopoly 
position. 

By an "anti-monopoly position", 
Staniforth meant the CP's overall 
position on Britain and the British state. 
This would have been well understood 
by his readers, but it may be entirely 
obscure to L&TUR readers twenty 
years later. 

The doctrinal premise of the CP's 
action was the same in student union 
politics as in trade union politics. It was 
its characterisation of the economic 
structure of post-war Britain as 'state 
monopoly capitalism'. It was not 
socialism, of course, since the CP was 
not in power. But it was not state 
capitalism either, for a very convoluted 
set of reasons. 

'State capitalism' was Lenin's way of 
characterising the state sector of the 
Soviet economy under the New 
Economic Policy after 1921, when the 
enterprises in this sector were subject to 
state ownership on the one hand but 
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responsive to market forces - in place of 
the rigid state direction of the 'War 
Communism' period - on the other. It 
was not a concept that could be 
employed by the CPGB in the 1960s 
and 1970s, because the rise of the 
revisionist 'Market Socialist' school in 
the CPSU and within the CPGB had 
destroyed in the pro-Moscow 
Communist mind the distinction which 
Lenin had clearly made between state 
capitalism and socialism. And because 
the CPGB no longer knew the difference 
in Marxist theory between state 
capitalism and socialism, it was 
incapable of answering the argument of 
Tony Cliff and the International 
Socialism group that the Soviet 
economy in the Stalin period, when 
market forces had been superceded by 
command planning in the state sector, 
was 'state capitalise' rather than socialist. 

Because it was tncapabk of answering 
this argument, the CP contented itself 
with heatedly deeonaeiag it as rubbish. 
From the point of view of classical 
Marxism Cliffs argument was rubbish, 
but the CP could never explain why it 
was rubbish. So it did everything it 
could to discredit the very term 'state 
capitalism', instead of showing how it 
was simply no longer applicable to the 
USSR. It could not show this, because 
it had been axiomatic for the CPGB 
since the 20th Congress in 19 56 that 
Stalin was either a very great criminal or 
a very great madman, and because such a 
monster could not be credited with the 
construction of socialism the 
fundamental change he made in the 
Soviet economy between 1928 and 1934 
had to be forgotten about, and socialism 
had to be assumed to have been 
introduced in the Lenin em, and Lenin's 
own thoughts on the matter obscured. 

By state capitalism Lenin had meant 
an intermediate stage between capitalism 
and socialism, and thus an advance on 
capitalism, a stage where socialists were 
in power and had already nationalised the 
large scale means of production but had 
not yet introduced planned economy - 
where, in short, they had begun, but 

not completed, the business of 
superseding capitalism with socialism. 
To employ Lenin's usage in respect of 
postwar Britain would have been lo 
acknowledge that the Labour Party had, 
by establishing a large public sector and 
the welfare state, made a massive 
advance towards socialism. And this 
was something that the CPGB could not 
possibly afford to acknowledge, because 
it implied that its own existence and role 
were surplus to British (as opposed to 
Soviet) requirements. 
On the other hand, the economic 

structure of postwar Britain was not 
simply monopoly capitalism. The 
economic structure of the USA could 
plausibly be characterised in this way, 
given the massive independent power of 

the corporations and the insignificance 
of state ownership. But the state sector 
of the economy in post-war Britain was 
huge and palpable. And so the CP took 
account of this fact by adding the 
adjective 'state' to the damning term 
'monopoly capitalism', and by asserting 
that the massive development of public 
property which had been engineered by 
the Attlee government was a manoeuvre 
carried out on behalf of private property. 

FEBRUARY 1972 

Everything that had been done by 
government since 1945 was in the 
capitalist interest. The public sector had 
been established at the behest of the 
monopolies in order to subsidise the 
private sector. The NHS had been 
established because the monopolies now 
required healthy workers. And higher 
education had been massively expanded 
because the monopolies required educated 
workers. No advance towards socialism 
whatsoever had occurred. The ruling 
class was still firmly in the saddle, and 
the ruling class was as capitalist as ever. 
And the working class, although 
healthier and better educated than ever, 
and enjoying a better standard of living 
than ever, and in a stronger position vis 
a-vis its employers than ever, and 
governed by its own party for at least 
half of the time, was as far from 
political power as ever. And it followed 
from this that every Labour Government 
between 1945 and 1970 had been, by 
definition, 'right-wing' as far as the CP 
was concerned. 
This was the considered opinion of 

the CPGB. It underlay everything else it 
said and everything it did in the trade 
union movement and the 'student 
movement' twenty years ago. And 
because this outlook enjoyed massive 
influence on the Left in the trade unions 
and in the student movement, it 

comprehensively disabled the Left from 
thinking about how the cause of 
socialism in Britain might be advanced 
beyond the tide mark of the Attlee-Bevin 
settlement, and made the destruction of 
the public sector by a genuinely right 
wing pro-capitalist government after 
1979 inconceivable to it. It guaranteed 
that British socialism would be 
hopelessly disoriented in the face of 
Thatcherism, and easily routed by it. 
And it ensured that the destruction of 
most of the achievements of British 
socialism, while experienced as an 
inexplicable catastrophe by ordinary 
working people, would be shrugged off 
as virtually neither here nor there by a 
British Left that long ago withdrew from 
the business of giving political 
leadership to ordinary working people, 
as opposed to talking about them and 
trying to manipulate them for obscure 
and exotic ends. 
A simple 'anti-Tory' position in 1972 

was a pro-Labour position. But an 'anti 
Tory, anti-monopoly position' was, 
objectively if not subjectively, a pro 
CPGB position, that is an anti-Labour 
position to all intents and purposes, in 
that it rubbished Labour's historic 
achievements and opposed Labour's 
actual policies. And even if it was only 
objectively pro-CP, it was subjectively 
as well as objectively anti-Labour, and 
that was enough for King Street to be 
going on with. 

