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In our last issue we said that the process of disintegration in the 
Labour Party might be halted by new leadership. We may have 
been premature. The new year has begun with the 'modernisers' 
renewing the process with redoubled force. In a few weeks a 
whole new fad, "Clintonism", has been created and old reliables 
like PR, hostility to the union block vote and poor opinion polls 
on the party's image have been given a fresh airing. The latter was 
taken to its logical, and ludicrous, conclusion with the opinion 
poll of Tories to establish whether the party was on the right lines! 
Surprise, surprise, they had not become Labour Party Supporters 
since the election, and this was supposed to cause consternation. 
We have often said that one of the most despicable features of 

Kinnock was his adaptation to Thatcherism which went so far that 
he could not feel secure unless he had the Tory seal of approval. 
We thought we could be justifiably accused of rhetorical 
exaggeration in saying this. But it has proved all too true in the 
most literal sense by the significance given to this poll. In his 
recent New Statesman interview (where we were told the good 
news that he was not going to write his memoirs) Kinnock was 
quite indifferent to the decrease in party membership because he 
never believed in a mass Labour movement anyway. That was 
something that only Communist Party people went on about, he 
said. This was pretty transparent code for saying that a Labour 
Party in any real sense was not that important. But this tendency 
has been developed furthest by Patricia Hewitt and Philip Gould .. 
In the Financial Times, January 11, 1993, Ivo Downey reported, 
"It is doubtful, however, whether Mr Smith could risk the 
traditionalists' wrath by endorsing fully a report by Ms Hewitt 
and Mr Gould which commended the SOP-Liberal Alliance for 
abandoning all the language of class politics and suggesting 
projecting Labour as "the non-political party"." This is one 
certain way of not losing a fifth election: let's not be a political 
party, let's opt out of politics! 
John Prescott has pointed out that the British Constitution 

operates through party structures. Thirty years ago everybody 
who was seriously in politics would have known that. Prescott 
seems to be the only member of the present Labour leadership 
who knows it. Parties, as Erskine May said, are "the life-blood of 
the Constitution". Britain thinks and acts in politics through the 
operation of party conflict The notion that there is a public 
opinion or public will created independently of the operation of 



Yugoslavia 

Bosnia- Herzegovina has been 
decreed by the United Nations and the 
EC to be "a sovereign and independent 
nation", to use the words of Lord 
Owen. 

Yugoslavia was a state made up of 
many nations, the three major ones 
being the Serbs, the Croats and the 
Bosnian Muslims. The Croats and 
Muslims voted to secede from 
Yugoslavia, detaching regions from 
the state in which there large numbers 
of Serbs. The UN and the EC eagerly 
recognised these secessions as 
independent and sovereign states, and 
decreed that Yugoslavia had ceased to 
exist as a sovereign state. But they 
have now decreed that the principle 
which justified the Croat and Muslim 
secession from Yugoslavia may not 
be availed of by the Bosnian Serbs 
with regard to the "sovereign and 
independent nation" of Bosnia. 

Bosnia has never been an 
independent state. There is no evidence 
that the incongrous Croat/Muslim 
majority which voted for independence 
has any capacity for conducting a 
liberal and tolerant state. What 
evidence there is suggests the contrary. 
Croatia and Bosnia were a state for 
three years in the early forties, by the 
special favour of Adolf Hitler, and its 
main activity was an all-out attemptto 
get rid of all the Serbs, either by killing 
them outright, or making Catholics of 
them. 

Yugoslavia functioned as a state 
for seventy years under Serb guidance 
and there was no genocide. And in two 
World Wars the Serbs fought alongside 
those states which are now called "the 
West" by the BBC. When a Yugoslav 
Governmentearlyin 1941, underCroat 
influences, made a Treaty of alliance 
with Hitler, that Government was 
overthrown by a Serbian revolt and 
the Treaty was repudiated. Hitler then 
felt obliged to invade Yugoslavia. He 



was welcomed into the Croat regions 
but had to fight the Serbs. This delayed 
his invasion of Russia by five weeks, 
causing the German Army to be caught 
by the Russian winter before it had 
achieved its objective. And that was 
the all-important event in World War 
2. 

