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'' Credibility In Whatever You Say ... " 

John Prescott's campaign for the deputy leadership has already caused other leading figures in the Party and 
the Trade Unions to shift their ground away from the bankrupt cliches of the Kinnock era. One evening in early 
June he took time off from barnstorming to talk to Labour & Trade Union Review about Labour's values, 
organisation, leadership, and where it must go from here. 

L&TUR: Long before April 9, you were 
coming across as the defender of the 
Party's traditional values. Since the 
election you have been pinpointing the 
problem represented by the Party's failure 
on polling day to mobilise the support of 
many trade unionists, the unemployed, 
the poor, and so on - in other words, a 
major part of the Party's traditional 
constituency. What has to change for this 
problem to be solved? 

Prescott: First of all, the Party must recognise 
the problem. There seems to be some doubt 
as to whether we should be chasing after the 
'contented' votes. Of course we should. But 
the Tories always maintain their core vote, 
and we need to retain ours. 

The evidence we have at the moment - 
and unfortunately we have not yet done the 
analysis, which should have been done before 
the election - indicates that the core vote did 
not come out for us. The unemployed did not 
vote for us. Perhaps that is something to do 
with the fact that we did not explain full 
employment to them. 

To give an example: it is always difficult 
to say you are going to create three million 
jobs in whatever period of time, but we could 
have made a great deal more out of the fact 
that a quarter of a million building workers 
are unemployed. There is £6 billion worth of 
capital receipts from selling council houses 
lying idle in local authority accounts, and 
desperate need for homes. If you put those 
things together you show where the money 
will come from, meeting what kind of need, 
and creating employment. 

A similar argument could have been 
used in connection with the minimum 
wage. We did use it now and then, but 
we were embarrassed by it. It was 
suggested to us that if you put up the 
rate of pay for the minimum wage from 
£2.40 to £3.40 you might create some 
unemployment. I have no doubt that 
you might, have done. But as soon as I 
suggested this was the case during the 
election, a ton of bricks fell on me: 
people were saying, we can't suggest it 
would create unemployment. In reality, 
it may do but, in the long term, and not 
a very long term at that, the increased 
effective demand from the higher level 
of wages may well create work, while 
in some cases causing a certain amount 
of shake-out. 

I do think you have to maintain 
credibility in whatever you say. You 
have to show where the jobs will come 
from if you say you stand for full 
employment. That is a practical example 
of where we need to spell it out. 

It is said sometimes that even the 
pensioners did not vote for us, that they 
turned down our 'bribe', if you like, of 
£8 per couple. I am not convinced that 
many pensioners knew about it. We 
certainly did not put it out in any major 
political broadcast. Many pensioners I 
have talked to were not aware of it. I 
think that this comes from having a 
minority party: where one person is in 
the Labour Party for every 264 people 
in the country. It is one in eight in 
Sweden. We cannot rely on the press to 

put our case across; we must rely on our 
own party. 

So, in answer to your question, the first 
thing is credibility; second, we must have 
policies that are relevant to our own core 
people; and, third, we must become a mass 
party which can communicate the message 
much more effectively. 

L&TUR: Could we turn, then, precisely 
to the question of membership. There is 
something of a problem as to who 
actually is a member these days. Who 
admits people into membership? Who 
defines membership at a particular 
moment, when selection procedures 
have to take place? Do you think that 
this is a problem, and do you have ideas 
about it yourself? 

Prescott: Yes, it is a problem. People are 
writing to me, now, saying that they are 
not sure whether they can vote in this 
election. The old system, where you went 
to the Branch Secretary and asked, "am I 
a member?", was pretty clear, because 
they either had your money or they didn't 
and they gave the cards out. I am not 
against the use of the computer and the 
national membership list; it is just that it is 
not working effectively. The computer 
can cash your cheque pretty quickly, but it 
cannot send you a card. That is bound to 
cause resentment. 

Second, the national membership list 
not only produces uncertainty about 
whether someone is a member, it generates 
resentment against Walworth Road in the 



Interview continued 

CLPs. The CLPs used to use their 
subscriptions to fight local elections in 
May, and then sent the rest on to the Party 
nationally. Now, under the national 
membership list, you send it to the Party, 
and they hang onto it till the last minute, 
getting all the interest, and then send 
something to the constituencies later in 
the year. I have tried to get the Executive 
to come to an agreement about this. 

So, first of all, there has to be a 
recognition that the machine must do the 
job properly. It must be able to send a card. 
It must be up to date. Second, we must get 
people to realise that we need mass 
membership, i.e. a million members. If 
every branch in the Labour Party recruited 
one new person a week for three years, we 

will have achieved a million members, 
and we will have then secured a 
quadrupling of the income of the Labour 
Party. Now I think that is crucial. I said this 
in 1988, and since 1988, when Iran for the 
job then, we have lost 100,000 members. 
That is almost equivalent to the overdraft 
in this year's operation of current account, 
something like £800,000. 

We have just got to reverse this trend. 
It can be done in a number of ways. One, 
getting people to put it as a priority in the 
organisation; two, targeting, and three, 
doing something about the level of 
subscriptions. We have such wide 
differentials at the moment between the 
various payments. You can pay a political 
levy and be an affiliated member. You can 

pay the full membership of £15. You can 
pay the unwaged and pensioner rate, and 
you can pay what might have been the 
discounted trade union rate at £5 some 
time ago. 

I believe we must prevent these 
differentials from growing any greater. 
For example, the political levy in some 
unions is £4.50 a year. £15 a year is a great 
differential. Now, if you wanted to bring it 
down to about a fiver, and you increased 
membership to about 600,000 or 700,000, 
that would be the equivalent of a 
membership fee of £5 without losing 
income. So somewhere between the two 
we must aim to reduce the size of the 
membership subscription, increasing 
membership, and then looking to use the 



affiliation fee in trade unions as a means of 
actually paying directly to the Labour 
Party. You can either put a levy plus - an 
idea I suggested in 1988, and which most 
of the candidates seem to have adopted 
now - or you can have the set political levy 
amount, depending on how successful you 
are with the membership. 

Then there's targeting. Far more 
women would join the Labour Party if we 
targeted them. What I mean by that is not 
merely asking them to join, but making 
our organisation much more friendly 
towards them. They go to the GMC and 
are often reluctantly accepted there. They 
feel the kind of discussions and the 
procedures to be in a way hostile, or so 
they tell me, and I understand that might 
be the case. The national computer will 
give us an opportunity to develop this 
much more effectively. 

For example, I attended a meeting 
arranged with the use of this computer for 
200 new members in Leeds. They did not 
come through the GMC; they were targeted 
by the computer. And I was asked, as an 
MP, to go and talk to them about the 
Labour Party. Now those people were just 
beginning to understand the Labour Party 
and were interested to hear the politicians 
and see some face off the television, and 
that was quite successful. And I think that 
we could use that approach to target many 
women, who cannot go at 7.30 at night, 
who might find it easier to go in the 
afternoon when youngsters are at school, 
if they are women who are not in 
employment. We can begin to adjust the 
times to suit their requirements. Then we 
might encourage them to become a real 
force for change in the GMC. Because 
they are very much a minority at the 
moment, and they might want to be 
organised for change. 

And this will help us with political 
education, and make our identity much 
more friendly. It would look as if the 
computer wasn't just getting hold of your 
address to ask for money every month. We 
should also make it compatible with the 
trade union computers; we would have an 
opportunity to get direct connections and 
those people would become active Labour 
Party members receiving material from 
us, instead of just affiliated people who do 
not have a great deal of contact with the 
Party, except paying their political levy. 
That would make us a much more active 
Party. 

L&TUR: You stress the advantages of 
the centralised computer system, but is 
there not a disadvantage, in that it tends 
to remove some of the incentive at the 
local grass roots level to engage in 
recruiting, and weaken the personal 
link which used to exist between a ward 
party branch and the more inactive 
element of the membership? 

Prescott: Yes. That is why I advocated in 
1988 that the computer and the machine 
should be decentralised to the regions. I 
would make it an incentive to the regions, 
so that they, as well as the branches, got 
more money from new membership drives. 
That is quite important. If it was in the 
regions it would be much easier for party 
members to talk to the regions about what 
was happening with membership, while it 
is logistically almost impossible to keep 
ringing up Walworth Road to find out 
what has happened. Technology is now 
allowing us to put it down· to regional 
levbel. Some parties are already beginning 
to develop their own software and 
computers. If you wanted information, 
you could tap into the Labour Party 
computer. There are all sorts of possibilities 
open to us. The fact that we have had a bad 
experience with the computer should not 
lead us to tum away from it. 

But I also believe that we should use 
the collectors more. A lot of people who 
have retired early would like some extra 
job to do. They could perhaps even use 
their own terminals to find out and recruit, 
and they coculd become the human face of 
the computer. The computer could tell the 
collector that it had certain people in a 
given area who could be connected. 
Mmembers who came in that way would 
have a face from the Party to meet them. 
They could be given literature which could 
be fed out by a computer but delivered by 
a person and not a machine. The problem 
is that it all comes through in envelopes: 
people resist it, out of a sense that it is a 
machine talking to them. The Party must 
have heart, it must have the heart talking to 
the heart, not a bloody machine talking to 
the head. 

If collectors could call on people for 
their subscriptions every so often, there 
would be a lot to be said for that. There are 
a lot of people now who have retired early, 
have got time on their hands and do not 
mind doing this if they think that effort is 
going to reward their ward. I would have 
a differential incentive payment, if you 

like, for them to be know that their efforts 
have got, say, £40 for the ward. This is 
how we can get mass membership. Mass 
membership is important for propaganda. 
Membership has been seen as a means of 
getting cash rather than contact, and we 
need to reverse that priority. But in order 
to get that over you need a Deputy Leader 
constantly going out meeting collectors 
and asking them how they are getting on. 

L&TUR: What about the link with the 
trade unions? You have defended the 
Party's traditional link with the trade 
unions, but you have suggested that this 
might be modified in some ways. In this 
connection, you have recently proposed 
that a large-scale study into the 
relationship between the Party and the 
trade unions be launched, and you have 
insisted that it should involve everyone. 
How might everyone be involved in this? 

Prescott: When I said "everyone", I 
particularly meant everyone involved in 
the trade union movement, because I was 
reacting at that time to a number of things. 

One, we hadjusthad the announcement 
of the leadership and deputy leadership 
contest. The impression given by the trade 
union movement was that a couple of 
people had got together with a couple of 
leaders on the Labour Party side and 
decided that it was to be two particular 
people. I think that did us damage. It was 
not helpful. 

Alongside that was running the idea 
that because the electoral college had gone 
(although we had not even scrapped it 
before we got the other proposals), we 
should have a weighting for unions. As 
soon as the unions split as to what they 
wanted in that weighting, we have now 
come up with 'one person, one vote'. 

My complaint is that this is a 'quick 
fix' job. It was a quick fix job that gave us 
the electoral college. There is a decent 
argument for 'one person, one vote'. I was 
trying to argue that you cannot just pick 
out one little section and say, "that should 
only apply in the election of MPs, and the 
election of leader and deputy leader". The 
relationship is about trade unions as a 
federal structure being represented at all 
the regional levels, on the National 
Executive, and having block votes 
operating in the Conferences. All those 
are related to this argument. We cannot 
simply have 'one person, one vote', or a 
kind of referendum on every decision. It is 
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nonsense. 
In a federal structure there is a very 

strong argument for representative voting. 
That is, we justify the block vote. How do 
you modernise the block vote? You still 
operate it as a block vote. When I hear 
people argue that it is not democratic, I 
reply that the G MC vote is a block vote, an 
MP' s vote is almost a block vote, because 
we represent 60,000 people here in 
Parliament. We could put our hand up 
with 60,000 votes, if we wanted, and say 
that it is representative democracy. Also, 
I do not hear anyone complaining that 
pension funds have block votes. I mean, of 
course, proxy votes. Bankers have special 
preference votes in company law. There 
are all sorts of things that nobody screams 
about at because that is the nature of dealing 
with an awful lot of people expressing a 
point of view. So on the subject of the 
block vote, I say, "Yes, we can have it". 
You might modernise it, but we must talk 
about it. When I say, "modernise it", the 
one principle that has caused some 
problems is that when you have a block 
vote operated the way it is at the moment, 
the leader and the members of parliament 
could then be elected by people not of your 
political persuasion. You could have 
Conservatives, or Communists, or Liberals 
deciding who should be the leader of the 
Labour Party! That is not a practise I can 
readily accept. It should be Labour Party 
members. You have to ask yourself, in the 
process of electing the leader of members 
of Parliament, how do trade unionists 
operate their votes. I am quite prepared to 
see a block vote operating which, in that 
election, is all made up of Labour Party 
members. It is said that, in some cases, as 
many as 3000 votes in each constituency 
are made up of trade union-affiliated 
people. If they were all Labour Party 
members I would have no objection 
whatsoever. Neither would I have any 
objection if a trade union wanted to say to 
all its T&G members, "Listen, we would 
like you to support a sponsored member, 
or to support this person, because we think 
they are sympathetic to our view". That 
view may be expressed as a block vote, but 
itis a block vote of Labour Party members, 
within, if you like, an electoral college. 
But it still allows you to have 'one person 
one vote'. When we come to the 
Conference, I think unions in a federal 
structure are quite entitled to exercise their 
votes in policy-making in a block form, as 

they do at present. But it does open the 
question, should they be only Labour Party 
members, or shouldn't they? If they pay 
political levies it should be solely on the 
political levy, as it is at the moment. But 
we have to be sure that unions know who 
is paying the political levy. I am not so 
sure that is the case at the moment. Some 
unions cannot tell you who is doing so and 
who is not. And it does not help when 
unions affiliate on the basis of what they 
think it is. Then, it seems, the block vote is 
very much influenced by how many votes 
you can get at the Conference, rather than 
any direct relationship to the political levy 
paid, or, indeed, to Labour Party 
membership. These are very complex 
issues. Let us sit down and talk about 
them, not try to have a 'quick fix' in one 
area, and ignore the ramifications in the 
rest. That is what really started to happen 
in this deputy leadership race. When I 
said, "Hang on, there are other arguments", 
people have come back a bit since then. 
And Ithink lcouldrightly claim that when 
I said: "I don't accept that as a view. You 
have run away with your 'one person one 
vote', as if there is nothing to be said for 
the block vote, or for representative 
democracy in trade union relations", I 
have in this election brought back from the 
brink some of the people who are running 
away with these ideas. 

L&TUR: So would you keep the block 
vote the same size? 