In so far as the student movement had 
any agenda of its own to address, as 
distinct from constituting students into 
deferential allies of the working class 
movement on the basis of an anti-Tory, 
anti-monopoly, anti-Labour position, 
this agenda consisted of defending the 
autonomy of student unions, criticising 
bourgeois ideology in higher education 
curricula from the standpoint of Marxist 
'science', denouncing both private and 
public business links with universities 
and colleges, and defending students 
against Tory 'attacks' on their living 
standards by campaigning for higher 
student grants. 
The 'autonomy' of student unions 

came under 'attack' from the Heath 
government because student unions were 
misusing their funds by making grants 
to political causes which had nothing to 
do with student societies and clubs. The 
NUS under the CP's leadership defended 
the right of student unions to spend their 
money as they chose, and succeeded in 
engineering a massive mobilisation of 
students on this issue. In doing so, it 
determinedly ignored the fact that the 
'autonomy' of student unions was 
entirely spurious in the financial sphere. 
If student unions raised their own funds, 
it would indeed have been an 
inadmissable attack on their autonomy 
for the government to dictate how they 
spent them. But since the student unions 
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did not raise a penny of their funds, and 
depended entirely on public money, the 
government had not merely a right but a 
duty . to the public interest to see to it 
that this money was spent on the 
purposes for which it was made 
available. But there was no such thing 
as the public interest in post-war Britain 
in the CP's view. There was merely the 
interest of the monopolies, and the 
interest of the working class movement. 
And the CP was the authoritative 
interpreter of the latter, and the 
authoritative arbiter of the distinction 
between the two. 

The work of criticising bourgeois 
ideology and denouncing business links 
with higher education made sense on the 
grounds that the institutions of higher 
education merely served the interest of 
the ruling class in ensuring an enlarged 
supply of educated workers. It did not 
make sense from any other perspective. 
It was not based on a worked-out idea of 
what higher education would or should 
consist of in the context of a socialist 
society or a society in transition to 
socialism. Its purpose was to discredit 
and disrupt higher education, and 
promote the CPGB's version of 
Marxism. In encouraging this sort of 
thing, the CP deliberately encouraged an 
'ivory tower' conception of higher 
education. It denounced business links 
on the grounds that these constituted an 
intolerable pressure and infringement on 
'academic freedom'. It did not have the 
honesty to admit that it did not believe 
in or care a fig for 'academic freedom', 
and that it was simply engaging in good 
old-fashioned class struggle in the 
ideological sphere. Like the Catholic 
Church, which always campaigns for 
'religious freedom' in countries where it 
does not possess religious hegemony, 
the CP has always campaigned for 
abstract freedoms in countries where it 
does not hold power. But it was only 
through the student unionism of the 
1970s that it managed at last to infect an 
entire generation of British students with 
its double-talk on the subject. 

The NUS campaign for a higher 
student grant was about the only action 
undertaken by the 'student movement' 
which could reasonably be said to have 
been in the interest of British students. 
But its virtue from the point of view of 
the NUS's Communist leadership was 
that through this campaign student 
unionism might exhibit an economic 
aspect and so approximate to trade 
unionism. And the conduct of the 
campaign was characterised as much, if 
not more, by the anti-Tory rhetoric that 
it employed than by the reasoned case it 
made to the (Tory) government on 
students' behalf. 

The 'student movement' was not in 
the least about 'reclaiming student 
unions for students' so that students 

might be empowered to move of their 
own volition in defence of their own 
interests. It was about student unions 
being 'claimed' by a form of politics 
which envisaged students being moved 
to a vaguely indicated destination by a 
force external to them, with a political 
agenda of its own, which it never made 
explicit in student forums, and described 
in code in its own internal discussions, 
and scarcely ever really debated within 
its own ranks. 

I was a member of the CPGB from 
1971 to 1975, and an active member of 
its Oxford Student Branch from May 
1971 to July 1973. From late 1972 to 
July 1973 I was also a member of the 
CP's South Midlands District 
Committee and of the latter's Secretariat, 
as well as a peripheral member of the 
CP's Left Caucus in the NUS. In all the 
party meetings I attended I never once 
heard the CP's fundamental strategy for 
the student movement so much as 
discussed. It was an unspoken premise 
of what was discussed. But that is not to 
say that everyone actually knew what it 
was. It would be more accurate to say 
that most student Communists assumed 
that there was a coherent strategy and 
assumed that they knew roughly what it 
was, while the actual business of 
discussing strategy was very carefully 
confined to a tiny circle of initiates. All 
I ever heard discussed were tactical and 
organisational questions, and questions 
of doctrine (but doctrine - the Line - was 
a matter of tactics rather than strategy). 

I knew very well what I was about, in 
the particular context of Oxford student 
politics at that time. I set out, in mid- 
1970, long before joining the CP, to 
establish a proper Student Union at 
Oxford University, and by mid-1973 I 
had established it. And from July 1972 
onwards I had got the Oxford Student 
Branch of the CP to back me in this 
purpose. But I cannot honestly say that I 
knew what the CP as a whole was about 
in student politics at the national level. I 
was not very interested in the national 
level of student politics, and I operated 
on vague assumptions rather than an 
intimately informed understanding with 
respect to it. And it has since taken me 
many years to develop an understanding 
of what the CP was really up to in those 
days that satisfies my sense of truth. 

It would not be entirely accurate to 
say that the student movement was 
merely a figment of the CP's 
imagination. It achieved a kind of 
existence for a while. But in so far as it 
actually existed it was certainly a 
creation of the CP's will. It was the 
CP's alternative to the New Left's 
notion of the 'student revolt'. The New 
Left was into revolts. The CP was into 
movements. 

The New Left was not into leading 
revolts. It was merely into getting 

excited about the revolts that somehow 
or other contrived to occur, here and 
there, from time to time, and putting 
pretentious literary glosses on them in 
the name of 'theory'. The CP was not 
into organising movements. It was into 
manipulating existing organisations and 
institutions in the name of 'movements' 
which existed primarily in the realm of 
its own wishful thinking. But it 
invested enough energy in this activity 
to endow the postulated movements 
with an intermittent semblance of life. 
The student movemeat was not only 

an alternative to the srud'ent revolt. It 
was also, and above all, an alternative to 
what the various Trotskyist groups were 
up to in the student sphere. 