Churchill's bizarre conduct of 
affairs is finally coming under the 
scrutiny of 'respectable' historians. 
His most bizarre act was to compel the 
King of Yugoslavia to dismiss the 
Government which had resisted Hitler 
and to install in Government Titoites 
who had facilitated the German 
invasion. 

Serbia is now seen by bourgois 
enthusiasts as the last stronghold of 
Communism in Europe. If that is so - 
and the matter is doubtful - then it 
needs to be said that Communist 
government was not imposed on 
Yugoslavia by the Serbs or the 
Kremlin. Communist government was 
imposed on the Serbs by Churchill's 
Government acting in supportofTito' s 
Partisans. The Kremlin kept up 
relations with the old bourgeois 
Government of Yugoslavia long after 
Churchill had transferred British 
allegiances to Tito. 

Bosnia is Yugoslavia in miniature. 
It is made up of the three main 
nationalities whose detestation of one 
another made Yugoslavia fail as a 
state in the long run. But the 
antagonism of nationalities is more 
intimate and less subject to mediating 
influences in Bosnia, which has none 
of the characteristics of a state, than it 
was in Yugoslavia. 

The principle being applied in this 
case is that an administrative region of 
a state may secede as a whole butthat 
no part of it may break off and stay 
with the original state on the ground of 
national identity. 

But this is contrary to the principle 
applied in Ireland, which was a single, 
tightly organised, administrative 
region of the UK until it seceded. The 
Irish secession was recognised by 
Britain in 1921, but at the same time a 
part of Ireland was allowed to secede 

from the secession and return to the 
UK. Ireland was much closer to being 
a nation than Bosnia is. And yet the 
major British parties, which agree in 
denying a Serb right of secession from 
Bosnia, also agree in granting a right 
of secession from Ireland to the Ulster 
Unionists. ("Unification by consent" 
works out as a right of separation.) 

"The West", the United Nations, 
the Allies, the Coalition- one of those 
- has bombed Iraq again. 

Iraq was formed by Britain, with 
the approval of the League of Nations, 
by putting together three 
administrative provinces of the 
Ottoman Empire - almost. Those three 
provinces had no prior history of acting 
together. And yet if one of them had 

not been mutilated by Britain in the 
construction of Iraq there would have 
been no 'Gulf War'. 

The administrative province of 
Basra included Kuwait. Britain intent 
on extending its Empire into the Arab 
world, began in the 19th century to 
filch a bit here and there. It made a 
secret Treaty with a local chieftain in 
Kuwait while in public making solemn 
declarations saying that it recognised 
the integrity of the Ottoman Empire. In 
November 1914 it launched a war of 
conquest in Mesopotamia. But it took 
four years of hard fighting to conquer 
an Empire which had been assumed to 
be incapable of self-defence in all-out 
war. Then it formed the colony oflraq, 
but witheld from it the Kuwaiti part of 
the province of Basra. 



If the administrative region of 
Bosnia is sacrosanct, why was the 
administrative region ofBasra not so? 

The UN has adjudicated on the 
border dispute between Iraq and 
Kuwait. It ignored the fact Kuwait had 
formed an integral part of the province 
ofBasra until 1914. And it awarded to 
Kuwait a part oflraq on which Kuwait 
had no claim. (As a product of furtive 
British diplomacy Kuwait could have 
no historic claims on anything.) 

The region of Iraq transferred to 
Kuwait was not uninhabited desert. 
But the Sabah family has no need to 
feel uneasy about the inhabitants. They 
have been given vacant possession of 
their new territory. It was ethnically 
cleansed by the United Nations before 
handing over. The Iraqi inhabitants 

· were swept off it so that they might 
continue to be ruled by the tyrant, 
Saddam Hussein, instead of enjoying 
liberty in liberated Kuwait. 