Prescott: well, if you had a million Labour 
Party members in the T &GWU, you would 
be very happy to see that. How would you 
express that block vote if we ignored the 
fact that they are not all Labour Party 
people and assumed they had all been 
converted to Labour Party members. It is 
no longer an argument then that they are 
not Labour Party people selecting. It is 
how the unions express that view. It is 
inevitable that all of them cannot go to to 
a conference, so they are entitled to put up 
a block vote for all the people who are 
Labour Party members. Now, I'll readily 
accept that might cause problems of 
duplicate voting. It is happening partly 
now. A person might be in the Socialist 
Medical Association, and also a member 
of some Labour Club and also a member 
of the constituency party and a member of 
their trade union. And they will be 
exercising a vote. We must look at this 

rationally and coolly and ask, how we, in 
a federal structure, justify the block vote 
as I do in terms of representative 
democracy. How does it best fit in and 
how is it consistent? You cannot do that 
by rushing and making a 'quick fix', as we 
did before. 

L&TUR: Could I just ask as a follow up 
your proposal for a large-scale study ... 

Prescott: I did say a large-scale study. I 
did not look to get a Royal Comission on 
Trade Unions. At the last meeting of the 
National Executive we asked the General 
Secretary for such a study and Tom Sawyer 
put the motion down. I was proposing 
something similar as well, buttook Toms' s 
motion, that they would now come along 
and bring together an idea for the June 
Executive, where we could start 
consultations with everybody concerned. 
The great danger at the moment is that it all 
became a matter of talking to one or two 
big unions who represented a large 
proportion of votes, and leaving everybody 
else outofit. That left them really annoyed. 
So when I say large-scale, it is large scope 
rather than large-scale. 

L&TUR: Understood. Our concern is 
precisely that there would be scope for 
inputs by .... 

Prescott: Everybody. 

L&TUR: And I was wondering if you 
would envisage this study taking 
evidence and accepting submissions. 

Prescott: I think you would have to. At 
the moment they have already started to 
do it with that new proposal of weighting 
the votes, after the electoral college. But 
what did that come down to? Who was 
actually doing the survey? Quite honestly, 
the party machine is almost an appendage 
of the Leader's office. It really got down 
to the Leader's office asking, "what do 
you agree". That is not a way to conduct 
a fundamental relationship between the 
trade unions and the Labour Party. There 
has been too much of fixing by the Leader 
through officers. Which is one of the 
reasons why I think there should be a 
Deputy Leader. A Deputy Leader has 
responsibility of course for working with 
the leader, but effecting change and 
consultation through the Party structure, 

Page 5 



::::r2r11n1:r!:: 
and not through the Leader's office. benchers to attend. The front-benchers effectively. Of course there will be some 

were burdened at the time with all sorts of lazy ones who do not want to do anything, 
statements they did not know the, week and will say, I'.m ~ff campaigning. I am 
before. In organisation you need to know sure you can institute systems to make 
aboutameetingthreeorfourweeksahead. checks on that. 
And if you pull out because there is a 
three-line whip, or because there is going 
to be an important statement, all you do is 
dishearten those people who have gone 
out of their way to organise members or 
get trade unionists to get shop stewards 
together. If you cancel it you effectively 
finish it. It collapsed in Birmingham. 
I think the present situation poses a very 
different question for the PLP. We must 
face the fact that we are in opposition. We 
have tried too often to look as if we are a 
Government, and we operate like a 
Government, both in our attitude on the 
floor of the House, in the way we organise 
ournumbersfordebate. Tothatextentone 
of the pressures has been taken off MPs. 
Because we thought we were going to be 
in Government, we changed the party rules 
now for we re-selection. It must take 
place in the summer. And so now if the 
constituency party does not want to go 
through re-selection, they can have it done 
and finished and that's it. It is still leaving 
the constituency the right to call the MP 
accountable, which we all agree with. Now 
that means instead of having 18 months 
where :MPs keep saying to the whip, I've 
got to go away because itis my reselection, 
and a whip couldn't do anything. The 
Labour Party was concerned how could 
you run a Government with a three or four 
majority if they are all shooting off to do 
their re-selection. What it shows is that 
they had the time to do re-selection. Well 
let us use them in Opposition. Let us use 
them in campaigning. Let us make them 
feel as if they have got an important part to 
play, and begin to look like an Opposition, 
not a Government. 
We have constantly lived, in our 
statements, in our attitude, as if we were 
acting like a responsible Government. The 
Tories never made that mistake. They just 
hammer, hammer, hammer. Leave some 
marauders in the House of Commons to 
keep them up night and day. Don't worry 
if the vote goes down to a hundred. Don't 
get too caught up with that. Make sure 
they are out in the field, using them as best 
we can. They like to get out in the field. It 
would improve the relationship between 
the MPs and the constituency parties, and 
the trade unions, and utilise them 

L&TUR: Taking up precisely that point, 
could we move on a little to the question 
of the Parliamentary Party. It seems to 
us that the Parliamentary Party has 
been a bit demoralised in recent years. 
It has played less of a role than it used to 
play. You yourself raised the issue some 
weeks ago of who decided the content of 
the party political broadcasting in the 
election. Obviously MPs did not get 
much of a look-in on that decision ... We 
are concerned, and we wondered 
whether you agree that something needs 
to be done to re-invigourate the PLP 
and give it more of a role, rather than 
have a lot of key decisions by people 
elsewhere. 

Prescott: I thing this ia a very important 
point. Everybody usually pays lip service 
to the importance of the PLP, while not 
treatingitasveryimportantatallincarrying 
out its parliamentary role. I would say that 
most MPs want to play a more effective 
role in campaigning. Of course they can 
go to a campaign office and be sent to 
Devon or Cornwall. But it is almost being 
asked to go on a trip, or to do a bye 
election. Meetings should be set up in the 
afternoons when MPs are able to attend 
and meet new members, thus encouraging 
growth as part of a membership drive. 
Many of them would like to do that. At 
least they would be playing an important 
role in the campaigning. At the moment, 
if you get a big rally, it is confined to one 
or two of the top people. There are many 
MPs who want to play a more effective 
part in their own area than they can at the 
moment. So I would decentralise the 
Labour Party machine to be able to 
facilitate that., 
On policy development many MPs have 
also felt left out of it. Unless they are the 
one or two on the policy-making body, or 
unless they are on the Executive, they do 
not feel they are in on anything, and feel 
resentful about that. We need to do a lot 
more about using their abilities in that 
process. 
After the last election the leadership 
pinched my target of one million new 
members. They set the target and then 
went and tried an experiment in 
Birmingham. They poured money into 
advertising, put in two full-time officials 
and arranged for a number of front- 

L&TUR: You talked about the excessive 
role of the Leader's office in recent 
years, and you also talked about it with 
manifest resentment. Is there a case for 
the backbench MPs having some means 
of collective representation vis a vis the 
leadership of the Party in Parliament? 
Couldn't backbench MPs do with a shop 
steward of a kind? 

Prescott: It is called the Shadow Cabinet! 
But this is an important point The PLP 
fought hard that the Shadow Cabinet should 
be elected by the PLP. Now that is their 
main influence, have them in or have them 
out. The fact that the Shadow Cabinet gets 
into groups and factions may be one thing. 
But they are there accountable to the PLP. 
Why would you want to introduce a shop 
steward into that? 

L&TUR: Since you have cited the 
Conservative Party on a number of 
occasions, they have got the 1922 
Committee, which is very powerful, 
which is a collective institution of their 
Parliamentary Party which can call their 
Party leadership to order once in a while. 
I was wondering whether there was a 
case for the Parliamentary Party having 
something of that. 

Prescott: The Parliamentary Party could 
be the i922 Committee if it wanted. I 
think the problem has been partly with the 
personalities involved. Fear of rocking 
the boat has rotted the Labour Party to a 
certain extent. It has made people say, 
''I'll accept things I shouldn't do". If you 
haven't got any strong personality like 
Neil, they have got to have strong 
personalities around them saying 'Hey, 
don't go that far.' Wedo have, if you like, 
a core. At the moment it is the Chair of the 
PLP, it is the Leader and deputy leader, the 
chief whip, elected by the Party, and they 
sit as the kind of officers of the Shadow 
Cabinet. That, if you like, should operate 
in a similar way, but it has not done. That 
is part personality, part 'Don't rock the 
boat' and part MPs not making sure their 
views are pressed in that way. That is 
where I think we have got to make a 
fundamental change about becoming a 
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party of Opposition, acting like an 
Opposition and not acting like a 
Government in waiting. The Tories never 
made that mistake and I think we did. We 
were forever wanting to show ourselves as 
responsible instead of getting aggravated. 
Europe has been the classic example. You 
get dragged along in all this business of 
what we would do on ERM, would not 
devalue. Howresponsible! Wehavepaid 
a price for it and we need to go back to 
being like an Opposition. In a way the 
Tories could teach us a lot on that. 

L&TUR: Anything else? 

Prescott: Yes. We need to learn to be 
proud ofourpastand our traditional values. 
People say to me, "Prescott will take you 
back to the '70s", but in the '70s we used 
to win elections. 

Why doesn't the Cooperative 
Movement come back to us? They are 
even scared to call themselves the Co-op. 
They are 'Leo' now, aren't they? 'Co-op' 
is stuck on the end of the tail. It is right 
through the movement - the feeling that 
somehow we have been ashamed of it. We 
have to reassert our confidence in 
ourselves. If we are not confident about 
our history and ourselves, who will be? 
That does not mean that we have to be 
traditionalists about everything. We want 
to uphold traditional values and provide 
traditional services in a modem manner. 

For example, British Rail might have 
to be allowed to borrow privately. Does 
that offend against the concept of 
nationalisation? Of course it doesn't. You 
restructure the accounts of British Rail so 
that it can borrow on the private market. 
What is wrong with that? It is not a charge 
on the tax-payer. We need the money from 
the tax-payer for other things. So let BR 
borrow privately. 

We rather allowed the argument to be 
polarised between an old conception of 
nationalisation and privatisation, as if 
somehow the publicly accounted industries 
and utilities cannot do it better than the 
private sector. The experience of 
privatisation shows that the public sector 
can achieve a higher level of service and 
better value for money for the public. We 
did not cut as many people off from water 
as is happening now. Gas and electricity 
were not as expensive. And industries are 
now devoted mainly to seeing to their own 
image and maximising profit. Look how 

much they are pouring into telling us all 
about how good things are as soon as they 
are privatised, and look how much we pay 
for it after that. 

We have got to go back to to reasserting 
some of those principles. Socialism is not 
supplanted by a rose. I don't think we 
should be so ashamed of our past, and our 
connections. And the British people are 
such that they know about those 
connections. It is when you start running 
away from them that they get a bit 
suspicious of you, and of what you may be 
running to. Yourown people wonder what 
you are running to, and other people think 
you seem to be changing so much. 

It was epitomised in the last week of 
the election. There was Major, more or 
less giving the two fingers to his spin 
doctors. What spin doctor or PR person 
would have said "Pick up your soapbox 
and go into the streets"? He did it. We all 
laughed at him. But he came across as 
somebody trying to say something. Then 
he said, "I don't believe in devolution" - I 
think he is fundamentally wrong - but he 
emphasised that he believed in the Union. 
A lot of Tories who did not believe what 
they had been doing all of a sudden said, "I 
like that basic principle". And he did that, 
while we were running around saying, 
"Perhaps the Liberals could sit on our 
commission". 

Patricia Hewitt and those others had 
decided that the last week was to be 
Democracy Day with Charter '88. They 
hijacked us in the last week, because they 
had decided months ago that the real key 
would be to swing those few votes over 
from the Liberals, to emphasise 
Proportional Representation, get it together 
with them. Instead of kicking the Liberals 
in the balls, it kicked us in them. 

The irony of it was that for these past 
few years we had heard that Labour must 
break away from its interest groups, and 
be seen to be a party of the People. But the 
'vested interests' they talk about are our 
people, our core people. We seem to be 
running away from them and ditching 
them, in the name of the 'pursuit of the 
People.' The irony was that we were 
supposed to move away from vested 
interests, mass movements like the trade 
unions, but we gave the last week over to 
Charter '88, a vested interest group, for 
PR. They just hijacked us in the last week. 

L&TUR: How could that happen? 

Prescott: I'll tell you how it must have 
happened. It must come back to the kind of 
leadership. 

We had a leaders' committee which I 
sat on, with others; it met twice. The third 
meeting should have been on the Sunday 
before polling day when these decisions 
were taken. And on that Sunday, if you 
noticed on television, we had a meeting 
with all the stars, and balloons. The last 
Sunday! Some bloody party! Stars, 
following on from Sheffield. 

But, I am told by those who are in the 
know, they decided as a strategy that the 
last week would be left for somebody to 
come in fresh. Apparently, lasttime,at the 
last election, we got 'tired' in the last 
week. So they decided that the issue was 
going to be democracy and proportional 
representation. So Charter '88 duly obliged 
that last week would be Democracy Day, 
and ourpeople and the people from Charter 
'88 I assume then agreed that we would 
make these great announcements about 
PR. And that was planned weeks before, 
anddoneirrespectiveofwhatwasactually 
happening in the campaign. 

What became fatal for us - not enough 
of this has come out, really - because of 
Jennifer's ear, which, ironically, was the 
best thing we did in the election - we 
ballsed it up about whether the kid's name 
came out, but it was the most fundamental 
message that came over, which people 
understood, about the Health Service. But 
because the Tory and the Labour Party had 
so much publicity over that, the controlling 
body that looks at air time during elections 
then said that the Liberals must get more to 
compensate. So they spent all their time 
just before that weekend and after that 
saying "proportional representation, 
getting together, working together, holding 
the balance of power", and then we 
dutifully followed in with a statement by 
saying "yes, you can sit on our 
ccommittee". And, of course, that 
statement made about that they could sit 
on the Commission, the Plant Commission 
on PR, was never party policy. To be fair, 
Neil made it clear that it was just his view, 
that he was pushed by these others who 
thought that this was going to be the 
clincher, and they decided it. And they 
were on course for it, they decided it, 
weeks earlier. Nothing changed that 
weekend. Instead of us having a discussion 
about whether we should go ahead with it 
in view of everything that had been going 
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on, we had Stars on Sunday. 

L&TUR: Somebody took that decision 
to cancel that key meeting. 

Prescott: Well it was left open whether 
we should have it; we expected it that last 
Sunday; I asked whether it was going to be 
held, and they said, "No, it's Stars on 
Sunday". And Neil went on that 
programme on Granada, didn't he, and he 
was asked about PR. 

L&TUR: And if the election was lost at 
any time during the campaign, it was 
lost in that last week. 

Prescott: Yes, but I don't think you can 
put it down to any one issue. I think there 
were a lot of people who were rather 
suspicious about an awful lot of things, to 
be frank. But 13% of the vote swung in the 
last week, didn't it? Well, there may have 
been many reasons, and that's what we 
need the analysis for. 

But what is absolutely clear is that 
Charter '88 and Proportional 
Representation and all that was about the 
worst thing to have been talked about at 
that point in time and, if anything, 
reinforced the fears felt by people about 
the Labour Party wanting power at any 
price, even if it meant with the Liberals. 