Because the New Left, once Perry 
Anderson & Co. had seized control of 
New Left Review, was oriented 
exclusively towards academia and had no 
ambitions of its own in the sphere of 
practical politics, it posed no real threat 
to the CP, and the CP contrived to 
establish a comfortable relationship with 
it. NLR kept its lines open to the CP 
by having a Communist economics don 
at Cambridge, Bob Rowthorne, on its 
editorial board, by publishing whatever 
Eric Hobsbawm offered to write for it, 
and by taking up the Marxist fashion 
pioneered by the French Communist 
Louis Althusser. The vaguely Trotskyist 
outlook of Anderson himself was of no 
political significance. 

The organised Trotskyism of Tony 
Cliffs International Socialists (now the 
Socialist Workers' Party), the 
International Marxist Group and Ted 
Grant's Revolutionary Socialist League 
(aka the Militant Tendency) was another 
matter, because these groups were 
interested in politicising students for 
non-academic purposes. The CP had a 
very definite interest in ensuring that its 
conception of how students should be 
politicised prevailed over alternative 
conceptions. This interest was a 
function of the CP's pre-existing stake 
in 'the labour movement'. 

In the ideological sphere, the period 
from 1956 to 1968 was a miserable time 
for the CPGB. In 1956 Kruschev's 
denunciation of Stalin and his 
suppression of the Hungarian rising 
were body blows to King Street's 
pretensions and influence. The rise of 
CND was an enormous embarrassment, 
and the CP only came out in support of 
unilateralism late in the day and gleaned 
only meagre pickings from its change of 
line, and its influence in the trade unions 
on this issue was not enough to prevent 
them swinging back to Gaitskell & Co. 
in 1961. This influence had in any case 
suffered from the exposure of the CP's 
ballot-rigging in the ETU, a scandal 
which actually began in 1956 but only 
climaxed in 1961. In international 
affairs, the Sino-Soviet split was a 
further embarrassment, and the CP 
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gained little or nothing from the 
Vietnam war, since in deference to 
Moscow's ultra-cautious attitude it was 
forced to content itself with calling 
merely for peace, and was easily 
outflanked by the Trotskyist-inspired 
agitation with its "Victory to the NLF" 
slogans. Finally, as if all this was not 
enough to put up with, 1968 delivered 
two further blows to King Street's 
influence and morale with the May 
Events in France, in which the initiative 
was clearly held by the ultra-left and the 
Communists' role was unequivocally 
conservative, and Brezhnev's suppression 
of Dubcek's quasi-liberal experiment in 
Czechoslovakia. 

It says something for the sheer dogged 
tenacity of the Gollan-Rarnelson 
generation in the CPGB's leadership that 
they stolidly kept plodding away 
through all this .. And this persistence 
was rewarded, for in 1969 something at 
last turned up. Wbat turned up was not 
the election of fact Straw to the NUS 
presidency, wfuicb. on1y subsequently 
acquired any significance, but Barbara 
Castle's attempt to rationalise the 
enormous industrial power which the 
working class had built up over 2S years 
of full employment, In Place of Strife. 
If anything revived the CPGB's fortunes, 
this did. At long last, the extensive 
network of influence which the party had 
built up and managed to preserve over 
the years throughout the trade union 
movement could be vigorously 
mobilised without reservations to 'kill 
the bill'. By helping to kill the bill, and 
by helping to foment the ensuing 'wages 
explosion', the CPGB helped to ensure 
Labour's defeat in the 1970 general ~ 
election, and transformed Its own 
prospects in the process .. 

Between 1970 and l974 the CPGB 
exercised a degree of leadership within 
the organised working class's resistance 
to the Heath government of a kind it had 
not enjoyed since the 1930s. It was the 
CP-led Liaison Committee for the 
Defence of the Trade Unions (LCDTU) 
which spear-headed the trade union 
movement's opposition to the Industrial 
Relations Act. It was Communists who 
led the 'work-in' at Upper Clyde 
Shipbuilders in 1971. It was the CP 
which provided much of the effective 
organisation and planning which 
underlay the successful miners' strike of 
early 1972. It was Communist dockers 
who brought the National Industrial 
Relations Court into disrepute in mid- 
1972. And it was Communist influence 
which helped to torpedo Heath's bid to 
secure trade union agreement to an 
entirely new, and immeasurably 
enhanced, role for organised labour in 
the running of the economy in the 
Tripartite Talks of August-September 
1972, and which prompted the NUM to 
launch a second offensive against 
Heath's government in December 1973. 

But the ground had been prepared for 
this development some years earlier. The 
LCDTU had been set up by two CP 
members, Kevin Halpin and Jim Hiles, 
its first chairman and secretary, in 1966, 
the year the Wilson government 
introduced the six-months statutory 
wage freeze, and the year Wilson 
denounced 'tight-knit groups of 
politically motivated men' (i.e. the CP) 
for fomenting the seamen's strike which 
precipitated the government's austerity 
measures. The Labour Government's 
successive attempts to introduce 
incomes policy were the original cause 
of the revival of the CP's industrial 
influence. The CP was determined to 
sabotage any and every kind of incomes 
policy, because it was determined to 
exploit traditional wage militancy to 
undermine the Labour Party's position 
as the political wing of the labour 
movement and its claims to have 
become 'the natural party of government' 
and to be pursuing socialist economic 
policies. Preserving traditional trade 
union practices in order to maximise the 
scope for wage militancy in order to 
subvert the Labour Party's conception of 
democratic socialism was the CPGB's 
grand strategy in a nutshell. And because 
Wilson's Labour Party did not have it in 
it to wage a real fight within the unions 
in defence of its policies, the CP had 
made a massive amount of headway by 
1970. 