And apropos ethnic cleansing: why 
has it not been pointed out by our 
media commentators and international 
statesmen that this kind of thing was, 
in its recent recurrence, pioneered by 
liberated Kuwait under the auspices of 
the United Nations in the second half 
of 1991. Palestinians, many of them 
Kuwaiti-born and therefore Kuwaiti 
nationals according to the United 
Nations' own decrees and definitions, 
were shovelled out of Kuwait by the 
hundred thousand, after a war in which 
a quarter of a million Iraqis were killed 
in six weeks for the purpose of showing 
what liberty, as understood by the 
UnitedNations, was.Bywhatcommon 
standard could ethnic cleansing secure 
UN approval in 1991 in Kuwait - a 
make-believe state which could not 
possibly have flouted the will of 'the 
international community' - and be 
judged a war crime in Bosnia in 1992? 

A supercilious BBC journalist 
located in Baghdad, reporting on the 
response of ordinary Iraqi citizens to 
President Bush's last act of 
'international law', said that, of course, 
the ordinary Iraqi could not speak 
frankly to Western journalists, but 
could only repeat the Government line. 

That sounds very bad. But was the 
BBC journalist himself behaving 
differently? Can we believe that the 
questions we have been asking here 
never occurred to him? If so, we must 
judge him a moron. But if they did 
occur to him, and ifhe made them part 
of his methods of inquiry and report, 
he would be out of a job fast. 

We think it much more likely that 
the ordinary citizen of Baghdad is in 
sympathy with the Government of 
Saddam Hussein, and is not 
dissembling when probed by BBC 
journalists, than that the BBC journalist 
has not sold his soul in order to keep 
his job. 

The United Nations killed two hotel 
receptionists in Baghdad with a Cruise 
missile because Saddam Hussein 
would not guarantee flights by UN 
planes across the "no fly" airspace 
dominated by British and American 
warplanes."Well done!" said John 
Major. And "Well done!" echoed John 
Smith. There was momentarily some 
doubt that the firing of Cruise missiles 
into an undefended city was actually 
done on UN authority. But the 
Secretary General said it was. John 
Smith expressed profound satisfaction 
that the killing of the hotel receptionists 
had been legal. But, he was asked, was 
he quite happy about it? With 
puzzlement clearly evident in his voice, 
he replied, "Well, it is either a fact 
[that it was legal] or it is not a fact, 
that's all." (Today, Radio Four, 
January 20). No doubt there were 
lawyers in plenty who said that about 
the hanging of pickpockets. But we do 
not know, do we, that the hotel 
receptionists even picked pockets? 

Michael Meacher, once a great 
campaigner against Cruise missiles, 
was a cheer-leader giving 
encouragement to President Bush to 
get on with the job. On January 16 
(The Week in Westminster, Radio 
Four) he urged that sanctions be 
continued and that Iraq should be 
bombed. Two years ago the UN 
deliberately disrupted public utilities 

in Iraq, and American enforcers of 
international law were pleased to see 
sewage getting mixed up with the water 
supply. The main effect of continuing 
sanctions to delay the restoration of 
public utilities, and thereby to kill 
people by germ warfare. Some 
estimates put the deaths due to 
sanctions at 50,000 a year, mainly 
children. Meacher wants them 
continued along with regular bombing. 

His reason: "He [Saddam] 
committed genocide repeatedly against 
the Kurds." 

The "no fly zone" in northern Iraq 
is said to be there "to protect the Kurds". 
But the Iraqi Kurds have been bombed 
regularly by Turkey during the past 
two years. But that's OK because 
Turkey is amemberof"the Coalition", 
an agent of international law. And 
Meacher, who knows what's proper, 
made no mention of it. 

The Iraqi Kurds were incited to 
insurrection in early March 1991 by 
the American, British and French 
Governments - the United Nations for 
short - in order to "finish the job", i.e., 
get rid of Saddam, without any cost in 
valuable Western lives. The only 
natural object of a Kurdish insurrection 
is a Kurdish state. But the establishment 
of a Kurdish state would infringe on 
Turkish sovereignty. Turkey, which 
made a valuable contribution to 
international law-enforcement, could 
not be required to suffer an erosion of 
its own sovereignty because of it. The 
stimulus given to Kurdish nationalism 
in Iraq was dangerous to Turkey. That 
is why the Iraqi Kurds have to be 
simultaneously bombed and defended 
from bombing by United Nations 
forces. 