While the prime minister was running 
around with his soapbox, saying "I'm not 
dealing with anyone, I just believe in the 
Union": a clear, unvarnished message put 
over, funnily enough, in the traditional 
way, and we laughed at it. 

It reminds me of when people say to 
me, "Prescott for the Deputy Leader? The 
Toriesarereallywantingthat!"Iremember 
them all saying, when Thatcher got elected, 
"Well, that's it. We've cracked it. She's 
extreme, the public will reject her." Well, 
three elections later ... 

But never mind. The roses are still 
growing. Long may they grow in our 
gardens and not on our bloody chests. 

□

Trade Union Diary 

By Dave Chapel 

For Pits' Sake Grow Up ... 

Michael Heseltine's recent speech to the 
UDM Conference has been the subject of 
much sneering in the trade union 
movement. Mr Heseltine told the electricity 
industry mot to push it when the coal 
contracts come up for renewal next year. 
He emphasised the long-term economic 
and human aspects of the coal industry. 
The head of one of the generating 

companies reacted immediately with a 
virtual two fingers gesture. He said that 
these matters were no concern of his. An 
interesting and healthy battle was in the 
offing. 
Michael Heseltine is an interventionist 

as well as an empire-builder at the 
Department of Trade and Industry. Tim 
Eggar, the Energy Minister, comes across 
as even more sympathetic to the coal 
industry and the mineworkers. His recent 
threats to the electricity industry were 
blunter than Heseltine's. And the 
government still owns 40% of electricity 
shares. 
But neither Heseltine nor Eggar are 

going to put themselves out on too much 
of a limb. They have given off the right 
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signals about being pro-British coal and 
about being in favour of the miners taking 
over the industry after privatisation. 

They can only push ahead on these lines 
if there is some enthusiam in the trade 
union movement. Arthur Scargill's 
kamikaze attitude to the coal industry is to 
be expected. But does the rest of the 
movement go along with this? It certainly 
looks that way. 

Or are we going to see a repeat of the 
nonsense we saw during the 1984 strike 
when almost none of the union leaders 
tried to stop Scargill' s suicide mission, but 
almost all of them said afterwards that he 
was wrong? 

Please - can we have our civil service 
back? 

of Ministerial responsibility for the policy 
and conduct of Departments. 
It is not widely known, for example, that 

Mr Heseltine toyed with the idea of putting 
all questions on the Poll Tax out to tender! 
The logical next step is to put a Department 
out to tender. 
Public service comes good and cheap in 

the UK. (Proportionately Britain has one 
of the smallest Civil Services in the world.) 
The majority of public servants are satisfied 
with a pension, and the ambitions minority 
with an Honour added which costs nothing. 
All the recent financial scandals came 

straight from the heart of the market. Some 
could have been avoided if plodding civil 
servants had been listened to - not least the 
scandal of one Robert Maxwell. 
Consider the scope there is for scandal 

given themillions of pounds that pass 
through the hands of the public service 
every day and the information it holds on 
people. 

It is now rumoured that New Steps is 
proposing another move towards 
dismembering the Civil Service. There 
will be regional offices of government - 
not just offices of various Departments. 

Institutions that exist to provide continuity 
in public life cannot do so on the basis of 
the market. (The reputation of the Royal 
Family has been put in the market place - 
and it's not exactly thriving.) 
Far more serious is the way the 

government is putting the Civil Service in 
jeopardy with its New Steps reforms. An 
integral feature of New Steps is a blurring 



This will inevitably distract responsibility 
away from central government and 
Parliament where power is supposed to lie 
and where control can be exercised. 

Where does Labour stand on all this? It 
supports New Steps! Indeed it goes further 
and is proposing putting political 
appointees in the offices at the top of 
government Departments. More jobs for 
the boys and girls! 
Devolution plus market forces means 

irresponsibility as sure as night follows 
day. Wait for the scandals to emerge. 

Reporting the German Strike 

It is interesting how quickly the news of 
the recent German public sector strike 
vanished from the British media Clearly 
the mindless hacks could see only are-run 
ofBritain' s "Winter of discontent" in 1979. 

The final bit of news I saw was some 
idiot on TV reporting that the settlement 
was a defeat for the anions and at the same 
time a defeat for Helmut Kohl It was of 
course neither. 

The unions went to arbitration and were 
awarded about 5.2%. Kohl decided to test 
the waters and got the local authorities to 
reject the deal. The unions struck. They 
received massive and growing public 
support. The local authorities settled for 
5.4%. Kohl knew where he stood. 

And he needed to know where he stood. 
This dispute was very much about both the 
pace of German unification and about 
who was paying for it. The workers in 
Western Germany were paying heavily. 
They certainly expected to pay a fair 
amount. But they also saw the capitalists 
going East, buying up property and land 
for a song and trying to use East German 
workers as a reserve pool of cheap labour. 

Enough was enough. The public sector 
struck first. But the metal workers - the 
core of German labour - were about to 
strike as well. Now everyone knows where 
they stand. 
Only the geniuses of the British media 

appear to have learned nothing - from the 
"Kraut bashers" of the Sun to the purveyors 
of the "German malaise" in the Financial 
Times. I think it may be too late to do 
anything about British journalism. The 

German strike, the Gulf War, Yugoslavia, 
Northern Ireland and many other issues 
have demonstrated the inability of British 
journalism to investigate anything, much 
less think about what they are investigating. 
Worse still, with the partial exception of 
The Mail on Sunday, they are even 
unaware that a problem exists. 

Water Water Everywhere ... 

The vultures in charge of the newly 
privatised industries are still at it. Huge 
profits and huge salary rises again in the 
water industry. The industry itself is in a 
total mess. But this does not stop the 
money grabbers. 

They justify great increases by saying 
they are profit-related and by saying they 
are comparable with salaries in other 
industries. 

In the latter case, at least other industries 
go to the market for their managers. The 
managers of the old state industries are, by 
and large, the managers of the new private 
ones, who spent their last years in the state 
sector preparing to feather their nests. 
As far as relations to profits are 

concerned - the profits are obtainedby the 
simple expedient of upping the prices. 
And still the rate of salary increase is way 
above profit levels. 
For example: since 1989, Thames Water 

increased its prices by 30%. Roy Watts, its 
Chairman, increased his salary by 280%! 
orth West Water increased its pricesby 

29%. Its Chairman, D. Grove, jacked up 
his salary by 206%. The picture is exactly 
the same elsewhere. 

Now their meanness extends to a blank 
refusal to set up a national water grid so 
that water could be transferred from the 
wet North to the dry South. Instead they 
want to introduce water meters. An 
experiment with these on the Isle of Wight 
has shown, surprise, surprise, yet another 
increase in charges. 

I have come to the conclusion that the 
people running these privatised companies 
do not believe in their long-term future. I 
think they suspect some future shaking 
out - even some form of return to the 
public sector. Therefore they are going to 
grab every penny they can get during their 
tenures of office, and to hell with whatever 

state they leave the industry behind them 
in. 

What TUC? 

The role, and even the necessity of the 
TUC is being questioned by many in the 
union leadership. It has certainly been an 
uninspiring institution in recent years. But 
I fear that it is money, in the form of union 
contributions to Congress, which is at the 
bottom of the latest disquiet. 

Bevin and Citrine saw the TUC as 
becoming the General Staff of the trade 
union movement. This role appeared 
necessary in the aftermath of the disastrous 
General Strike of 1926 and the subsequent 
long drawn out miners' strike. 

The TUC performed its role well before, 
during and after World War II. It began to 
lose its way in the late 70s as it failed to 
take advantage of the very great union 
power and push forward with new 
developments such as industrial 
democracy and national wage bargaining. 

It oversaw the growth of free market 
pay bargaining and every union for itself. 
It finally cracked up during the 1984 miners 
strike. Most members of the General 
Council sat silently dispproving of what 
Arthur Scargill was doing to the movement. 
But no one at the centre, and especially not 
the General Secretary, had the courage to 
stand up publicly and tell Arthur to stop. 
Afterall,Arthurwasonlycontinuingdown 
the road the rest of them, including his 
arch-enemy, Eric Hammond, had been 
treading for several years. 

It is difficult to see how this trend can 
be reversed. It is a question oflack of non 
sectarian union leaders. Catch-as-catch 
can is completely dominant in the AEEU. 
The T &GWU doesn't seem to know which 
way it's going. 
Perhaps the public sector unions could 

throw up some far-sighted leadership. 
Heaven knows, they owe it to the rest of us 
after the debacle of 1979! Otherwise the 
TUC may just not be worth saving. Does 
I G Metal! take members in Britain? Just 
a thought! D 
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Kier Hardie 
Labour & Trade Union Review commemorates the election of the first Labour MP 

The decision of the Kinnock leadership 
not to commemorate the election of the 
first Labour MP one hundred years ago is 
remarkable, but it is not surprising. All 
that is surprising is the bluntness with 
which they ridiculed the reporter who 
during the election campaign asked them 
if they intended to commemorate it. They 
told him he needed his head examined for 
asking such a question. 
James Kier Hardie was born in 

Lanarkshire in 1856. He was the eldest of 
nine children. At the age of ten he went to 
work in the coal mines, having previously 
worked as an errand boy in Glasgow. By 
his early twenties he had been sacked from 
the mines and blacklisted for his efforts at 
union activity. He then became a journalist 
while helping to establish the Ayrshire 
Miners Union, of which he became the 
organising secretary in 1886. In 1887 he 
started a monthly periodical, The Miner, 
which in 1894 became The Labour 
Leader. 
His early political activity was within 

the Liberal Party. Gladstone made a strong 
bid to contain the developing Labour 
movement within the Liberal world 
outlook and the Liberal Party. Hardie cut 
the umbilical cord with the Liberals by 
standing as Independent Labour in 1888. 
Though he was defeated by the Liberal his 
action led to the formation of the Scottish 
Labour Party. Labour politics had begun. 
In 1892 Hardie became the first Labour 

MP, winning the West Ham seat. This 
success led to the formation of the 
Independent Labour Party at Bradford in 
1893, with its slogan: Educate, Agitate, 
Organise. 
Twenty eight Labour candidates were 

fielded in 1895, with no successes. Hardie 
lost his seat. But defeat only made him 
more determined , and he made plans to 
establish Labour as a great national 
Parliamentary Party. 
Having opposed the Boer War (which 

began in 1898), Hardie won the Merthr 
Tydfil seat in 1900. 
Until 1899 the TUC had been opposed 

to the establishment of an independent 
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Labour Party. But the political influence 
generated by Hardie overcame the old 
attachment to the Liberal Party And in 
February 1900 the TUC called a 
Conference, attended by the ILP, the 
Fabian Society and some other socialist 
groups, which established a Labour 
Representation Committee. The LRC 
sponsored fifteen candidates in the 1900 
election. Two were successful: Hardie 
and Richard Bell. In 1906 it sponsored 
fifty candidates, of which 29 were elected. 
Labour was on the way. 
It is an oversimplification to say that the 

Labour Party was formed by the trade 
unions. While the 1899 decision of the 
TUC to call a Conference on Labour 
Representation was a watershed in British 
political history, that decision was itself a 
product of the pioneering work of Kier 
Hardie and the ILP. 
Despite the establishment of the LRC in 

1900 and the presence of a Labour Party in 
parliament from 1906, there was no real 
Labour Party membership until the 1918 
reorganisation. Membership was possible 
only through affiliated organisations, 
which in practice meant the Fabian Society 
for middle-class smart-alecs and the ILP 
for working class socialists. The ILP 
therefore continued to play a vital part in 
the movement until 1918, although from 
1906 on, ILP MPs were a minority of the 
Labour MPs. 
The ILP disaffiliated from the Labour 

Party in the early 1930s, it did not behave 
very sensibly in the late 1930s and early 
1940s, and it disappeared as a political 
force in the 1945 election. But that has 
nothing to do with Kier Hardie. He died in 
1915, having led theILPintoopposition to 
the war, which the non-ILP element in the 
Labour leadership supported. It was the 
principled opposition of the ILP to the 
war, and its refusal to bow the head before 
the deluge of jingoism unleashed by 
Asquith and his Liberal Imperialists, and 
its refutation of the mindless reasoning 
deployed in justification of the war by 
Oxford professors and Fleet Street hacks 
alike, which gave the Labour Party street 

credibility in the disillusionment of the 
post war years. 
We give below two extracts from 

William Stewart's biography J. Kier 
Hardie, published in 1921, which was 
one of the standard books of the Labour 
movement in the 1920s and 1930s: 

"James Kier Hardie was born on August 
15th, 1856, in a one-room house at 
Legbrannock, near Holytown in 
Lanarkshire, amongst the miners, of whom 
he was to become one, and with whose 
interests he was to be closely identified all 
through his life. His father, David Hardie, 
was not, however, a miner, nor of miner 
stock, he was a ship carpenter by trade, 
drawn into this district by the attraction of 
Mary Kier, a domestic servant... 
"Not much is known of Kier Hardie's 

years of infancy, but ... in his eighth year 
we find the family- increasing in numbers 
- living in the ship-building district of 
Glasgow in very straightened 
circumstances even for working folk ... 
"One of Hardie's earliest recollections 

was of attending a trade union meeting 
with his fatherwhoadvisedagainsta strike 
on the grounds of lack of funds and 
slackness of trade. During this dispute the 
family were compelled to sell most of 
their household goods, and what was 
worse, to enlist the boy of seven as one of 
the breadwinners. His first job was as a 
message boy to the Anchor Steamship 
Company, and as school attendance was 
now impossible, the father and mother 
devotedrnuch of their time to his education, 
and were at best able to teach him to read ... 
"After a short time spent as a message 

boy, he was sent into a brass finishing 
shop, the intention being to apprentice 
him to that trade, but when it was learned 
that the first year must be without wages, 
brass finishing was abandoned, and his 
next place was in a lithographer's in the 
Tron gate at half-a-crown a week. That did 
not last long, and we find him serving as a 
baker's message boy at three shillings a 
week. From this he went to heating rivets 
in Thomson's shipyard on a forty per cent 



rise in wages, four shillings and six pence 
a week. Hewouldprobablyhavecontinued 
at this employment... but a fatal accident 
to two boys in the shipyard frightened his 
mother,andoncemorehebecameabaker's 
message boy ... 
"There had been a great lock-out of 