Its chief strategic problem lay in the 
fact that its position as the revolutionary 
exploiter of wage militancy was being 
challenged by Trostkyist or quasi 
Trotskyist rivals, chief among them the 

International Socialists (IS). 
Only IS posed a serious challenge on 

the industrial front. Gerry Healy's 
Socialist Labour League (SLL) had 
some industrial strength, notably at the 
car factory at Cowley, but it was small 
and localised and, above all, showed no 
sign of growing. The !MG, with its 
links to NLR, its fixation on Third 
World revolutionaries such as Che 
Guevara, and its laughable concept of 
universities as 'red bases', was no threat 
at all. The RSL (i.e. Militant) was far 
more interested in infiltrating the Labour 
Party, especially the Young Socialists 
and the National Organisation of Labour 
Students (NOLS), than in setting up its 
own stall in the trade union movement. 

IS had a highly developed position on 
wage militancy which concentrated on 
the question of 'productivity deals and 
how to fight them', as the title of one of 
Tony Cliffs books put it. It was 
therefore trespassing on CP territory in a 
serious way. And because it knew it 
was doing this, it sought to undermine 
the CP's own influence by counter 
posing the trade union 'rank and file' to 
the trade union 'bureaucracy', the CP 
being compromised by its prominent 
involvement in the latter. Although the 
IS dichotomy was simplistic, it had 
plenty of mileage as an agitational line, 
since there was no shortage of cases 
where local circumstances had prompted 
CP trade union officials to dampen 
rather than inflame wage militancy. 
And, at the same time that IS was 
seriously beginning to get on the nerves 
of the CP's industrial wing, it was 
making impressive headway within the 
leftwing intelligentsia. 

IS was the only theoretically 
innovative group within British 
Trotskyism, and as such the only 
theoretically innovative brand of 
Marxism that came to the attention of 
British students in the late 1960s and 
early 1970s. Its abandonment of the 
orthodox Trotskyist view of the Soviet 
Union gave it two advantages over all 
its rivals in leftwing student politics. 
First, the great drawback of the 

orthodox Trotskyists (IMG, SLL) was 
their view of the USSR as a 'degenerate 
workers' state'. The problem with this 
was that it left people not knowing 
where they were. Were they for or 
against the USSR? The IS line, that the 
USSR was 'state-capitalist' in the 
(wholly non-Leninist) sense that it was 
a class society run by a new exploiting 
class, the Soviet bureaucracy, while 
open to refutation from the classical 
Marxist standpoint, had real mileage 
among leftwing students, because it 
implied an unequivocal political attitude 
towards the USSR, and one which 
chimed with most leftwing students' 
instincts in the wake of Hungary 1956 
and Czechoslovakia 1968, etc. 

Second, the IS 's theoretical departure 
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on this question had a highly 
stimulating effect on the group's own 
intellectual life and literary output. For 
a few years, IS were by far the most 
interesting brand of Marxism on offer in 
British universities. The work of people 
such as Michael Kidron and Nigel Harris 
was thoughtful and interesting, in a 
word, lively, in a way that distinguished 
it from both the tortuous prose of Robin 
Blackburn and the devitalised, mind 
numbing, output of the CPGB. 

In short, IS posed, or at any rate 
threatened to pose, a major challenge to 
the CP. It was fashionable in the 
universities in a way the CP had long 
ceased to be, and, unlike every other 
brand of academically fashionable 
Marxism, it was in earnest about 
implanting itself in the organised labour 
movement and had made a vigorous and 
creditable start in this business. It 
threatened to disrupt or outflank the 
CP's industrial cadre at the very moment 
this cadre appeared, at long last, to be 
coming into its own. Something had to 
be done about it. 

Moreover, the leftwing student 
radicalism of 1967-1969 had had a 
demoralising effect on Communist 
students. The CP was making no 
organised input into this radicalism, the 
initiative was held by other tendencies. 
And just as many individual 
Communists in the late 1950s were 
drawn into CND by the sheer excitement 
of it all long before the Party reversed 
itself and came out publicly in support 
of unilateralism, so individual 
Communist students were getting drawn 
into things like the Revolutionary 
Socialists Students Federation (RSSF) 
and drifting away from King Street in 
the process. Something had to be done 
about that. 

And so Digby Jacks and Jeff 
Staniforth and Co. were given their head 
by the CPGB's leadership, and student 
unionism was born, and the 'student 
movement' was launched, and the CP 
regained the initiative. 

The function of the 'student 
movement', in the CP's strategy, was to 
head off the disruption of the 'labour 
movement' by student radicalism. The 
role of the student movement, under CP 
guidance, was to give leftwing students 
useful and above all harmless things to 
do and so prevent them from interfering 
with what the CP's industrial cadre was 
up to in its own neck of the woods. 

In the process, leftwing student union 
activists were induced to develop an 
unprecedentedly complicated and 
convoluted attitude towards the working 
class and the trade union movement. 
This attitude was a morass of self 
deception. 

The CPGB and the IS were both 
exploiting leftwing students. But IS had 
a comparatively straightforward attitude 

- "let's recruit students with working 
class backgrounds or at least stricken 
consciences and get them to sell the 
paper to the workers at Cowley or 
Longbridge or wherever". This attitude 
did not encourage students to attach 
much importance to student politics as 
such; what mattered was the class 
struggle, and industry was the locus of 
the class struggle. 

The CP's attitude came across as quite 
different. Student politics was important 
in itself. It was a form of the class 
struggle. In fact, of course, it was a 
surrogate for the class struggle. What 
the CP was telling students, in effect, 
was this: "you don't need to waste your 
time standing around in the cold at 
Cowley trying to persuade bemused car 
workers to buy Socialist Worker. 
You can spend your time in the safety 
and comfort of the university or college 
you are more or less privileged to have 
got to, and do so with a clear 
conscience, because your proper job is 
to build student unionism, and bring the 
student body as a whole into the broader 
labour movement as a whole, by getting 
student unions to imitate trade unions, 
by giving student union money to trade 
union strike funds, by passing 
resolutions condemning the Industrial 
Relations Act and by entertaining day 
dreams about the NUS affiliating to the 
TUC and student grants being replaced 
by student wages." 