Britain, after its Middle Eastern 
war of conquest (1914-18), threw two 
and a bit provinces of the Ottoman 
Empire together as a colony which it 
called Mespot A couple of years later 
the British government changed its mind 
and Mespot was declared to be a "nation" 
called Iraq. Britain gave Iraq ten years of 
training in modem methodsof government. 
It rigged the most important election (that 
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ofKing,in 1921)bykidnappingthepopular 
candidate and deporting him, and by 
policing the outlying regions with heavy 
bombers. It pretended to concede 
independence in the early thirties, but in 
1941 it invaded in order to overthrow a 
government which was neutral in the War 
and set up a puppet government as an ally. 

The call for Kurdish · insurrection in 
1991 was far from unprecedented. Even 
when the Baghdad Government was 
friendly, the stirring up of Kurdish unrest 
by 'the West' was considered a legitimate 
bargaining tactic in oil negotiations. 

Britain once saw itself as having a 
constructive mission in the world, and, 
until 1914, it applied itself more or less 
earnestly to achieving it. That mission was 
to transform the world into a system of 
nation states with representative 

governments, stabilised and harmonised 
by British influence. Iraq was its last and 
worst creation. It was created when British 
imperial culture had gone rotten. It was 
part of the fraud practised on the Arab 
world in order to get its support for the 
First World War, and of the Balkanising 
which followed the war. 

But Iraq, however misconceived, exists 
and will continue. Little David Howell 
and his backbench Committee may dream 
of remaking the Middle East, but they 
have no power to enact their fantasy. 

Saddam's methods are not essentially 
different from Britain's methods in the 
1920s. But his problems are greater. No 
great power was trying in the twenties to 
pull apart what Britain had concocted. But 
today Britain itself, along with America 
and France, are doing their damndest to 

make this state created by Britain 
impossible to govern. And their purpose is 
sheer mischief-making. They have no 
intention of trying to set up a state of 
Kurdistan, or of transferring the Shia 
regions to the great Shia state which now 
exists. 

Imperial honour was once a real factor 
in British life. It has now gone rotten. 
Nothing else has taken its place. And 
Michael Meacher and David Howell, with 
their reckless warmongering, are not 
untypical of what remains. 

Meanwhile, the Indonesian conquest 
of East Timar in defiance of a Security 
Council Resolution is not even mentioned. 
Nor is the Israeli annexations of East 
Jerusalem and Golan, also in defiance of 
Security Council Resolutions. D 



proposed by Labour and Tory 
governments. He rejected industrial 
democracy when it could easily have 
become an accomplished fact. He 
acknowledged in private to management 
that industrial disruption was "wrong". 
He said to management in public that they 
had the right to manage. Then he carried 
on pandering to the militants of the 
Communist Party. 

The unions had to use their great power 
responsibly or have that power taken away 
from them. Hugh Scanlon is the man 
chiefly to blame for rejecting the 
responsible use of union power and for the 
losing of that power. It is chiefly down to 
him that the unions have had their power 
taken away from them. And it is largely 
down to him that for over a decade 
Thatcherite governments have been able 
to walk all over the organised working 
class. 

If Hugh Scanlon could admit this and 
say that he was wrong in opposing the 
industrial democrats like Jack Jones in the 
70s he would be doing something useful. 
As it is he is, at best, a bleeding heart and, 
at worst, guilty of tarring us all with the 
same brush for the titilation of the 
Thatcherites whose own tum has come to 
justify themselves. 

Leadership & the Decline of the TUC 

Following the failure of the General Strike 
of 1926, leading trade unionists realised 
that a new system was necessary in dealing 
with employers and governments (apart 
from, but not excluding, industrial action) 
if gains were to be made. 
This involved arrangements behind the 

scenes where the participants were 
powerful enough and had support enough 
to ensure that deals arrived at stuck. 
Formal meetings could continue to be 

largely shouting-matches or displays to 
the gallery, but out of the mutual abuse 
there could always emerge one or two 
points of agreement, at least the basis of 
which had been discussed or signalled 
beforehand. 
Walter Citrine and Ernest Bevin were 

masters of this craft and the system came 
into its own in the wartime agreements 
which led to great advances for the working 
class. 
Such arrangements are always 

condemned by political purists with no 

union experience, by people who prefer 
permanent class struggle to continuous 
successful reform, by populists and by 
weak leaders. 