Clyde shipworkers lasting six weary 
months. In the Hardie household 
everything that could be turned into food 
had been sold ... 'The outlook was black'. 
says Hardie, looking back upon it, 'but 
there was worse to come, and the form it 
took made it not only a turning point in my 
life, but also in my outlook in men and 
things. I had reached the age at which I 
understood the tragedy of poverty ... One 
winter morning I turned up late at the 
baker's shop ... and was told to go upstairs 
to see the master. I was kept waiting 
outside the door of the dining-room while 
he said grace - he was noted for religious 
zeal - and, on being admitted, found the 
master and his family seated round a large 
table. He was serving out bacon and eggs 
while his wife was pouring coffee from a 
glass infuser which at once - shamefaced 
and terrified as I was - attracted my 
attention. I had never seen such a room 
nor such a table ... The master read me a 
lecture before the assembled family on the 
sin of slothfulness, and added that though 
he would forgive me for that once, if I 
sinned again by being late I should be 
immediately dismissed, and so sent me to 
begin work. 
"'But the injustice of the thing was 

burning hot within me, all the more that I 
could not explain why I was late. The fact 
was that I had not yet tasted food. I had 
been up most of the night tending my 
ailing mother, and had risen betimes in the 
morning but had been made late by 
assisting my mother in various ways before 
starting. The work itself was heavy and 
lasted from seven in the morning till closing 
time. 
"'Two mornings afterwards, a Friday, I 

was again a few minutes late, from the 
same source, and was informed on arriving 
at the shop that I was discharged and my 
fortnight's wages forfeited by way of 
punishment. The news stupefied me, and 
finally I burst out crying and begged the 
shopwoman to intercede with the master 
for me ... She spoke to the master through 
a speaking tube, ... but he was obdurate, 
and finally she, out of the goodness of her 
heart, gave me a piece of bread and advised 
me to look for another place. For a time I 

wandered about the streets in the rain, 
ashamed to go home where there was 
neitherfoodnorfireandactuallydiscussing 
whether the best thing was not to go and 
throw myself in the Clyde and be done 
with a life that had so little attractions. In 
the end I went to the shop and saw the 
master and explained why I had been late. 
But it was all in vain. The wages were 
never paid. But the master continued to be 
a pillar of the Church and a leading light in 
the religious life of that city!' ... 
"The upshot of it all was that the father 

in sheer despair went off again to sea, and 
the mother with her children removed to 
Newarthill, where her own mother still 
lived, and quite close to the place where 
Kier was born. 
"Thus there had arrived ... a turning 

point in his life, deciding that his lot should 
be cast with that of the mining community 
and determining some other things which, 
taken altogether, constituted a somewhat 
complex environment and impulse for a 
receptive minded lad growing from 
boyhood to adolescence. 

"Both parents had what is called in 
Scotland a strictly religious upbringing, 
and had encouraged the boy to attend 
regularly at Sunday School. The Glasgow 
experience had cleared all that. They were 
persons of strong individuality. The mother 
especially had a downright way oflooking 
at life, and had no use for forms of religion 
which sanctioned the kind of treatment 
which she and those she loved had passed 
through. Henceforward the Hardie 
household was a free-thinking household, 
uninfluenced by the 'kirk-gaun' 
conventionalities or more traditional 
beliefs. Priest and Presbyter were not kept 
outside the door, but there was free entrance 
also for books critical of orthodoxy and 
secular in interest, and on the same shelf 
with the Bible and Pilgrim's Progress 
might be found Paine's Age of Reason 
and works by Ingersoll, together with 
Wilson's Tales of the Borders and the 
poems of Bums. All the members of the 
family grew up with the healthy habit of 
thinking for themselves. 
"Almost immediately on coming to 

Newarthill the boy, now ten years of age, 
went down the pit as 'trapper' to a kindly 
old miner, who before leaving him for the 
first time at his lonely part, wrapped his 
jacket round him to keep him warm. The 
work of a 'trapper' was to open and close 
a door which kept the air supply for the 
men in a given direction ... 

"At this time he began to attend Fraser's 
night school at Holytown... The father 
returned from sea and found work on the 
railway then being made between 
Edinburgh and Glasgow. When this was 
finished, the family removed to the village 
of Quarter in the Hamilton district, where 
Kier started as pit pony driver, passing 
from that through other grades to coal 
hewing, and by the time he was twenty had 
become a skilled practical miner, and had 
also gained two years experience above 
ground working in the quarries. 
"He was in the way however of 

becoming something more than a miner. 
At the instigation of his mother he had 
studied and become proficient in shorthand 
writing, and through the same guidance 
had joined the Good Templar movement 
which was then establishing itself in most 
of the Scottish villages... His habit of 
independent thinking too, had led him, not 
to reject religion but only its forms and 
shams and doctrinal deceptions, and he 
associated himself with what seemed to 
him the simplest organised expression of 
Christianity, namely the Evangelical 
Union ... Because of the part he was now 
playing in the local public affairs his brother 
miners pushed him into the chair at 
meetings for the negotiation of their 
grievances, and appointed him on 
deputations to the colliery managers ... 
Without knowing it, almost involuntarily, 
he had become a labour agitator, a man 
obnoxious to authority, and regarded as 
dangerous by colliery management and 
gaffers. 
"The crisis came for him one morning 

when descending No. 4 Quarter pit. Half 
way down the shaft, the cage stopped and 
then ascended. On reaching the surface he 
was met by the stormy-faced manager 
who told him to get off the Company's 
grounds and that his tools would be sent 
home. 'We'll hae nae damned Hardies in 
this pit' he said, and he was as good as his 
word, for the two younger brothers were 
also excommunicated. The Hardie family 
was having its full taste of the boycott. 
Kier now realised that he was evidently a 
person of some importance in the struggle 
between masters and men, and a 
comprehension of that fact was perhaps 
the one thing needed to give settled 
direction to his propagandist energies, 
hitherto spent somewhat diffusely in 
movements which afforded no opportunity 
of getting at close quarters with an enemy. 
By depriving him of his means of 
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livelihood, the enemy itself had come to 
close quarters with him. He had been 
labelled an agitator and he accepted the 
label." 

Of the many struggles that he was then 
to engage in, the struggle against the mutual 
slaughter of World War One was perhaps 
the most important: 

"The common people did not enter into 
the war. They were dragged into it. That 
they could be dragged into it was due to the 
fact that they had been kept wholly ignorant 
of the doings of their diplomats, and they 
had not believed the ILP when it tried to 
inform them. The ILP ... directed all its 
efforts towards keeping the nation out of 
the war. 
"With a spontaneity which was a striking 

proof of how surely rooted in principle 
was the organisation, every section of it 
moved the same way ... and on Sunday 
August 2nd, in every city, town and village 
where there was a branch or group of the 
Independent Labour Party, a public protest 
against the nation being dragged into war 
was made, and a demand that whatever 
might happen in Europe, this country 
should stand neutral and play the part of 
peacemaker. Hardie ... had reason to be 
proud of his beloved ILP that day. 
"He himself was in Trafalgar Square 

taking part in a demonstration organised 
by the British Section of the International 
Socialist Bureau, of which he was 
Chairman ... 
"On the following night interest was 

transferred to the House of Commons, and 
Parliament was 'allowed to say a few 
words' before the war, always decided 
upon, was started officially ... 
"Hardie had yet another ordeal to pass 

through ... He had to see his constituents. 
He knew well that the drums of war that 
were already beating would, in proportion 
as they roused national pride and prejudice, 
drown reason , and that if he was to get a 
chance to explain his position it would 
have to be immediately. On August 6th he 
spoke in Sperdore. What happened there 
is best described by one who was present. 
'As soon as the hall began to fill it was 
obvious that a large hostile element was 
present... the Chairman spoke without 
interruption, but as soon as he called 
Hardie, the uproar commenced. A well 
organised body of men had taken strong 
positions near the back of the hall... They 

were members of the Conservative and 
Liberal Clubs who always hated Hardie. 
Their opportunity had come at last. 'God 
save the King' and 'Rule Brittania' were 
sung lustily ... It soon became evident that 
Kier Hardie was not going to be heard that 
night. Hardie continued to speak for about 
half an hour, ... but his voice could not be 
heard further than the front seats... A 
small body of comrades closed round 
Hardie. There was a rush to the door but 
the street was reached safely. The crowd 
surged down the side street, but in the 
main street it began to get less. But several 
hundred men followed him up the main 
street singing their jingo songs. Hardie 
walked straight on with his head erect, not 
deigning to look either to the right or the 
left. He was staying with Matt Lewis, the 
school teacher, secretary of the local 
Labour Party... Hardie sat down in the 
armchair and lit his pipe. He was silent for 
a time, staring into the fire. Then he joined 
in the conversation, but he did not talk as 
much as usual. I had to catch the nine 
o'clock train down the valley. He shook 
hands, and said 'I understand what Christ 
suffered in Gethsemane as well as any 
man living" ... 

On August 27th, he had an article in 
Labour Leader which showed no falling 
off in vigour of expression or lucidity of 
statement. It was in answer to the specious 
plea put forward on behalf of those 
socialists who had become aggressively 
pro-British and needed some plausible 
justification for their lapse from the 
principles of Internationalism. Their plea 
was that this country was not at war with 
the German people but with the Kaiser, 
that the overthrown of Kaiserdom would 
bein the interests of Socialism in Germany. 
The victory of the Allies, in fact, would be 
a victory for Socialism. Logically, though 
the apologists shrank from committing 
themselves to the statement in so many 
words, the war, from the British point of 
view, wasaSocialistone. Hardiereminded 
the people who argued in this fashion that 
one of the allies was the government of the 
Czar, and he wanted to know how 
Socialism would gain by the substitution 
of Czardom for Kaiserdom ... 
'"LetanybodytakeamapofEuropeand 

look at the position of Germany: on the 
one side Russia with her millions of trained 
soldiers and unlimited population to draw 
upon (its traditional policy over a hundred 
years had been to reduce Prussia to 

impotence, so that the Slav may reign 
supreme), and on the other side France, 
smarting under her defeat and the loss of 
her two provinces, Alsace and Lorraine, in 
1870. For a number of years past these 
two militarisms have been in close and 
cordial alliance. What was it that brought 
the Czardom of Russia into alliance with 
the Republic of France? One object, and 
one alone, to crush Germany between 
them. GermanarmamentsandtheGennan 
navy, were primarily intended to protect 
herself and her interests against these two 
enemies. If this reasoning be correct, it 
follows that our being in the war is a matter 
of the free choice of our rulers who appear 
to prefer that Russia should become the 
domineering power of Europe. I do not 
write these words in order to say that we 
should now withdraw from the conflict. 
That is clearly an impossibility at present. 
But ifwe can get these facts instilled into 
the mind and brain of our people , and of 
the working class generally, we shall be 
able to exert a much greater influence on 
bringing the war to a close much more 
speedily that the military element 
contemplates at present... Some British 
Socialists are unfortunately ranging 
themselves on the side of militarism, and 
we shall require to take the strongest 
possible action to make it clear to our 
comrades on the Continent that the hands 
of the ILP, at least, are clear, and that when 
the conflict is over, and we have once 
again tomeetourGennan, French, Belgian 
and Russian comrades, no part of the 
responsibility for the crime that has been 
done in Europe can be laid at our door.' 
"By this time it had become evident that 

the ILP would be the only political party or 
section in this country refusing to accept 
any share of responsibility for the 
prosecution of the war. The Government 
started a great recruiting campaign and 
called upon all political and Labour 
organisations to assist. A majority of the 
Labour Party Executive accepted the 
invitation, as did also the Parliamentary 
Labour Party, and both placed their 
organising machinery at the service of the 
War Office. 
"The ILP representatives on the Labour 

Party Executive opposed this decision and 
reported to their own Head Office, while 
MacDonald had resigned from the position 
of Chairman of the Labour Party, actions 
which were endorsed by the National 
Council and the entire ILP movement." 

□
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Bomber Harris 

Brendan Clifford places the recent controversy over the honouring of Sir Arthur Harris in the context of 
British History after the First World War 

Sir Arthur Harris, who pioneered the 
bombing of civilian areas as a military 
method, and indeed as a form of policing, 
was not honored as he ought to have been 
for the work of organising the great born her 
armadas to destroy German cities in the 
late stages of World War II. He had 
ground for resentment. Although he liked 
his work, he was after all only carrying out 
his orders. If there was reason for shame 
in it, Churchill was the one who ought to 
have been ashamed. But even the best 
conducted democracies find it expedient 
to have scapegoats. 

The great Terror Bomber, however, 
did not lie down quietly under the silent 
disapproval of officialdom for his life's 
work. Within this jolly good chap a spark 
of human spirit survived which caused 
him to justify himself by publishing the 
mosthonestandindiscreetof all the British 
war memoirs. 

Harris has finally been honored. 
Imperial Britain, which he served so 
diligently, is in danger of becoming just 
another European state within an evolving 
European federation. The sole remnant of 
Imperial greatness is a powerful army- the 
second most powerful in the world now 
that the Soviet army is being broken down 
and that China has retreated from world 
affairs. There is little time to spare if 
Imperial Britain is to survive on the basis 
of its army. Mrs Thatcher sees the danger, 
and has been the first to speak plainly 
about having another war against 
Germany, She says what many are 
thinking. 
This is the juncture at which Royalty 

unveils a stature of Bomber Harris. He is 
placed in the pantheon ofBritish war heroes 
in the same moment that we are told it 
might soon be necessary to put down the 
Germans with a strong hand again. But we 
have not noticed that the Bomber's 
apologia has been republished for the 
occasion. We are therefore giving a small 
selection from the thoughts of the newest 
British role model held up for our 
admiration by the establishment as 
expressed in his book, Bomber Offensive 

(1947). 
"In the summer of 1939 I was on my 

way home from Palestine, where I had 
been Air Officer Commanding, R.A.F 
Palestine and Transjordan, during one of 
the worst of the periodical rebellions 
resulting from the Anglo-Jewish-Arab 
controversy. I had had there a busy year 
teaching the British army the advantages, 
and the rebels the effectiveness, of air 
power." (p 9). 

"In 1923 there was a panic about the 
size of the French Air Force and the French 
occupation of the Ruhr. The French could 
safely ignore our protests, and they did, 
because we had no air force with which to 
back them. In particular, the French had, 
in the previous year, 128 air squadrons, 
while our whole front line strength 
amounted to 371 aircraft." (p13) 
"My belief in the heavy bomber as the 

predominant weapon for the war, and my 
vies on the possible course that the war 
would take, were based on past 
experience." (p 15). 