The CPGB taught a generation of 
student politicians that an imitation of 
trade unionism was virtually as good as 
the real thing. In doing so, the CP 
demonstrated a comprehensive contempt 
for the very trade unionism it affected to 
be extolling. And it taught a generation 
of leftwing students that talking and 
making token gestures about the 
working class from inside highly 
insulated political forums was as good 
as, or even better than, trying actually to 
have anything to do with real workers at 
the factory gates or anywhere else. 

The great difference between the 
student debaters of the 1930s and 1940s, 

and the student unionists of the 1970s, 
is that the former, when making 
speeches about the working class, never 
for one moment supposed that they were 
doing anything more than make 
speeches. When the young Anthony 
Wedgwood Benn told his hearers in the 
debating chamber of the Oxford Union 
that "the wages of evil are death, and the 
wages of the miners a good deal worse", 
he knew that what went on in the 
Oxford Union and what went on in 
Penallta colliery m Glamorgan were two 
entirely separate things, But twenty 
years on the student unionists thought 
that they were doing something which 
was politically purposeful and important 
when they fought over the wording of 
motions about the Industrial Relations 
Act and the Miners' Strike and the next 
NUS grants campaign. They invested 
these activities with a political 
significance which they did not possess, 
they deluded themselves completely, and 
consequently developed an entirely cock 
eyed attitude to the world that existed 
outside, and to the trade union 
movement above all. 

I have suggested that the CPGB had 
its own reasons for bringing about this 
state of affairs. Its attitude expressed 
above all its concern to preserve its own 
trade union cadre from interference and 
contamination by IS and other trendy 
lefties. So, while talking endlessly 
about the unity of the student movement 
with the labour movement, it was 
actually working overtime to ensure that 
ne'er the twain should meet - beyond the 
attendance of carefully selected student 
activists at trade councils, and visits by 
carefully selected shop stewards to 
student unions. 

In doing this, it sought to preserve its 
own monopoly over the outlook and 
reflexes of militant trade unionists, and 
largely succeeded, and so ensured that 
trade union militancy remained locked in 
a dead end, able neither to exploit its 
victories nor avert its subsequent defeats. 
At the same time, by fobbing off 
initially idealistic student politicians 
with a mere imitation of working class 
political purposefulness, it 
comprehensively corrupted their political 
outlook, and made them good for 
nothing. By reducing them to mere fans 
of the trade unions when the unions 
were powerful and fashionable, it 
ensured that they would forget all about 
the trade unions when Thatcher had 
smashed their power and destroyed their 
image. 
What the CP created in the minds of 

student unionists was not a real 
sentiment of solidarity, but a cult, an 
affair of ritual gestures and incantations. 
The cult could only last for as long as 
its object, trade union power, lasted. 
But the CP had no programme for 
developing trade union power in the 
1970s, and used its influence to block 
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every other programme on offer, and 
ensured that trade union power was 
eventually destroyed for a generation by 
Thatcher. And so the former student 
adepts of the trade union cult who are 
now running the Labour Party are the 
present adepts of other cults, the cult of 
the market, the cult of ethnic politics, 
and the cult of electoral reform, and to 
hell with the trade unions. What can be 
more embarrassing than the memory of 

an outmoded enthusiasm? 

The CP conjured up the student 
movement by developing student 
unionism. It developed student unionism 
by creating and guiding the Left Caucus 
in the NUS. And when the Left Caucus 
secured its control over the NUS 
between 1969 and 1971, the CP realised 
that it was time to develop the Left 
Caucus itself. The arrangements needed 

to combat right wing control up to 1969 
were not suitable for exercising control 
thereafter. And so the CP arranged for 
the Left Caucus to be superseded by the 
'Broad Left'. It is the politics of the 
Broad Left which, since Neil Kinnock 
became leader, have taken over the 
Labour Party. Several major 
characteristics of these politics remain to 
be described. 

(To be continued) 

Look Back in Anger 
by Dick Barry 

Eric Heffer: Never a Yes Man: the 
Life and Politics of an Adopted 
Liverpudlian.Verso, 1991, 242 pp. 

The pre-launch publicity surrounding 
Never a Yes Man concentrated 
exclusively on Heffer's criticism of Neil 
Kinnock's betrayal of socialism and his 
style of leadership which, according to 
Heffer, led to a rigid party discipline and 
the expulsion of Militant supporters 
(though not, it has to be said, of Frank 
Field, who is alleged to have urged Party 
members on the Wirral not to vote for 
official Labour candidates). 

Since the launch, most reviews have 
also dwelt on Heffer's known dislike of 
Kinnock. It is understandable that the 
Evening Standard should wish to 
highlight the differences between the 
two, but not even such a bastion of 
right-wing Toryism stooped as low as 
Mike Craven, of the so-called 'soft-left' 
Labour Co-ordinating Committee, 
whose review in Tribune was nothing 
more than a personal attack on the dead 
author. It would also be understandable 
if Heffer's views on Kinnock formed the 
most interesting part of the book, but 
they don't. They account for less than 
one sixth of the book's length. and were 
well aired publicly long before the 
author's death. 

Heffer was justifiably praised from all 
sides for his political principles .. But for 
a principled politician, and a well-read 
one at that, he could be touchingly naive 
on occasions about political issues. 
And, if this book is anything to go by, 
he was not averse to sweeping 
unpleasant facts under the carpet if they 
did not fit his political views. 

Liverpool and Ireland are a case in 
point. There is an interesting section in 
which he attempts to describe the 
religious divisions which existed in 
Liverpool between the wars, the reasons 
for them and their eventual demise. Not 
a word is said about the role of the 
Labour Party in bringing Catholics and 
Protestants together after 1945 when a 
Labour government was establishing the 

Welfare State. Admittedly, other factors 
played their part - slum clearance, for 
example, from the 1950s - but there is 
no denying the role of Labour. 

Heffer's experience of the Orange 
Order in Liverpool undoubtedly shaped 
his attitude towards Ireland, as did his 
Marxism in the early period of his 
political life. He says that T.A.Jackson's 
Ireland Her Own "gave me new 
insights and heightened my interest. I 
became convinced that a united Ireland is 
essential". It is a sorry state of affairs 
when the opinion of a Marxist is 
permanently shaped by the reading of a 
single book. Heffer deplores the 
sectarian divisions of workers and the 
use of the Orange card by the Tories in 
Northern Ireland under Carson and F.E. 
Smith which he describes as "a further 
example of the divide and rule policy of 
the British". 