The demise of the instinct for making 
arrangements was illustrated by former 
CBI leader, Campbell Adamson in another 
of the Radio 4 The Brothers series. 
Late in 1973 the unions met the 

employers and the government to discuss 
the miners' pay dispute. The miners wanted 
to be considered a "special case" in a 
situation where a successful wages 
agreement was in operation. 

Sid Greene oftheNUR proposed this. It 
was rejected out of hand because it was 
seen as being more likely to be the thin end 
of the wedge, resulting in more "special 
cases" and the end of the wage agreement. 
Later Campbell Adamson discovered 

that the TUC was serious about the "special 
case" and had taken steps to ensure that it 
really would be "special". 

Vic Feather had just retired as TUC 
General Secretary. Campbell Adamson 
said that had Feather still been there he 
would have got in touch with the CBI 
beforehand and made an arrangement Sid 
Greene's proposal would then have been 
taken very seriously and the miners' strike 
could have been avoided. 
He is kind enough to say that the new 

TUC leader, Len Murray, still had to learn 
the ropes, and didn't get in touch. 
It is probably nearer the truth to say that 

Len Murray's election signalled the 
beginning of a new era - the era when the 
TUC ceased to lead the movement and 
followed on the coat tails of populist union 
leaders. 

What is the Working Class? 

That group in the Labour Party which 
wishes to ignore the working class and 
pander to the worst elements in the middle 
class is still with us. They tell us to 
concentrate on winning over"Essex Man". 
"Essex Man" is the product of Thatcherite 
social engineering. Most people, in Essex 
and elsewhere, escaped the Thatcherite 
brainwashing to a greater rather than lesser 
degree. 
But there is an element in sociaty which 

didn't. This small minority is selfish, 
arrogant and anti-social. It is the last 
element Labour should bother its head 
with. It is overwhelmingly outnumbered 

by the working class and by decent-minded 
middle-class people. 
When backed into a comer, the anti 

working class element in the Labour Party 
tries to confuse the issue by equating 
"Essex Man" with the whole of the middle 
class or even anybody who has a mortgage. 
TheseLabour"reformers" -who always 

seem to have a fair few bob themselves! - 
further try to confuse the issue with 
reference to America. They refer to 
Clinton's pledge not to tax the middle 
classes. 
A Clinton aide on LBC radio recently 

tried to stop the confusion and 
misrepresentation. Everyone in America 
who does not belong to the "underclass" 
but who is also not rich, calls himself 
middle class. 
It is those people in the US, the aide 

explained, who "live from paycheque to 
paycheque" ln other words, what we in 
this country call the working class! 

Ken Livingstone & Free Trade 

I wonder if Arthur Scargill listened to 
"Any Questions" on 16.1.93. Agricultural 
subsidies were discussed in relation to the 
Common Agricultural Policy. 
The great socialist, Ken Livingstone, was 
extremely critical of subsidies. He wanted 
free trade in agricultural products. This, 
he claimed, would mean cheaper food and 
would help the third world. 
(A more thoughtful pannelist pointed 

out that it would change third world 
methods of production and probably wreck 
their agricultural economies.) 

So, Ken is a great free trader! Does this 
attitude also apply to coal? Is the European 
coal industry to be sacrificed as well as the 
European food industry before the god of 
free trade? 

It's not even as though we are paying a 
lot for our food. Food - leaving aside the 
exotic - is very cheap: bread, vegetables, 
meat, etc. 
For the record: at the end of the war, 

Europe was starving. Itdecidedasapriority 
to abolish food shortages. It did this through 
the CAP. Far better to have food surpluses, 
surely! And change in the CAP must not 
be at the expense of the basic policy of 
guaranteed food surplus. D 
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Socialism Or Law? 
The choice between litigation and the 

welfare state. 
Angela Clifford 

Part of American culture which is 
taking hold in this country is the 
increasing tendency to seeing legal 
action and individual pay-outs as a 
means of compensating people for ills 
suffered. This may or may not be an 
appropriate procedure in the United 
State, where the welfare state is at a 
rudimentary level, and socialisation is 
undeveloped. What is certain is that 
such a development can only damage 
this country, threatening to wreck the 
welfare state, penalise industrial 
development, and undermine the 
socialised approach to protecting 
members of society. 