"In 1919 the emir of Afghanistan 
launched a holy war against India, 
expecting that a general uprising of the 
moslem population would follow. This 
did not happen and he was quickly driven 
back into his own country. One 201b 
bomb in his palace grounds decided him." 
(p19) 
"When I got to Iraq, or Mespot as we 

called it in those days, Sir John Salmond 
had just taken over the "air control" of the 
country, and most of the very large army 
forces which the British taxpayer refused 
any longer to support there, had departed. 
A rebellion had broken out in 1920, 
because the Arabs had been led to expect 
complete independence and had got instead 
British Army occupation and a horde of 
Jack-in Office officials; the British Army 
forces occupying the country were then 
being heavily reduced for economy's sake, 
but they were still numerous enough to get 
the rebellion under control after some 
months of hard fighting with heavy 
casualties on both sides. The military 
control of Iraq was transferred from the 

army to the RAF entirely in order to save 
money. At that time the newspapers at 
home were running a campaign to cut 
down overwhelming and world-wide 
expenditures and were suggesting that we 
should abandon such useless and expensive 
responsibilities as Iraq. If we had done so 
we should have been hard put to it for oil 
during Hitler's war. The decision to hand 
control of the country to the RAF - which 
of course was Winston Churchill's - was 
made in 1921 and took effect on the 1st of 
October, 1922. Four infantry battalions 
remained, and Air Vice-marshal Sir John 
Salmond was in command of these as well 
as of the RAF units in the country, which 
consisted of eight squadrons and four 
armoured car companies ... Salmond gave 
me command of one of the first two troop 
carrying squadrons ... We were equipped 
with Vickers Venon and subsequently 
Victoria aircraft... By sawing a sighting 
hole in the nose of our troop carriers and 
making our own bomb racks we converted 
them into what were nearly the first post 
war long-range heavy bombers 

"During our first year in Mespot the 
Turks made a determined attempt to regain 
Mosul Velayet. They began this before 
theRAFtookoverandhadalreadyroughly 
handledacolumnoflmperial troops. Wars 
were very unpopular in those days and as 
a result hardly anything appeared in the 
home newspapers about this particular 
war, though the Turks eventually sent 
large forces over the frontier to make a 
determined and deliberate invasion of the 
Mosul area. Sir John Salmond, by 
concentrating all the squadrons up at Mosul 
and sending us straight on to the Turkish 
column as they crossed the border, very 
quickly impressed upon the Turks that 
they were not getting the place without a 
fight, or without heavy casualties... or 
indeed at all. They withdrew and gave it 
up. 
"The truculent and warlike tribes which 

occupied and still controlled, after the 
rebellion, large parts ofiraq, also had to be 
quelled, and in this our heavy bombers 
played a major part. We were hundreds of 
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miles up river near Baghdad and in the 
centre of thoroughly turbulent and wholly 
unpacified tribes on whom we were 
endeavouring to impose government of 
local Baghadadi effendis whom the 
tribesmen have naturally held in utter 
contempt from time immemorial. When a 
tribe stated open revolt we gave warning 
to all its most important villages by loud 
speaker from low-flying aircraft and by 
dropping messages, that air action would 
be taken after 48 hours. Then, if the 
rebellion continued, we destroyed the 
villages and by air patrols kept the 
insurgents away from their homes for as 
long as necessary until they invariably 
did. It was, of course, a far less costly 
method of controlling rebellion than by 
military action and the casualties on both 
sides were infinitely less than they would 
have been in the pitched battles on the 
ground which would otherwise have been 
the only alternatives. At last we were able 
to plan our action so that the air weapon 
worked in complete independence of the 
ground, except when it was necessary to 
come to the rescue of the Iraqi army." 
(p21-23) 

"In spite of all that happened at 
Hamburg, bombing proved a 
comparatively humane method. For one 
thing, it saved the flower of the youth of 
this country and of our allies from being 
mown down by the military in the field, as 
it was in flanders in the war of 1914-1918. 
But the point is often made that bombing 
is specially wicked because it caused 
casualties among civilians. This is true, 
but then all wars have caused casualties 
among civilians. For instance, after the 
last war the British Government issued a 
White Paper in which it was estimated that 
our blockade of Germany had caused 
nearly 800,000 deaths - naturally there 
were mainly of women and children and 
old people because at all costs the enemy 
had to keep his fighting men adequately 
fed ... This was death-rate much in excess 
of the ambition of even the most ruthless 
exponents of air frightfulness." (p 17 6- 7) 

The idea that killing civilians is the 
most humane mode of warfare because it 
helps to end a war quickly was groundlessly 
attributed to the German Government by 
the British war propaganda of 1914, but 
was incorporated into the military thinking 
of the victorious Allies after 1918 when 
they formed the League of Nations. 

The totally unnecessary war waged by 
Imperial Britain on Germany in 1914, the 
unprecedented slaughter entailed in 
winning that war, and the reckless 
triumphalism of the "Peace" of Versailles 
mutilated European civilization with 
consequences which are only now being 
overcome. The totalitarian state, scarcely 
imaginable before 1914, became the norm 
after 1918. The bungling manner in which 
Imperial Britain used its world supremacy 
in 1918/19 generated totalitarian politics. 
Chamberlain declared war on Germany in 
1939, although he would have preferred to 
make war on Russia in alliance with 
Germany. Bomber Command was not a 
major factor in winning that war, if only 
because the British army was not a major 
factor in winning it. The war started by 
Britain was virtually lost when Germany 
invaded Russia. The massacres at Dresden 
and Hamburg were of trifling military 
effect compared to the great ground battles 
in the East. Britain survived as a by 
product of the triumph of Russia. The 
"war for democracy" was war by the army 
of a totalitarian state. That state naturally 
held to its principles and its conquests, 
and the forty years of cold war ensued. 

In November 1914 Britain declared 
war on Turkey. It had long had its eyes on 
the Arab part of the Ottoman Empire, both 
to consolidate its dominance of the oceans 
and to build a continuous land Empire 
from Egypt to India. Since the early 19th 
century it had been nibbling away at the 
edges of Arabia, and as Ottoman power 
decayed internally it expected the whole 
of Arabia to fall into its lap. B utan internal 
resurgence of the Ottoman state began 
around 1900, assisted by Germany which 
treated it as an equal and not as a source of 
plunder and conquest. A railway network 
connecting Istanbul with Basraand Mecca 
was put under construction. Britain 
countered by secretly constituting the 
Sabah family in Kuwait into a potential 
state. But as the railway proceeded and a 
modern administration was established at 
Istanbul the prospect of a British colony of 
Arabia began to recede. Nothing short of 
outright war would get it. So Britain 
declared war and invaded Mesopotamia in 
November 1914. 
The conquest of Mesopotamia, expected 
to take a couple of months, took four years 
of hard fighting. And Mosul, which the 
most rudimentary concern for good 
government would have left with Turkey, 

was taken from Turkey after the Armistice. 
There was in 1914 very little Arab 
nationalist discontent with the Ottoman 
state. An Arab nationalist group in Basra 
proposed an alliance with Britain on the 
British declaration of war against Istanbul. 
The proposal was rebuffed so that Britain 
would enjoy a clear imperial right of 
conquest in the region, unprejudiced by 
alliances with natives. But as the going 
proved tougher than expected, and the 
early British advance was pushed back, 
theBrititsh Government found it expedient 
to enlist the aid of the natives after all. The 
"Arab Revolt" was encouraged. The Arabs 
of the revolt thought Britain was helping 
them to establish their own state but they 
found in 1919 that Britain had used them 
to establish British and French colonies. 
So, having, under British incitement 
rebelled against the Turks, whose rule 
they had never really experienced as 
oppressing, they now rebelled against the 
oppression of their liberators. And the 
British Government, to save British 
democracy from heavier taxes and mental 
anguish, policed them with heavy bombers. 
Is it any wonder that last year United 
Nations bombing made so little impression 
on the people oflraq ! We made them used 
to it long ago. 

As for Saddam, he governs Iraq in the 
manner initiated by those great British 
democrats, Lloyd George and Churchill. 
Andhe, atleast, hastheexcusethathehas 
to take Iraq as he finds it - an assembly of 
antagonistic peoples casually thrown 
together in a "nation state" - and try to 
govern it. They, for Imperial purposes 
which had nothing to do with good 
government, Balkanised the Arab world. 
Having smashed the Ottoman Empire, in 
whichamultitudeofpeopleslivedtogether 
more or less peacefully, they then refused 
to let the Arab part of it continue the 
traditional way of life as far as possible. 

Imperialist Britain bears the chief 
responsibility for the mess the world is in 
today. And yet there are many Tories and 
even some Labour elements who feel very 
sorry about it all and think that British 
imperialism might have another innings. 
This is possible because Marxism, having 
subverted the honest and democratic 
radicalism exemplified by Keir Hardie, 
has itself collapsed, leaving a desert 
behind. □
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Kleptocracy in the former Soviet Union 

This article by Professor Grigori Kotovsky of the Russian Academy of Science is based on a 
lecture given in Oxford University on the 31st of January. It takes a different line from other articles that 
have appeared in L&TUR, which have generally supported Yeltsin. But we are glad to give space to a 
different point of view - one that the official media is now suppressing. 

It is perhaps not so surprising that both 
the W estem and the Soviet media have 
been concentrating on the tactics of 
individuals in their attempt to make sense 
of the accelerating sequence of events 
leading to the collapse of the Soviet Union. 
After all, the General Secretary of the 
CPSU has always been an unconstitutional 
monarch, and Gorbachev was no 
exception, But instead of concentrating 
on the role of political leaders alone, I 
wish to examine the class forces behind 
these events. 

Perestroika can be seen as the natural 
historical outcome of a general social, 
economic and political crisis which was 
already entrenched by the mid sixties. The 
transition to a new economic system based 
on markets, to political and ideological 
pluralism, the restoration of human rights 
and the development of civil society based 
on parliamentary democracy were all 
unavoidable compulsions for the then 
Soviet society. And no-one will contest 
the historic role of Gorbachev and his 
close followers who grasped the necessity 
for changes and who set perestroika in 
motion. The means by which these 
transformations are being achieved, 
however, leaves no room to doubt that 
their principle objective has been to 
safeguard the interests of the Soviet ruling 
class. 

It has to be recognised that, despite the 
egalitarian ideology, Soviet communism 
had long allowed the development of class 
society. It controlled both political power 
and the means of production in the public 
sector. It consisted of the upper structures 
of the communist party, the military and 
the civil service. It went down to embrace 
directors of industrial enterprises and 
chairmen of collective and state farms. 
Perestroika was initiated by this very class, 
in its own interest, and not by a constituency 
from below. 

Itis wellknown that Perestroika started 
with basic changes in Soviet foreign policy. 
Change had to happen, for two kinds of 
reason. First, the economy could no longer 

support the costs of nuclear defences and 
the arms race. Second and related to the 
first, Soviet society as a whole had lost 
faith in the legitimacy of this race. As a 
result, there emerged a consensus among 
the ruling class about the new trends in 
foreign policy. 

To secure the support of the major part 
of the Soviet establishment, Gorbachev 
initiated at the early stages of perestroika 
a substantial increase in the salaries of the 
higher echelons of the administration, of 
party apparatchiks and the trade union 
elite. These were unambiguous signals 
that the reforms were in their basic interest. 
But the rapid shift to political and 
ideological pluralism resulted, inter alia, 
in mounting and open criticism of the 
party, its ideology and past performance. 
The decisive success of the opposition 
forces under open anti-Communist banners 
in the Baltic Republics combined with 
substantial challenges elsewhere and added 
uncertainties for the administration and 
the party apparatus to bring about a series 
of unforeseen splits in the ruling class. 

In the early stages of perestroika, 1985 
to 1988, the Soviet establishment, seeking 
to consolidate its power, split into two 
groups. On the one hand there was a 
conservative group desiring reforms with 
safeguards that the basic economic and 
social structures of Soviet society would 
remain intact. Secondly there was 
Gorbachev's entourage, who stood for 
pluralistic democracy, decentralisation of 
power and decision making, and markets. 

Bytheendofl988, whenithadbecome 
obvious that no political and economic 
structures would escape change, two 
further types of split occurred. On the one 
hand, the old Soviet ruling class, both in 
Russia and in the republics inside and 
outside Russia, with neither the 
imagination nor the material interest to 
envisage or push through alternatives to 
the old communist structures, fomented 
and battened on to extreme nationalism, 
ethnic nationalism and sectarianism as a 
means of saving their skins. Look at the 

Baltic States, Armenia, Georgia, Moldavia, 
even the Ukraine. They are now being 
ruled not so much by anti-Communists as 
by opportunist ex- communists, with a 
new political base. 

On the other hand a new 
'entrepreneurial' class has emerged from 
the nomenclatura, and united in a shotgun 
marriage with commercial speculative 
elements of the society. As the mismatch 
between supplies and effective demand 
has intensified, the public sector itself has 
successfully nurtured a powerful mafia, if 
not a class, of black marketeers, hoarders 
and speculators. 

This pseudo middle class is rapidly 
enriching itself in three main ways. One is 
through so-called co-operatives. Early 
reforms encouraged co-operatives both in 
production and in circulation in order, on 
the face of it, to increase efficiency. The 
results couldn't have been more different. 
By about October 1991 there were over 
2,500 co-ops. Only 20% were in 
production, The rest are in pure commerce, 
I must emphasise, in pure buy and sell 
operations. Furthermore these co-ops are 
actually small joint stock enterprises. And 
who accumulated the capital to invest this 
way and to accumulate further at 
unprecedented rates? These people are 
mainly ex high party officials, top level 
administrators, underground speculators 
and even real criminals. Many production 
and service co-operatives have been set up 
as extensions of factories and institutes of 
applied technology. They are selling 
exactly the same goods and services as are 
produced by the parent organisations, but 
at exorbitant prices! 

The second means of enrichment is via 
the import-export sector. Since 1987 
exports have been entirely liberalised. 
Whereas before 1987 foreign trade was in 
the charge of the state monopoly, and 
factory and farm managers had no direct 
links with overseas markets, since that 
date any unit of production can sell its 
goods abroad. And does. Following the 
example of the large trading companies, 
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tens of thousands of individual , small 
scale traders are speculating in import 
export operations. Their consumer goods 
are exported abroad at lower than world 
market prices, In return, goods of Petticoat 
land standards are brought to Moscow and 
other big cities and sold at sky high prices 
in small boutiques. 

The third route to nouveau riche is 
through joint enterprises with foreign 
capital. By the end of 1991 about 80% of 
them were in commerce, not in production. 

All these new forms of 
'entrepreneurship' are real steps towards 
the market economy. What was their 
impact on the economy? Over the last 
three years, we have watched a steady 
decline in flows of goods and services 
between domestic enterprises, a growing 
famine of raw materials, components and 
parts, and a steadily growing scarcity of a 
wide spectrum of consumer goods and 
foodstuffs. 

Why is there currently such awful 
economic chaos? The breaking of the 
state monopoly in foreign trade has at least 
three main consequences. First, it has not 
only reduced the state to bankruptcy, 
forcing it to crawl on all fours to the G7 
countries for aid, it has also led to a massive 
decentralisation of foreign exchange 
holdings into the very linings of the pockets 
of the directors of enterprises and ministry 
officials ( especially those with powerover 
licences). Instead of being concentrated 
and used in some kind of planned way in 
either the public sector or the emerging 
private one for purposes of investment, 
hard currency is now privatised, scattered 
to the four winds and used for consumption 
or hoarded abroad. 