Carson wasn't a Tory and was bitterly 
opposed to the British government's 
attempts to cut Northern Ireland adrift, 
with its own government, from the rest 
of the UK. So blind is HefIer's rage, 
however, against the 'Orange Tories', 
that he fails to appreciate the heavy 

responsibuity which the Labour Party 
bears for the sectarian divisions which 
continue to this day in the six counties. 
By its refusal to bring workers together 
within the only party of labour with a 
prospect of forming the government of 
the state in which they live, Labour has 
condemned Northern Ireland workers to 
political limbo. Under such 
circumstances bigotry and prejudice will 
always triumph. 

Heffer's views on the 1984 miners' 
strike and Scargill's leadership of it are 
illuminating. He sets out the 
background to the strike and describes 
the meticulous preparations made by the 
Government and British Coal. He writes 
not, apparently, with hindsight, but in 
the full knowledge that the miners could 
not have won the strike and yet he says 
that Scargill was right to lead them the 
way de did. "The miners had to win," he 
writes. I remember a conversation I had 
with Jim Mortimer, who was Labour's 
General Secretary at the time of the 
strike. He too said that the miners had to 
win. I said that although I hoped they 
would, they could not possibly win for 
the very reasons given by Heffer. He 
was not convinced. It is perhaps no 
coincidence that the politics of both men 
were heavily influenced by the 
Communist Party. 

I said earlier that Heffer could be 
touchingly naive at times. He could also 
be very confused. He supported Britain's 
application to join the European 
Community, yet he quickly changed his 
mind and became virulently anti-EC, 
although pleading that he believed in a 
united Europe. I believe him. Towards 
the end of the book he says that "There 
is no doubt that our future lies in 
Europe ... " I agree with him and for the 
very same reasons. Yet how, other than 
working within an increasingly large 
European Community, are we going to 
avoid being Little Englanders, as he 
hopes, or escape from the suffocating 
embrace of the USA? 

I had the highest regard for Eric 
Heffer, both as a man and as a politican. 
I could, therefore, forgive him anything - 
well, almost anything. Among the 

many revelations about him in this 
absorbing book is the one where he 
admits that, although he had a passion 
for the city of Liverpool, when it came 
to football, he was an Evertonian. As a 
Liverpudlian, that really hurts. D 
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Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

The old country 
At the begining of the 20th century 
Russia was a backward but militarily 
strong state on the fringes of Europe, 
eager to learn from its western 
neighbours. As the 20th century draws 
to a close, it has reverted to being 
almost exactly the same thing. 

Between times, there were several 
decades in which Russia was merely the 
strongest single element in a potential 
world superstate - a state that had more 
in common with the rational World 
States of H.G.Wells's novels than the 
original schemes of Karl Marx. 
The great weakness of this superstate 

was its lack of democracy. Neither Marx 
nor Wells would have told the Soviet 
rulers that an actual functioning 
democracy was a necessity. Indeed, very 
few political theorists realised that no 
modern state could be healthy unless 
there was some practical constitutional 
means for ordinary people to get rid of 
unpopular rulers. The consensus was 
that the rulers of the USSR were much 
better placed than those in the West, 
who had to flatter and manipulate the 
ignorant opinions of the general public, 
and who on occasions would be replaced 
or displaced .. 

But the real world refused to behave as 
the ideologues expected it to behave. In 
the West, the rebels of the 1960s were 
in various ways incorporated into the 
system, enormously strengthening it in 
the process. But this was not the fruit 
of any deep-laid strategy - the rulers 
simply lacked the power to exclude 
those dissidents who chose to enter the 
system and try to change it. 
Most left resistance to this process, 

based on false expectations of revolution 
and collapse, merely ensured that the 
new post-1960s society began to move 
away from socialism, reversing the trend 
of the previous few decades. None of 
this was inevitable. The bulk of the left 

might have supported Workers Control 
and supported a European Union on a 
socialist basis, rather than being 
obstructively opposed to both these 
trends. But we in the Bevin Society were 
almost alone in urging such 
developments. Meanwhile the Eastern 
Block, having successfully suppressed 
its own dissidents, began to fall apart. 
Why talk about past failures and past 

defeats? Simply because they were 
avoidable. The 'forward march of labour' 
was halted because gurus like Edward 
Thompson gave out some really stupid 
and inept advice, and are now keen to 
blame almost anyone except themselve 
for what happened. 
Those who fail to learn from history 

are doomed to repeat it, but this need not 
be the fate of the left. The fall of Soviet 
Power in Russia and Eastern Europe has 
also solidly established workers' power 
in the part of the world where it had not 
existed before. For the time being, it is 
bound to be anti-socialist and orientated 
towards the world market. For the time 
being, many old half-forgotten conflicts 
will be revived as the existing state 
structures break up. B wt the basic 
impulses that originally led to socialism 
remain the same and must in due course 
recover from the damage done by various 
forms of corrupt and decaying Leninism. 

Last year the Serbs had a very good 
practical demonstration of how the world 
community defends oppressed 
minorities. Serbs imposed their power 
on the Albanians of Kosovo, a minority 
with a clear democratic right to 
autonomy, perhaps independence. And 
no one did anything of consequence. A 
vast military power was assembled for 
the sake of Kuwait, but few people 
really minded what happened to 
Albanians. 