Unless Labour sets its face against 
the legalistic-compensation mind-set 
hich is becoming prevalem, and 

shows how unfair and anti-social it 
actually is, it will find that the welfare 
will not survive in its present form, 
because it will be too expensive to run. 
The fact is there are far more equitable 
and effective ways of coping with 
damage people sustain and for 
enforcing adequate standards of 
behaviour and practice. 

A few examples will help to show 
what is at stake-and the range of 
social life which is involved. 

The NHS 

It is undoubtedly the case that, 
without the comprehensive, 
sophisticated and efficient medical 
service delivered to the people, life for 
many would be "nasty, brutish and 
short". But the NHS is faced with 

increased demands from litigants for 
compensation for medical negligence. 
Such claims no longer concern serious 
cases of malpractice, but proceedings 
of a less serious nature are now being 
brought. For instance, just before 
Christmas, two couples were sent home 
with the wrong newborn babies. The 
mistake was television publicity, they 
are now suing the Hospital. This shows 
how deeply the American approach 
has taken hold. 

but it is my view that, as long as 
there is a mother for a baby, and a baby 
for a mother, no damage will have 
been done in a two-week case of 
mistaken identity. Babies really do 
not have or develop much of a 
personality in the first few weeks after 
birth: they are asleep most of the time. 

What must undoubtedly be true, 
however, is that bringing a Court case 
might well develop problems where 
none should exist-because a trauma 
simulated will prevent disturbed 
relationships settling into normality. 

On the question of equity, 
moreover, the amount such couples 
could expectto win in damages, if they 
do win their cases, could hardly cover 
the cost of confinements in countries 
without National Health Services. In 
America having a baby involves major 
medical expenditure (except for the 
very poorly served 'public' patient). It 
is now the case in America that if a 
patient and ambitious lawyer can 
manufacture malpractice suit, they will 
try to recoup medical costs in what is 

becoming a Judicial Sweepstake. As a 
result, many ambitious doctors are 
shying away from obstetric practice, 
and only the less able enter the 
discipline. 

In Britain there has been a different 
approach since the socialist NHS was 
established: a utilitarian service is 
supplied which costs absolutely 
nothing at the point ofuse and which, 
until the Tory 'reforms', cost very 
little to administer. 

But, if greedy solicitors and patients 
are going to start milking the socialised 
service in search of the big 'win', the 
NHS as we know it will rapidly become 
a thing of the past. Doctors will be 
covering themselves, rather than 
treating patients to the best of their 
ability, and legal overheads will make 
it uneconomic to provide the full 
service that currently exists. The rise 
in medical negligence claims over 
recent years amply demonstrates that 
this is the tendency of development. 

It is my view that patients availing 
of the NHS should not be entitled to 
any compensation for medical 
negligence. It is already unfair that, 
for instance, one paraplegic who can 
prove that the condition resulted from 
medical negligence will be 
compensated, while another who 
cannot so prove, will not get a penny. 
Their need for extra facilities is equal, 
after all. It seems farmore sensible to 
provide adequate support services for 
all paraplegics out of the public purse. 



That does leave the question of 
how to punish medical negligence. It 
must be remembered that losing a 
medical negligence case in court will 
not cost the medical staff concerned a 
penny. Insurance covers the awards. 
There are separate disciplinary 
proceedings which punish improper 
practice. It seems to me that it would 
be appropriate to build on that and to 
establish a Medical Ombudsman, or 
Statutory Committee of some sort, to 
hear complaints about medical staff 
and institutions in the public sector. 
The Ombudsman should have the 
power to levy personal fines, suspend 
staff from practising without pay, or 
if an institutionis badly administered 
initiate a change of management. The 
law of criminal negligence might also 

· be used. The main thing is to establish 
a procedure which is accessible to 
users, and which is not a honeypot for 
the ever-increasing numbers oflawyers 
our welfare state is turning out. 