Second, literally thousands 
of enterprises now export instead 
of delivering produce to their 
old partners inside the country. 
The consequences? The old 
linkages between enterprises 
within the domestic economy 
have been deprived not only of 
foreign exchange but also of 
consumer goods. 

Third, unregulated exports 
led to the disappearance from 
the shops of goods in which the 
country was previously self 
sufficient. One example is of 
TV sets, the production of which 
has been on a slow but steady 
expansion path. On the domestic 
market, TV sets are now to all 

intents and purposes unavailable. They 
are all destined for foreign climes, South 
East Asia for instance, where they are 
being sold at discount prices. Another 
more serious deficit has been in bottles for 
wine and mineral water in Moscow and 
elsewhere. It was recently discovered that 
a group of young new entrepreneurs had 
cornered the market, broken these bottles 
and exported glass to the west as a raw 
material! Even some essential foodstuffs 
are being exported! 

A further body blow to production has 
taken the form of the rapidly expanding 
sector of commodity exchanges, currently 
far surpassing their parent organisations 
in the West in terms of numbers. They 
have replaced the state wholesale and 
distributive organisations, (gossnab ). State 
enterprises, deprived of commercial 
information, have to use these firms as 
intermediaries and are robbed by them 
both as buyers and sellers. Commercial 
managers and brokers are making millions 
from thin air. The President of the most 
important commodity exchange in the 
Russian Federation, ex Marxist economist 
Mr Borovoy, is heading the list of new 
Soviet multimillionaires, who have made 
their fortunes in the last two or three years. 
These commercial empires have been 
signal contributors to our inflation. 

In short, the main cause of the 
deepening scarcity of consumer goods, 
and of the decay of Soviet industry, is to be 
found in the economic processes initiated 
and supported by the state. Its objective 
can be nothing other than the formation of 
a new comprador bourgeoisie by means of 
this accelerated process of primary 
accumulation of capital. The picture is 

completed with the rupture of economic 
relations with eastern Europe.the shutting 
ofbasic chemical industries under pressure 
from 'greens' and the disruptive fall-out 
of the miners' strikes. 

either the Gorbachev-Ryzhkov 
Pavlov combine nor Y eltsin • s political 
group has ever tried to regulate or check 
these processes, though they appear to be 
ruinous to the economy in transition. On 
the contrary, public scandals involving in 
1989-90 the so-called ANT state co 
operative which exported strategic 
materials and armaments under false 
licences; and in 1990-91 'the affair of the 
140 billion roubles', an import-export 
operation in which a member of the Russian 
Government Mr Yeltsin was implicated, 
both reveal direct connections between 
top Soviet politicians and these import 
exportconcems. Both judicial cases were 
shelved! 

Neither the official representatives nor 
the ideologues of political groups holding 
power have been able to present convincing 
analyses of economic development after 
about 1985. Their explanations for the 
economic chaos have the virtue of 
simplicity: 'results of the past Communist 
regime', "the inevitable phase of 
transition', 'the result of inaction by the 
Centre' (this from the Yeltsin group). To 
the extent that such explanations have 
been taken seriously at home and abroad, 
they have merely succeeded in exploiting 
a widespread credulity. 

Of one thing we can be sure. We will 
now see the fractured elite competing for 
survival with different strategies of 
primitive accumulation, often basted in 
honeyed language welcome to audiences 

abroad. Meanwhile the mass 
of people is growing aware of 
the tragedy of perestroika: 
namely that the reforms they 
originally supported (because 
of the obvious appeal and 
legitimacy of the declared 
goals of the reformers: 
glasnost, human rights, 
parliamentary democracy, 
improvements in 
consumption) are being 
constrained and limited by the 
original proponents of reform: 
by the ruling class itself. 

The coup d • etat of August 
1991 struck Soviet 
intellectuals as suspiciously Boris Yeltsin, smiling broadly, sits beside a wary 

Mikhail Gorbachev at today's meeting 
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idiotic. It smacked of theatre. After allthe 
putschists had formidable means of 
oppression in their hands. Yet they were 
unable to overcome a Russian resistance 
that was far better publicised than it was 
organised. Whoever or whatever was 
behind this coup, it had the effect of 
consolidating the fighting factions of the 
ruling class. 

The economic basis of this 
consolidation is the prospective 
privatisation of public property by the 
Yeltsin government. Such plans open up 
enormous possibilities to grab public 
resources both for the private sector 
nouveau riches and for top bureaucrats 
including directors of enterprises. Already 
we hear of cases of so-called 'wild 
privatisation'. The nationalisation and 
redistribution of CPSU properties has also 
shown how the law can be violated on a 
mass scale. At the All-Russian conference 
of directors of public enterprises and 
private entrepreneurs, held in Moscow on 
January 1992, a demand was advanced to 
issue free of cost 5 % of shares of privatised 
public units to their directors. The tendency 
is obvious. 

Yeltsin came topoweroverwhelmingly 
on a negative vote, a vote against the 
CPSU. Whatkindofeconomyandsociety 
was to replace the old one was shrouded in 
question marks. Only after his election 
did he clarify that he would go for a fully 
fledged market economy of the Western 
type. For this a bourgeoisie has to be 
created,or,as Y akovlev and other formerly 
official CPSU ideologues have coyly 
euphemised, a 'middle class'. However, 
this 'middle class' is already creating itself 
at the speed of light. Semi-criminal and 
criminal elements and erstwhile high party 
members and foreign investors are being 
aided and abetted by a plethora of legal 
acts facilitating privatisation. A struggle 
will intensify between these people on the 
one hand and' those on the other who 
favour the creation of markets but the 
reform of enterprise ownership by means 
of distribution of shares among those who 
work in them. 

The watershed between Gorbachev and 
Yeltsin turns essentially on concepts of 
nationhood, between those who desire 
confederation and those who want the full 
disintegration of the USSR. We should be 
careful to note that the interests served by 
disintegration, ironically, are those of semi 
communist Russian chauvinism. For it is 

by means of full disintegration rather than 
by confederation that Russia will best be 
able to dominate other republics. The 
republics meanwhile are trapped between 
the interests of their own elites, often 
former communist party careerists 
exploiting subnationalisms, and Yeltsin • s 
elite which expands its control over the 
levers of so much of the economic space 
on which the republics have been 
developed to depend. For the time being, 
the army is loyal to Yeltsin, though splits 
are starting to become evident 

The socio-political situation in the CIS 
in the first post perestroika period (since 
August 1991) grows increasingly complex. 
Three political camps have now emerged 
inside the Russian Federation. Firstly, 
there are conservatives, led by ex party 
apparatchiks and bureaucrats marginalised 
in the process of enrichment. Though 
these people have no mass support, they 
are numerically strong and rather active in 
the republics and at local levels. Secondly 
there are political forces supporting the 
Yeltsin group, which directly represents 
the interests of both the nouveau riches 
and a substantial segment of the old 
dominant class ready and waiting to 
transform itself into a new comprador 
bourgeoisie. Thirdly there is the new left, 
led by intellectuals, trade unionists and to 
some extent junior members of the ex 
CPSU apparatus. 

In my view this third group represents 
the interests of the majority of the 
population. It supports the transition to a 
market economy, but one mainly based on 
decentralised and collective forms of 
ownership of the means of production, 
restricting private property to services and 
retail trades. At present I am calling this 
political and economic strategy a 
'contained managerial capitalism'. This 
group stands for a reinstallation of some 
kind of federal structure in the CIS. 

It is not surprising that the West has 
rendered full support to Yeltsin' s political 
group. The massive deliveries of food to 
save Gaidir's economic reforms speak for 
themselves. But we need to take note of 
three factors. First, it is doubtful that the 
Soviet nouveau riche have material 
interests in economic stability. Quite the 
reverse. Russian plans to create markets 
for land and for immovable property will 
attract accumulated capital into non 
productive investments. In the current 
conditions, markets in the CIS will be 

attractive only provided the rouble 
becomes fully convertible. But this 
demands a speedy reversal of current 
economic trends and the sustained growth 
of GNP. 

Second, further disintegration of the 
former Soviet Union will create colossal 
obstacles to economic recovery in the CIS 
states. The choice is clear: either accept 
President N azarbayev 's recent model of a 
CIS along the lines of the European 
Community or accept the full economic 
disintegration of the Asian Republics from 
Russia and their reintegration into a Middle 
Eastern economic organisation - a 'Caspian 
Common Market' and so on. 

Third, large masses of our population, 
attracted by W estem levels of living, 
support plans for transition to some kind 
of capitalism, sold to them as a 'market 
economy'. Butmosthavenaively believed 
that such a transition could be implemented 
without mass impoverishment and 
unemployment, safeguarding all the 
achievements of socialism in the social 
and cultural spheres. They were not braced 
for massive inequality of incomes between 
small elites and the majority of the 
workforce. 

Now citizens of the CIS, especially of 
Russia, are absorbed in the struggle for 
day to day survival. And this included the 
greater part of the intelligentsia. For the 
time being they have lost the sense of 
national self dignity. But tomorrow they 
will discover that their ex great power has 
been converted, with Western connivance, 
into a second rate country of the so-called 
Third World. There will be no chance of 
recovery as the 'brain drain', which has 
already nearly destroyed Soviet 
fundamental science, will be joined by a 
'brawn drain', if plans for the selective 
outmigration of skilled man-power 
actually materialises. Their beloved armed 
forces are being converted into the police 
forces guarding the interests of the North 
in the inevitable confrontation with the 
South in the 21st century. They will 
become fiercely anti_ western. And a new 
nationalist upsurge on such a basis will not 
be propitious for global stability. 

Tragically and ironically, it will be the 
West rather than the peoples of the CIS 
which will soon have to decide which path 
makes more sense, the 'wild capitalism' 
of the so called Russian democrats, or the 
'contained managerial capitalism' of the 
new left. 0 
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Russia past 
and present 

by Jack Lane 

The Financial Times had a supplement 
called The Reforming of Russia on May 
13th. It appeared with an introductory 
piece by John Lloyd saying, in effect, that 
he had nothing to say: 

"A Russia reforming is a vertiginous 
place. So many questions are open, so 
many issues are not resolved, the resolution 
of so many of these seem unattainable; so 
many movements and trends point to 
deepening chaos; and yet, so many signs 
of hope and optimism now appear from 
beneath the rubble of the collapsed Soviet 
imperium. 

"The best of times for chroniclers, it is 
the worse of times for forecasters: who, 
either Russian or foreigner, could weigh 
with certainty the competing masses of 
threats and possibilities?" 

While Lloyd went on to say nothing in 
particular in a very long-winded way, a 
colleague was making very sweeping 
statements about the past. This was done 
with a comprehensive ignorance ofRussian 
history. Leyla Boulton claimed that the 
present situation" ... returns Russia roughly 
to where it was at the beginning of this 
century, whenPyotr Stolypin, the reformist 
tsarist premier, started land reforms to 
break up the prevailing communal system 
and develop a class of private farmers. 
Before that had time to make real headway, 
the reforms were interrupted by World 
War One, and then buried by the 
Bolsheviks." 

The Bolshevik revolution was a 
political coup in St Petersburg by a 
minuscule group. Their slogan of land to 
the peasants was the easiest reform of all 
to carry out because they could do 
absolutely nothing to stop the peasants 
taking the land. They could not "bury" 
these reforms even if they had wanted to 
do so. After the overthrow of the Tsar the 
land was up for grabs, and grabbed it was. 
Suddenly peasant owners appeared who 
had the power of life and death over their 
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fellow non-owning peasants. And they 
were not slow to use their power. 
Proudon' s slogan that Property is Theft 
appeared literally true. 

For centuries the peasantry had lived 
through the communal system known as 
the Mir, which together with vodka and 
the balalaika made life bearable. The 
virtues of the market in land were not 
immediately obvious to the majority who 
had lost out in the land grabbing. A civil 
war developed among the peasantry. 

This became serious for the Bolsheviks 
when the towns were not being fed, for the 
very good reason that they had nothing to 
pay the peasant producers. Adam Smith's 
'invisible hand' of the market never 
appeared to sort out the problem. After a 
period of indecision by the Bolsheviks, 
the Stalin faction took the decisive step of 
siding with the landless majority and 
carried through collectivisation. To the 
smart alee ideologues of the pure free 
market, this was an awful solution. 
However it gave the peasantry the human 
attractions of the Mir plus the efficiency of 
modem tractors. The philosophy of the 
Enlightenment was spread through Russia 
via Marxist ideology. On this basis Russia 
wasfedandindustrialised, theNazisbeaten 
and Russians put into space. 

These achievements proved to be a 
hard act to follow. The achievements of 
the market, by contrast, are still not 
blindingly obvious to the Russians. In the 
same article Boulton describes the case of 
Ms Galena Knitchkova, a nurse who 
decided to become a farmer by buying a 
house and machinery and borrowing 
money to buy land. "Since then her house 
has been burned down and she has run out 
of money to buy seeds". 

We are not told if the disasters were 
accidents, but it seems likely that they 
were not. In other words, entrepreneurs in 
Russia face the same problems today as 
they have always faced, If the market is to 
be brought to Russia it would need the 
ruthlessness of a Stalin to impose it, or it 
would have to be a very well-planned 
evolution of market forces from within the 
system that existed. 

Gorbachev could not decide what he 
wanted, and seemed to have become a sort 
of sleepwalking alien from another planet. 
Maybe he had become dependent on 
Financial Times journalists for his ideas 
about Russia. D 



Brendan Clifford adds a postscript to Hugh Robert's remarks on the B&ICO in his 
Student Politics article in the May June issue of the Review 

There is one aspect of Hugh Roberts's 
excellent account of the derivation of 
Kinnockism from Marxist student 
revolutionism which is not entirely 
accurate. It conveys the impression that 
the B&ICO functioned until 1986 and then 
dissolved itself. This may have been true 
of the London Branch. But in Belfast and 
Dublin it had become a loosely associated 
group of people discussing polities without 
regard for ideological labels long before 
1986. 

In 1982 the Dublin Branch announced 
its dissolution in a statement released to 
the Irish press. It was run by Marxist 
doctrinaires. Although the politics and 
policies of the B&ICO had always been 
democratic, this group had remained 
lodged in Marxist doctrine and had retained 
the mentality of "scientific socialism". In 
1982 it took part in the formation of a 
"Democratic Socialist Party", declaring 
itself democratic in a highly doctrinaire 
manner, and applying in the DSP the 
bureaucratic manipulation which had been 
impossible in the B&ICO. The DSP joined 
the Irish Labour Party a couple of years 
ago, and it drafted and helped to push 
through without discussion the new 
Constitution which gives authoritarian 
power to the Party Leader, Dick Spring. 