This year, the Serbs of the Republic 
of Croatia saw the possibility of being 
in the same position as the Albanians of 
Kosovo. Or rather they foresaw a very 
much worse situation - the Serbs have 
never shown any signs of wanting to 
physically wipe out the Albanians 
within their state, but the Croats did just 
that in World War Two, and present-day 
Croat nationalism seems to be proud to 
claim continuity with such people. 
Naturally, this Serb minority had no 
wish to be left at the mercy of the Croat 
majority in a sovereign Croat state. 
They knew full well that all of the 
rhetoric about "protection of human 
rights" is just rhetoric. Sovereign states 
that massacre large numbers of their 
own citizens are liable to be told 
publically that they've been very very 
naughty - that's as far as it goes. 
The Balkans are an area where power 

politics has always taken precedence 
over national rights and international 
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law. Britain intentionally preserved the 
Turkish Ottoman Empire long after it 
was ready to fall, because the British 
Foreign Office felt that the "national 
interest" required it as a counter-weight 
to Russia. This policy was not only 
cynical and corrupt - it was also stupid 
and disastrous, in as much as in the 
First World War, Turkey was the enemy 
and Russia the ally. 

No serious international law has ever 
been applied to the Balkans; everything 
has always been decided by violence and 
power. No one in the recent crisis has 
been willing to say either that the Serbs 
of Croatia have their own right to 
autonomy, or that they do not. The talk 
is all of 'establishing peace'. But peace 
can only come when the basic points at 
issue have been resolved. Until the 
Serbian minority stop resisting Croatia, 
or until Croatia agrees to let them go, 
all talk of peace is empty rhetoric. 
The rhetoric remains empty because 

no outside force is willing to use the 
sort of military power that might make 
one side or the other lose the will to 
defend what it sees as legitimate national 
rights. The Iraqis have yet to be 
convinced that they did anything wrong 
in grabbing Kuwait or building weapons 
of mass destruction, so why should 
Serbs or Croats be more compliant? And 
unlike the Iraqis, they are Christian, 
white and European - factors that would 
make no difference if international law 
actually existed, but do make a very big 
difference within the framework of 
corrupt power politics that we actually 
have. No one is likely to do anything 
very much, and we are likely to get 
another Cyprus or Kashmir, with cease 
fire lines hardening into de facto 
frontiers. No doubt the British Foreign 
Office will see it as yet another bit of 
unreasonable behaviour by "lesser breeds 
without the law". 

Dep't. of Public Prostitution 

The Independent's Saturday magazine 
cautiously floated the idea that it was 
police anger at the proposed prosecution 
of senior officers who worked the 
various "fixes" over the Guilford Four 
etc that led to the DPP getting nabbed 
for kerb-crawling. It's an idea that makes 
a lot of sense. The police must know, 
even if everyone else has forgotten it, 
that they were required to catch someone 
in order to appease public anger at those 
attacks on innocent British people. The, 
police were expected to find and convict 
people who might plausably be 
presented as guilty, and they did what 
was expected of them. 
It was both cruel and stupid of the 

politicians not to quietly release these 
innocents after they had served their 
political function, but to allow the 
whole thing to become a major public 

issue. It was decided to offer up some 
elderly retired policemen as fresh sops to 
public opinion. The DPP was very 
much bound up in all of this - and then 
the head of the DPP gets caught for kerb 
crawling. What's the betting that it will 
somehow now be found impossible to 
convict those policemen who did the 
politicians' dirty work for them so many 
years ago? 

It may also be that senior legal people 
are no longer as much a part of the 
establishment as they suppose 
themselves to be. Most of them went 
along enthusiastically with Thatcherite 
"rationalisation" and "modernisation", 
not imagining that their own hallowed 
traditions might also be for the chop in 
the long run. But there is serious talk of 
a move to a European-style 
'inquisitorial' system - a system where 
the main purpose is to get at the truth, 
rather than allowing lawyers to use 
various sorts of ingenious legal trickery 
against each other. It may come, and it 
should come. 
We do not expect doctors to apply 

leeches and branding irons, nor teachers 
to use quill pens and know little beyond 
Latin, Greek and Hebrew, but lawyers 
have stuck fast to being essentially what 
they were in the 18th century. They 
were happy to help "rationalise" the rest 
of us. If it's their tum now, how many 
friends will they have? 

NHS - Not A Penny More? 

To apply unproven remedies to people's 
health is normally treated as a serious 
crime. But not in the case of the NHS 
trusts. It has yet to be shown that the 
existing trusts work even by the Tories' 
own criteria for success, but the process 
goes on regardless. If in a few years 
time it is found that the trusts don't 
work at all, they could always be 
'reformed' again and fully privatised. 

Britain has a remarkably cheap, cost 
efficient Health Service. Its present 
difficulties are the product of its success - 
it has cures for many who would 

simply and inexpensively have died a 
few years ago. Thus it lacked the funds 
to meet actual human needs. NHS 
funding has grown ahead of inflation, 
but actual human needs have grown 
faster still. 
The Tory answer to this was 'reforms' - 
actually a reversion to the irrational 

mix of private and public hospitals that 
existed before the NHS. But health is a 
highly unsuitable area for cash to be the 
deciding factor. If doctors were simply 
out to maximise their own incomes, 
then it would be rational for them to 
ignore the poor and concentrate on 
giving an unnecessarily high level of 
medical care to anyone who can pay. It 
is indeed noteworthy that America's 
private health-care system does actually 

provide a greater number of certain 
operations and expensive drug therapies, 
without in fact doing any better at 
curing the sick. 
The Tories assure us that things in 

Britain will never be like that: the NHS 
is 'safe in their hands'. They would not 
allow things like pointless, but highly 
profitable, operations, would they? 
Readers of Jeffrey Archer's Not a 
Penny More will not feel all that 
reassured. The basic plot of Archer's 
silly best-seller is that four men who 
have been cheated into buying shares in 
a worthless oil company set out to get 
their money back. A very standard plot - 
except that the heroes use methods that 
are considerably dirtier than those of the 
man who swindled them. One is to 
embezzle a sum of money that the man 
is persuaded to donate to Oxford 
University. Another, even dirtier, is to 
slip the man a mild poison, persuade 
him he needs an urgent operation from a 
famous surgeon, and then charge him a 
huge sum of money for his 'cure'. 

Safe in their hands? Archer is no 
longer Tory Vice-Chairman, discredited 
on the wholly trivial grounds of having 
come under suspicion of having had sex 
with a prostitute. But the Tory party is 
still full of similar people, thinking 
much the same as Archer does but wise 
enough not to be so open about it. 