A number of people who had been 
nominal members of the Dublin B&ICO, 
but had been inactive due to a distaste for 
doctrinaire meditations, became politically 
active after the dissolution of the Branch, 
and have been immensely influential in 
shaping public opinion on secular lines 
during the past ten years. They worked out 
functional concepts of what is Church and 
what is state - the two having been jumbled 
together in clerically dominated public 
opinion until then. In successful Court 
actions against the state two of them, Pat 
Maloney and Dick Spicer, forced the issue 
of endowment of religion into the centre 
of public debate. The magazine Church 

and State discovered and publicised 
clerical control of hospitals and schools. 
And David Alvey's book, Irish 
Education: The Case for Secular 
Reform, is fuelling the current drive for 
provision of secular education under an 
Education Act - the schools having been 
run without a legislative framework until 
now. 
None of this is the achievement of the 

Dublin Branch of the B&ICO. The 
dissolution of the B&ICO by the 
doctrinaires was not challenged. It was 
welcomed with relief. Dublin B&ICO has 
not been reconstituted either in fact or 
substance. 
In the mid-seventies the Belfast B&ICO 

saw the obvious fact that Northern Ireland 
is excluded from the democratic political 
process by which the UK state is governed 
- a fact so obvious that until then nobody 
had seen it - and applied itself to making 
an issue of that fact. Its name and function 
became so utterly innapropriate to its 
membership and function that it became a 
joke. And its necessity to political 
development was so great that even 
Thatcherite Tories joined it in order to find 
bearings in the chaos of Northern Ireland. 
Eventually it changed its name to the 
Ingram Society, after the author of the 
poem, WhoFearsToSpeakof'98? With 
the extension of Tory Party organisation 
to Northern Ireland the Tories left the 
Ingram Society, and the Ingram Society 
became a miniscule discussion group 
meeting irregularly. But the conception 
of things launched by the B&ICO over 
twenty years ago, being the most adequate 
conception of things so far devised, keeps 
going of its own momentum. 
The John Lloyd business is not quite as 

Hugh Roberts remembers it. It is true that 
in 1979 there was a confused discussion in 
Belfast about changing the name of the 
B&ICO. I do not recall that Lloyd made 
any actual proposal. It's not much use 

demanding that a more appropriate name 
be found and then sulking when your 
demand is not met, if you have not yourself 
made a proposal which seems to meet the 
case and is rejected. But that is how Lloyd 
used to behave. 

It seemed to me that what the B&ICO 
had become was something for which 
there was no name in the existing spectrum 
of labels, and that we either continued 
with the name we had started with or else 
adopted some entirely meaningless name 
which would acquire meaning through 
association. But I made no proposal, 
leaving it to people like Lloyd - the high 
fliers of the public relations business - to 
come up with a meaningful and appropriate 
name if they could. 

Some time after that Belfast meeting 
the matter was discussed by London 
Branch. Again Lloyd made no actual 
proposal, but he seemed to want somethng 
with "Marxist" in it. 

In those days "Marxism" was 
fashionable and "Communism" was 
doubtful in what I thought of vaguely as 
the student revolutionary circles. I never 
had much to do with the student 
revolutionaries, whom I could only see as 
bourgeois careerists on the make. And I 
had stopped reading Marxism Today. 
But the idea percolated through to me 
from Lloyd and others that Marxism was 
in and Communism was out. My opinion 
was that Marxism was dispensable and 
Communism in some shape or form was 
necessary, and that the trouble with the 
Communist Parties, whether in or out of 
power, was the cast of thought given to 
them by the insistence on treating Marxism 
as an independent and self-sufficient 
philosophy of life. 
Communism is a possible form of social 

organisation while Marxism is merely a 
philosophical doctrine. The fact that the 
two became synonymous in actual usage 
can be regarded as either a great 
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propaganda achievement of the Marxists 
or a symptom of the decay of their 
analytical and critical faculties. 

The National Health Service is a 
Communist institution, supplying the most 
advanced medical treatment free to 
everybody on the basis of need. That is 
what I have always understood by 
Communism. In the mid-seventies the 
complications of Northern Ireland politics 
brought me into contact with some of the 
up and coming Thatcherite propagandists. 
We were entirely in agreement that the 
NHS and the National Assistance (Income 
Support) system were Communist 
institutions which had become central to 
British social life, and that von Hayek's 
capitalist vision could never be realised 
while they continued in being. I told them 
that their efforts to undo those institutions 
would come to nothing, even with the 
Labour Party losing its bearings, because 
British civil society would protect them. 

These Communist elements in British 
life have survived three Thatcher election 
victories and the collapse of Marxism. By 
contrast, nothing social has survived the 
collapse of Marxism in the Soviet sphere. 
I could see that Lloyd's mind was much 

too fashionable for this distinction between 
Marxism and Communism to make sense 
toit. Fleet Street fashion said that Marxism 
would be salvaged from Communism, and 
that was that. 
Lloyd was then an editor of the magazine 

Problems of Communism. At the last 
meeting we both attended I proposed that 
he should initiate a discussion of this 
question in Problems. If he undertook to 
make out the case for Marxism I undertook 
to reply to it, making out the case against 
Marxism and for Communism. But he 
never did so. And I never saw him again 
except once. That was a a Labour Party 
Conference five or six years ago. I was 
among a group of CLR campaigners in a 
hotel lobby when he turned up bearing a 
huge tray of pints of beer for the purpose 
of insinuating himself into the company. I 
don't know what he wanted. He had 
nothing of interest to say. 
The B&ICO took it as axiomatic that a 

sustainable Communist development 
could only occur in a liberal-democratic 
cultural and political framework. In 1967 it 

analysed the political economy of 
Dubcek's "socialism" as capitalism and 
ridiculed the new Marxist fashion, the 
"socialist commodity". Then in 1968 it 
condemned the Soviet occupation of 
Czechoslovakia, but not on the ground 
that it destroyed democratic socialism. 
The CP Marxists sank into a morass of 
doublethink over this episode, accepting 
Ota Sik's capitalist political economy as 
socialist in 1967, and then in 1968 either 
actively or passively going along with the 
Soviety invasion as being necessary to the 
survival of socialism. 
In 1966- 7, when there was some scope 

for rational debate on the London left, CP 
Marxists such as Aaronovich, 
J.R.CampbellandRothsteindismissedme 
as a stick-in-the-mud Marxist doctrinaire 
because I insisted that their reasoning about 
the "socialist commodity" made no sense. 
They, by contrast, were "creative 
Marxists". 

The "creative Marxists" struck me as 
being like the caterpillar in Alice In 
Wonderland. Because words had no fixed 
meaning in his mind, it was impossible to 
communicate with him. He reversed 
Marx's tombstone epitaph, saying in effect 
that the point was not to change the world 
but to reinterpret it in slippery concepts. 
I thought then that the political economy 

was the most worthwhile thing in Marxism. 
Over the following decade I came to the 
conclusion that it was the only worthwhile 
thing. I understood the economic 
programme of the Dubcek revolution to 
be not simply capitalist, but to be a sort of 
ultra-capitalism, operating through a 
stringently meritocratic individualism in 
which each was at war with all, and the 
distortion of the market caused by 
inheritance of wealth was eliminated. It 
could now be called Thatcherite, but that 
sort of thing was then unknown in Britain 
outside the pages of von Hayek. 
Rading Sik, and his precursors von Mises 
and von Hayek, I came to the conclusion 
that if there was to be capitalism I would 
preferit to beas greatly distorted as possible 
by pre-capitalist social remnants or even 
by wealth inherited by self-made 
plutocrats. It was then I realised that classes 
are social institutions which humanise the 
rat-race to some extent. 

I found the economic ideal of Dubcek 
"socialism", or classless capitalism, 
revolting. But I knew that the Kremlin had 
forfeited the goodwill of Czechoslovak 
society, and had also rejected the rational 
core of Marxism, and could therefore do 
no good by taking over from Dubcek. 
CP Marxism reduced itself to essential 

mindlessness in those years by casually 
rejecting the durable political economy of 
Capital and then proceeding to elaborate 
other features of Marxism into a self 
sufficient and all-em bracing philosophy - 
a totalitarian philosophy. 

I was immersed in Northern Ireland 
politics for a number of years after 1969, so 
I was scarcely aware of the coming of 
Althusserian Marxism, and its acceptance 
in both CP and Trotskyist circles. When I 
became aware of it in the later seventies I 
concluded that Marxism was dead. There 
was a wide range of opinion in the B&ICO 
on the subject. Some were upset by my 
attack on Leninism. Others couldn't care 
less, having joined because of the effective 
lines of political thought developed by the 
B&ICO (what the fashionable Marxists 
called its "empiricism"), and tolerating 
the Marxism as a kind of mumbo jumbo 
that made some people feel happy. My 
attack on Leninism, and my praise of 
Locke and Kant, obviously gained in 
credibility as the Leninists made a thorough 
mess of their affairs in the world at large. 
The only philosophical discussion I ever 

had with John Lloyd was on the subject of 
Althusserian epistemology, and said I 
would sooner regress to the most 
elementary commonsense rather than 
indulge in it. Lloyd clearly saw this as 
mere perversity. I insisted that some kind 
of commonsense was always the final 
epistemological arbiter, and that people 
would be better off trying to gain some 
experience for their commonsense than 
pursuing the mirage of a special Marxist 
epistemology. But perhaps he knew best 
what was good for his career at the time. 
I have raked over these ruins of a lost 

world because of a feeling that even though 
Lloyd never wrote the article he agreed to 
write, making sense of his views, I should 
nevertheless reply to it. 
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Notes on the News 

By Madawc Williams 

Labour and Europe 

Some people will believe anything! In 
two reports, the Financial Times 
described Neil Kinnock's "withdrawal" 
of his candidacy for the presidency of the 
European Communities Confederation of 
SocialistPartiesassomekindoflastminute 
decision because he was out of line on 
Maastricht. 
Presumably the paper asked Mr 

Kinnock's office what was happening, 
and the polite people at the ECCSP kindly 
confirmed his version of events. 
But as soon as Mr Kinnock's candidacy 

was proposed there was unease in Europe 
- audible to anyone who listened. European 
socialists simply did not think that it was 
a good idea to be represented by Mr 
Kinnock - simply because he was Mr 
Kinnock. They were especially upset that 
the powers that be in the British Labour 
Party thought that a senior European post 
was a suitable retirement home for a failed 
politician. Now there is talk of Mr Kinnock 
becoming an EC Commissioner. 
Such is the depth of Labour's 

committment to Europe. Other states take 
the opposite view. Ireland sent its most 
able politician and Prime Minister-in 
waiting, Ray McSharry, to Brussels. 
France sent its most able politician, 
Jacques Delors. Most European countries 
take Brussels and Strasburg seriously 
enough to send senior and able politicians. 
Britain's Labour Party treats these 
institutions with even less regard than the 
House of Lords when it comes to choosing 
its representatives. 
Tony Banks is talking about trying for a 

Euro-seat because he reckons that's where 
the future of politics lies. Wrong attitude 
Tony! 

Magical mystery monarchies 

They're changing truths at Buckingham 
Palace 
Poor fat Fergie is viewed with malice 

Monarchy is not what it once was. 
Royalty used to keep up appearances, 
maintain a dignified public presence. 
These days they don't care to accept 
traditional duties, though they are keen to 
hang on to traditional privileges, such as 
not paying tax. 

The Queen's offspring have managed 
two failures out of the three marriages, 
well above the national average. It might 
well end up as three out of three, and it's 
not even certain that many people would 
care. The personal popularity of Mrs 
Elizabeth Windsor seems unlikely to be 
passed on to her successor. And one 
wonders why palace officials ever allowed 
herto marry aloud-mouthed Greek, whose 
relatives in the Greek royal family were 
deservedly kicked out after being a source 
of disruption and chaos for far too many 
years. 
One gets the profound feeling that palace 

officials have an altogether false and crazy 
notion of what they are supposed to be 
doing. Bad-mouthing Fergie after the 
divorce became official was a stupid move 
- she must have plenty she could tell to the 
tabloids, and she may yet tell it, despite the 
hasty back-tracking that occurred at that 
time. 

It also seems unlikely that all the dirt 
about Diana would have surfaced had it 
not been for the ludicrous carry-on over 
Fergie. Like it or not, the monarchy is 
definitely on the way out. 

Gouldfinger 

It's not only royalists who are behaving 
like prats these days. Brian Gould seems 
determined to turn a setback into a disaster, 
with his complaints about the leadership 
election. Honestly, where did the man 
learn his politics? 
It is true that some people moved much 

too quickly to try to get John Smith 
confirmed as leader. It would have been 
much better for Hattersley to serve for a 
few months as caretaker leader. Yet the 
popular choice is undoubtedly Smith- this 
was confirmed by the G MB ballot, among 
other things. Gould is being a very bad 
loser- and is moreover damaging the party 
by raking up fresh muck for the Tory press 
to throw. 
The old sentiment 'an injury to one is an 

injury to all' reflects a basic fact of life. If 
you are a member of a group, and 

accusation against any member of that 
group will also reflect on you. This is a 
principle that the Royal Family seems 
never to have grasped, and which many 
members of today's Labour Party seem to 
have forgotten. 

The downfall of Leninism began with 
the condemnation of Stalin. The early 
1950s, just before Khrushchev's 'secret 
speech', was the high point of Leninism. 
Changing Stalinist policies was one thing. 
Denouncing the man himself was quite 
another matter. Sheer lunacy, in fact, 
dealing a wound to Communist self 
confidence that was never in fact to heal, 
and which eventually led to the system's 
final collapse in a welter of corruption and 
confusion. 
It is notable that neither Popes nor Tory 

leaders ever denounce their predecessors, 
however much they may privately loath 
them. Major has made no secret speeches 
to the Tory conference denouncing the 
crimes of the Thatcher era, even though he 
has reversed her policies very much more 
effectively than Khrushchev everreversed 
those of Stalin. Indeed the two things are 
not unconnected. Equally Thatcher in her 
time never publicly denounced Macmillan 
or Heath, despite the belief in her circle 
that they had done all of the wrong things. 
Open denunciation of the 'wet' tradition 
might have split the party, just as 
Khrushchev split world communism into 
pro-Moscow and pro-Peking factions. But 
the Tory party had enough political skills 
to corn bine two essentially separate views 
of the world, and retain a broad enough 
support to win four successive elections. 

Labour meanwhile goes on wounding 
itself. There is no evidence that Gould has 
any ideas, beyond thinking that he himself 
is the natural candidate for leader. Rather 
than simply accepting the popular 
judgment, he seems intent on spreading as 
much dirt as he possibly can, damaging 
everyone's prospects. 