Junk adverts 

One extra drain on NHS resources is the 
ever growing number of drug addicts. 
The New Right has preferred to ignore 
the problem of drug-taking and 
concentrate instead on drug-smuggling. 
But it is not drug smugglers who are the 
main problem - they are a singularly 
nasty breed of criminals, but they exist 
only because individuals choose to take 
illicit drugs. In this matter, the New 
Right ignore their own rhetoric and 
assume that market forces will not 
operate. 

In the long run, there are probably 
only two options - legalisation, or a 
different sort of society. Prohibition is 
not an impossibility - it may have failed 
in the USA, but many Muslim societies 
have carried it through quite 
successfully. But prohibition would not 
work in Western societies without a new 
social morality, which would inevitably 
take a more or less socialist form. On 
the other hand any attempt at 
legalisation would break up the New 
Right coalition of free-marketeers and 
religious right-wingers. Even the 
eminently logical system of giving a 
free supply to registered addicts is not 
allowed except on a very restricted scale. 
Britain used to have a much more 
extensive system of free supply: it was 
abolished an,d. the problem got very 
much worse. LJ 
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New World Order 
by Jack Lane 

There could be no greater misnomer for the current world 
situation than 'the New World Order'. As the Holy Roman 
Empire was neither Holy, Roman, nor an Empire, this Order 
is none of the things it claims to be. It is American, 
disorderly, and there is nothing new about it. 

The Gulf War was the launch-pad of this New Order. It is 
justified as a way of keeping the world safe from Saddam 
Hussein. In fact, however, Saddam acted totally in the spirit of 
the New Order. He had a border dispute with a particularly 
despicable bunch of parasites, and, with America's blessing, he 
decided to resolve the issue by force. 
America, however, suddenly changed its stance, got on its 

moral high horse, and declared that what he was doing was 
outrageous. It proceeded to prove its point by gratuitously 
slaughtering some hundreds of thousands of Iraqis. This has 
set the rules and the tone of the New Order. It is now 
continuing to taunt, insult and humiliate Iraq, just as the 
Allies did to Germany after Versailles. The rules should be 
clear to everyone: firepower and the willingness to use it is 
what counts in the New Order. Mao's dictum that "political 
power grows out of the barrel of a gun" has been fully 
confirmed by America. That is now the norm for dealing with 
such issues. The current reason given for their behaviour 
towards Iraq is to destroy its nuclear potential. But why only 
Iraq's? 

The Sunday Telegraph of October 6, 1991 had an 
article, "Whose Bomb Next?" which pointed out that along 
with the 'legitimate' possessors of nuclear weapons, several 

Page 24 

countries probably had them, or the potential to have them. 
These include India, South Africa, Israel, Pakistan, North 
Korea, South Korea, Taiwan, Argentina and Brazil. It went on 
to point out that there are a lot of redundant nuclear scientists 
looking for jobs these days. It is not difficult to imagine that 
there are several other countries that could, and probably are, 
already providing gainful employment for these people. The 
break-up of the Soviet Union into various states would give a 
major boost to the spread of these weapons. In other words, 
the spread of nuclear weapons is continuing apace, and it is 
inevitable. Apart from the fact that they cannot be de-invented, 
the behaviour of America is making it inevitable because any 
self-respecting state now knows that it needs such a capacity 
to protect itself against the vagaries of America's foreign 
policy. 
If yesterday's good guys, like Saddam, can become today's 

bad guys, and be treated like him, who can feel secure? 
Hollywood is the American Dream in so far as it can be 
realised, and it is the Hollywood imagination that drives the 
American approach to the world. There is the Sheriff in his 
White House with deputies like Hurd and Mitterrand who can 
be relied on, at a moment's notice, to round up the posse down 
at the UN Corral to give chase to the bad guy. The distinction 
between a posse and a lynch mob is never very clear. This 
approach to law and order has not been a resounding success in 
America, and it certainly will not be more successful in the 
world at large. 
For a start, how is the bad guy to be recognised? By all the 

criteria propounded by the promoters of the New Order, the 
Chinese leaders should be next on the list. They are 
unashamed communist dictators and butchers of democrats, as 
well as possessors of tons of nuclear weapons. Not only are 
they left alone, but the promoters of the New Order come to 
them bearing nice juicy gifts, like Hong Kong. 

It is obvious why they will not be touched. They have not 
lost confidence in themselves, and they have the means and the 
will to stand up for themselves so there will have to be 
exceptions made for them. The New Order is really for those 
who can be ordered about. We are forever being told that 
nowadays, as opposed to the Cold War era, there is a world 
community with a mind of its own about what it wants. In 
some miraculous way, George Bush is always in agreement 
with what this 'world' wants. As if by magic, Douglas Hurd, 
John Major, Neil Kinnock and Gerald Kaufman are all able to 
read the mind of this world community simultaneously and are 
always in agreement about it. 

The fact is that the exact opposite is the case. There was a 
world community during the Cold War. There were two major 
social systems in competition, and every square mile of the 
world was competed for in order to prove and disprove the 
virtues and vices of the two systems. This made for a real 
community. Everyone had a vested interest in what everyone 
else was doing. The power of nuclear weapons was used to 
emphasise the reality of the possibility of total destruction if 
the world did not sort out its problems without war, and this 
emphasised the sense of a world community. This situation of 
competing social systems severely curtailed and circumscribed 
national/ethnic conflict and resulted in the greatest social 
development that the world had ever seen. 
Now the emphasis is totally on national/ethnic conflicts and 

the sense of a world community is being reduced to the 
expectations of the participants in such conflicts. And those 
expectations are always rather limited: how can we beat the 
shit out of them before they do it to us? Such conflicts are 
nothing new and are the very antithesis of any kind of world 
order. It is a version of the Hobbesian nightmare of all against 
all, and life will certainly be nasty, brutish and short for those 
who happen to be on the losing side. 

The liberal West has lost all moral authority by promoting 
this type of order because it is based ultimately on the type of 
terror that the US unleashed on l@9: a terror that makes the so 
called terrorists look like angels. □
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