Philippinos reject Sin 

The long drawn out election in the 
Philippines has now concluded with the 
election of General Fidel Ramos. He may 
at last be able to do what President Aquino 
failed to do - break the power of the 
country'snot-very-competemrulingclass, 
and fit it into the pattern of prosperous, 
developing South-East Asian nations. 
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The election of Ramos, a Protestant, is 
also a welcome blow to the power of the 
Catholic Church, and to its leader Cardinal 
Sin. There has been a tendency over here 
to treat him as a bit of a joke, on account of 
his unfortunate name. You get people 
saying about how a certain run-away Irish 
bishop turns up in the Philippines and says 
'bless me, Sin, for I have fathered'. But 
the actual power of Catholicism in the 
Philippines has been no joke. 
Geographically part of Asia, the islands 
are similar in many ways to Latin America 
- which is also having an upsurge of 
Protestantism, especially in Brazil. 
It was the Catholic Church that disrupted 

and finally destroyed the feudal order in 
Europe, by being too greedy for power and 
much to ready to dabble in secular matters. 
Ever since, Catholicism has been trying to 
preserve those bits of feudalism that 
survived, but with little success. If the 
Philippinos are finally rejecting the 
Catholic hierarchy's attempts to run 
society, then there is hope for them. 

Star Trek - the Cash Generation 

Some readers may have noticed that Star 
Trek- the Next Generation has suddenly 

vanished from our screens. It's not that 
the series has ended - this prestigious 
successor to the original Star Trek has 
been a great success in the USA, has two 
more seasons not yet seen over here, and is 
continuing without limit. So what's gone 
wrong? 
Part of it seems to be a hatred by someone 

powerful at the BBC for any sort of serious 
Science Fiction. Dr Who was put into 
limbo after a series of episodes that were 
far above its normal level. But the main 
reason seems to be the general stripping 
down of public service television, the 
moving out of serious programs. Star 
Trek - the Next Generation will resume 
in the autumn, but only on Sky One. This 
positive vision of the future, with its hope 
of a future where human values will 
outweigh cash and hatred, has been evicted 
from public service broadcasting, and will 
now join Bart Simpson on Sky. 
Meanwhile the most interesting recent 

SF film is The Lawnmower Man, and 
it's the best mostly by default. It begins 
well, briefly touching on the way in which 
'virtual reality', computer-generated 
worlds, might become an obsession or 
even an addiction. Given that Americans 
have not yet been able to stop stuffing 

themselves with dangerous narcotics, it 
could be this developing technology that 
finally kills off that society. A good film 
could be made about the topic. 
Lawnmower Man, sad to say, chooses 

a more conventional tack. Virtual reality 
is used to tum the local dim-wit into a 
genius, with some help of intelligence 
boosting drugs. Now this is nonsense. 
There are many drugs that will lower your 
intelligence, quite a few that will make 
you think you're a genius or superman 
while you 're on them, and some that may 
drive you mad in interesting ways. But the 
human brain is the fine-tuned product of 
millions of years of evolution, and seems 
to be in its optimum state in a clear, rested, 
drug-free body. Certainly, none of the 
tens of thousands of drugs that people 
have tested have shown any signs of 
boosting intelligence - not in the real 
world. 
For all that, Lawnmower Man is quite 

entertaining, with some fine special effects. 
And it seems to be doing well, so a sequel 
should be expected: The Garden Roller 
Strikes Back, perhaps. D 

Natural selections, wonderful lives 

Darwin by Adrian Desmond and James Moore. Michael Josephs, 808 pp, £20. 

Wonderful Life by Stephen Jay Gould. Penguin, 323 pp, 6.99. 

Reviewed by Madawc Williams 

Charles Darwin was 'politically correct' petitive notions that were steadily eroding 
by the standards of his own era. He was the straightforward and literal Biblical 
the right man in the right place at the right Christianity that most of the population 
time, as Darwin demonstrates. Ideas of believed in. 
evolution have been around for a long 
time. Darwin, as an "insider" among the Darwin came from an interesting back 
scientific establishment, was acceptable ground. He was the grandson of Erasmus 
to establishment opinion in a way that Darwin, probably more talented than 
earlier writers were not. He also justified Charles, though long eclipsed by him. 
it in 'right on' terms - secularistandcom- Charles' other grandfather was Josiah 

Wedge wood, pioneering Birmingham 
technocrat and industrialist. The Wedge 
woods had an interesting history, although 
these days they can boast nothing better 
than Mr Anthony Wedgewood Benn. But 
in their day they subsidised the poet Samuel 
Taylor Coleridge, as well as changing the 
face of pottery and making cheap goods 
available to an ever wider part of the popu 
lation. 
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Desmond and Moore have done an excel 
lent job with this book. It manages to be 
both very scholarly and highly readable. 
The authors use simple language to dem 
onstrate a wealth of insights, whereas far 
too many academic books today use jar 
gon to cover up a lack of anything very 
much to say. It's too expensive to buy - 
though no doubt there will be a paperback 
sometime - but anyone wanting to see 
Darwin in his actual context should push 
their local library into getting it. 

That Darwin should have derived his no 
tions of "survival of the fittest" from 
Malthus is significant. The English ruling 
class in the 18th century had turned soci 
ety upside down. It was not just a matter 
of northern non-conformists starting new 
industries. The gentry, many of them 
Tories, had totally altered the pattern of 
British agriculture, destroying many con 
tented and self-supporting communities. 
They were also active in the new industri 
alism, and in the canal-building and rail 
way construction that accompanied it. 

Malthus, reacting against radical ideas at 
the time of the French Revolution, argued 
that the misery of the poor was not in fact 
due to the rich destroying their way oflife, 
but rather an inevitable consequence of 
population increasing geometrically while 
food could only increase arithmetically. 
Only misery and vice could restrain the 
excessive breeding of the lower orders - he 
was utterly opposed to artificial birth 
control, although birth control pioneers 
were later to make use of his name. In his 
own time, the main function of Malthu 
sianism was to allow the gentry to observe 
the misery of the poor with a clear con 
science, as something inevitable and un 
avoidable. They could carry on with the 
principle of laissez faire, 'let it be'. 

Darwinism met the same need in a later 
era. British trade and industry had dis 
rupted the whole world, disrupting civili 
sations like India, China and Japan and 
creating great inequalities of wealth. But 
if competition were natural, the basic 
principle that had allowed higher forms of 
life to develop, then the existing British 
way of life was justified. 'Survival of the 

fittest' was set up as the highest law - and 
the fittest of all were assumed to be the 
British ruling class. 

As the Darwin book shows, 'survival of 
the fittest' is not a straightforward matter. 
Much of Darwin' s life was spent sorting 
out the biology of barnacles, which have 
the most peculiar division of labour be 
tween the sexes - males are reduced to 
brainless penises living as parasites on the 
female. Now this must represent 'survival 
of the fittest' in as much as those groups of 
barnacles that adopted this arrangement 
must have outbred those whose sexual 
biology was more normal. Yet it is not 
quite what most people would have under 
stood by the phrase. Nor does the tape 
worm get much praise for its success in its 
own chosen way of life, living in the guts 
of more complex animals, and staying 
there despite all attempts to get rid of 
them. 

Survival of the fittest is just that - survival 
of those best able to survive, who may not 
be the best from any other point of view. 
Life on Earth took more than 
3,000,000,000 years to evolve creatures 
that were smart enough to wonder why 
they happened to be where they were, and 
even this may have been a lucky accident. 
And that is thethemeofWonderful Life. 
The book looks at the fossils from the 
Burgess shale. These strange organisms 
existed some 530 million years ago. A 
few of them were the ancestors of modern 
life forms. Most of them seem to have 
died out completely in later epochs - and 
yet the losers show no real signs of being 
less fit or successful than the others. The 
ancestor of the chordates - the group that 
includes everything from sharks and 
mackerel to turtles, lizards, turkeys, ele 
phants and humans - was a small, obscure 
unsuccessful worm-like little beast, show 
ing no signs at all of what its descendants 
would one day achieve. 

evolve after Earth's earliest life-forms had 
managed to pollute the atmosphere with 
oxygen - poisonous to them, a great op 
portunity fortheancestors of modern plants 
and animals. Yet he also has some very 
strong points. Before the Burgess discov 
eries, there were four major groups of 
arthropods, the phylum that includes in 
sects, spiders, crabs and barnacles. Each 
of the four had a separate similar but 
distinct body plan. Study of the Burgess 
Shale turned up examples of twenty or 
more other groups of arthropods, in no 
way less fit or logical than those that 
survived. Natural selection seems to be an 
odd process. 

As indeed is social selection. Up until the 
18th century, the British Isles were part of 
the backward fringes of Europe, the last 
place to receive anything new or interest 
ing. Europe itself was less sophisticated 
and wealthy than China, India or the 
Muslim world, until industrialism got 
going. Industrialism raised up a whole 
host of new powers, and will no doubt 
raise up more. The Thatcherite vision - 
nations fiercely struggling with each other 
for supremacy - offers bleak prospects for 
Britain, and may not even be that much 
fun for the winners. Had the Britons of 
Darwin' s time realised how accidental 
and short-lived their success would prove, 
they might have looked for some alterna 
tive vision. Nations don't have to com 
pete - a cooperative world might or might 
not have managed the same rate of eco 
nomic growth, but it would certainly have 
been a far better place for living a wonder 
ful life. 

Gould argues that survival is very often 
just a matter of luck. Possibly he over 
states the case - there are advantages to 
certain ways of doing things, like swim 
ming with fins rather than by jet propul 
sion. Complex organisms could only 
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Football as Culture 
By John Mandeville 

David Mellor is regarded as a man of 
culture. He appreciates the arts. He has 
been made Secretary of State for Heritage. 
English Heritage is an odd thing. Posh 
houses and artifacts largely looted from 
some poor sods elsewhere and, I suppose, 
the 'English' Royal Family. 
There is no end of institutions looking 

after English Heritage. English culture is 
another matter. English culture is football. 
Mr Mellor knows this. Indeed, football is 
his own real passion. If Mr Mellor is going 
to do any good in his term of office he'd 
better do something about the core of 
English culture. Because it won't be very 
long before the Thatcherites who currently 
run the game destroy it and deprive a 
nation of its culture. (He doesn't have to 
worry about the Scots, the Welsh or the 
Ulster people. They have culture - both 
tangible and intangible - in sackfulls.) 
When one listens to people's 

reminiscences from the local pub to Desert 
Island Discs, from Chat Shows to tea 
break chats at work, people's emotions go 
up a gear as they describe their father 
taking them to their first League match. 
There is no generation gap. There are fond 
memories. There is enthusiasm. There is 
encyclopaedic knowledge. There is 
passion. That's culture. 
All boys (and many girls) are football 

fanatics. I can afford to take my lot to 
White Hart Lane at most twice a season 
now. And at least Tottenham have slightly 
reduced their prices. Manchester United 
have this year raised theirs by 60%, Crystal 
Palace by 50%, Chelsea by 30%. It costs 
£10 to go to Middlesborough and £10.50 
to get into Arsenal (though given my 
preference I don't understand people who 
go there anyway!) 
And now there is the deal with Sky and 

the BBC. It means some more money for 
the smaller clubs in the new Premier 
Division. But bugger all for the others. 
BBC Match of the Day used to show 

long highlights of games from all 
Divisions. Then ITV outbid them and 

rarely showed games when the big five, 
Liverpool, Everton, Spurs, Arsenal and 
Manchester United, weren 'tplaying. (They 
had to take some notice of Leeds last 
season.) 
The new deal has frozen out ITV whose 

posing as champions of the people's right 
to view fools nobody. It's about selling 
satellite dishes. The man who bought / 
'saved'Tottenham Hotspur last year is Alan 
Sugar. Alan Sugar owns Amstrad. Amstrad 
makes satellite dishes! 

Sky has exclusive sports channels. These 
are free to owners of Sky dishes at the 
moment. But the company has said that it 
will make an extra charge eventually - as 
with the film - £5 or £6 a month to begin 
with. 
But then it must fill a greater part of its 

week with matches. So it is arranging with 
the football authorities to switch games 
from Saturday to early and mid-week. 
That is the beginning of the end of the 
English Saturday afternoon. A bloke may 
as well go to work. 
Football supporters are being treated 

like dirt. This can happen precisely because 
football is the culture. People need water, 
so the spivs in the water companies milk 
them dry. People need football and another 
lot of spivs and ignoramuses do the same 
thing. 
Arsenal and West Ham dreamt up the 

Bond Scheme. With this people fork out a 
lot of money to the club for the right to 
attend over the season. On top of this they 
still have to pay for their tickets. I have 
nothing against West Ham. But it was a 
good thing for football that they went 
down last season. 
And,of course, we had the Taylor report 

after the Hillsborough tragedy. LordJ ustice 
Taylor, now promoted to the top post, got 
to know somehow that other countries or 
other sports (especially American 
Football) have all-seater stadiums. 
Ah! That's the solution. We'll get the 

English to sit down. Never mind that 
football in England is largely about 

standing up. 
We can look forward to thousands of 

fans standing on seats and doing 
themselves and others untold damage. But 
it's official that seats are good. So the fans 
must be bad. So we will be forced to sit. 
And so on. But we can trust Judge Taylor. 
Lookwhatagoodjobhedidasprosecuting 
Counsel when Judith Ward was convicted! 
What can Mr Mellor do about all of this? 

He is probably still enough of a Thatcherite 
to immediately think that the government 
must not intervene. Market forces, etc. 
But market forces go out the window 
when it comes to the theatre or the opera. 
The government intervenes. Just as it 

finances galleries to keep 'English' 
paintings in the country. It doen 't just give 
money. It gives it for a purpose and with 
conditions. Mellor will have money 
available to him from the National Lottery. 
Mr Mellor is also responsible for 

broadcasting. His attitude to the BBC has 
so far been commendable. He has refused 
to bow to the demands from the paranoid 
wing of the Conservative Party for a 
"radical reorganisation" of the 
Corporation. He has adopted a leave-well 
alone policy. 
But he can intervene where all is not 

well. The broadcasters in alliance with the 
senior football officials are seriously 
attacking England's national culture for 
the sake of short-term profit. He can use 
all his present powers and ask for more if 
necessary. He doesn't even have to worry 
about the Treasury. Regulation costs little 
or no money. 
He could go even farther, and propose 

legislation enabling a fans' charter - after 
all, his footballing chum, John Major, is 
quite partial to charters. Essentially, it 
should give club members a say in running 
the club in return for the increasingly large 
amounts of money they hand over every 
year. At present they have no rights 
whatsoever. 

Already several clubs in Europe have 
to submit the Chairmanship to election by 
the fans. Seats on the board should be 
allocated to the supporters' club. The 
national supporters association should 
have representation on the FA and the 
Football League. 

The self-appointed rulers of the game 
have clearly lost all sense ofresponsibility. 
Only power in the hands of the fans plus 
government intervention can prevent the 
total destruction of England's national 
culture 
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