Consideration should also be given 
to reducing the numbers of lawyers 
being trained ( at public expense). The 
American experience has revealed that 
idle lawyers soon get into mischief: 
they find work for themselves to do. 
There is probably a 'law' to the effect 
that the amount oflegal work expands 
to occupy the numbers oflawyers. 

The use to which the civil legal aid 
system is put should also be scrutinised. 
Unfortunately lawyers have not been 
public-spirited about undertaking cases 
for which payment is guaranteed from 
public funds. 

The idea that the role of the courts 
should be expanded into one of general 
scrutiny of government must be 
combatted. Court action is an unfair, 
ineffective and wasteful way of 
keeping a check on the executive. 

Local Authority Services 

Much of what has been said about 

the NHS applies equally to another 
great arm of public service, that 
provided at local government level. 
Again, municipal services are under 
threat from the legalistic-compensation 
mind-set. 

The Municipal Mutual Insurance 
Group was established by Local 
Authorities to provide insurance for 
the public undertakings under their 
management. The scheme worked 
well until the compensation mind-set 
became prevalent in that sector. 
Burgeoning awards have bankrupted 
the Insurance Company, and it remains 
to be seen if a foreign owner will take 
over some of its duties-and at which 
increased cost to the Local Authorities 
and Charge-payer, 

Local Authorities, as well as 
providing public services such as 
education, run many personal social 
services, such as Homes for Children, 
the Aged, and the Disabled. Toe 
possibilities for litigation are endless. 
Indeed, in Dublin the courts have 
shown themselves ready to award 
compensation to be paid by Local 
Authorities on the most frivolous of 
charges. For instance, a person sitting 
on a wall fell into the garden of a house 
and cut themselves on glass. A claim 
on Dublin Corporation for failing to 
ensure the properupkeep of the garden 
of this house, which belonged to it, 
was successful. This example may 
seem far-fetched at present in England, 
but once the compensation mind-set 
becomes prevalent, human ingenuity 
will be bound to come up with 
profitable grievances. In Belfast 
compensation suits for pavement 
accidents suffered by pedestrians 
became an epidemic at one point. As 
a result many pavements have been 
remade, using tar-compounds amongst 
other things. It seems that people are 
no longer expected to look out for 
themselves in daily life. (In London, 
people used to be trusted on buses 
without doors, but the nanny-mentality 
is gradually disabling them from 
coping with open platform buses.) 

As with the NHS, the suing 
mentality can only undermine the 
provision of public services. But there 
is no justification for this. A person 
who sustains an injury as a resujt&f an 
accident is given free medicafcw'e. If 
they are off work, they are entitled to 
Sickness Benefit. In fact, many receive 
full pay from their employers while 
they are sick. In those cases where 
payments will not cover a person's 
liabilities, it would be more appropriate 
to top-up the payments by a means 
tested benefit. Such a scheme would 
be much preferable to the legal action 
route. 

Again, the issue of negligence 
should be pursued separately outside 
the civil courts, with appropriate 
institutions set up to hear and rectify 
complaints, as proposed for the NHS. 

There have been some very 
expensive cases of maladministration 
in Local Authority Children's Homes 
which have led to pay-outs to whole 
categories of complainants. Some of 
these have involved sex abuse. In 
other instances, standards of child 
care have changed over the years. 
Practices which were acceptable in the 
Sixties are no longer so. These include 
forms of punishment, such as "pin 
down". I don't know what the rights 
and wrongs of these changing 
standards are (though it seems to me 
that in general the chattering classes 
have forgotten that children can be 
savages). 

It is my view that there should not 
be monetary compensation for adults 
on account of the treatment they 
received in Children's Homes. These 
are already extremely expensive to 
run. Iftheywerenotthere, the children 
would be on the streets, or living in 
undesirable circumstances, or 
otherwise disadvantaged. Making 
public child care facilities even more 
expensive by handing out 
compensation to some individuals will 
tend to undermine public services as a 
whole, because there is simply not 



enough money to provide the services 
that are required as it is. 

Monetary compensation cannot 
replace a happy childhood for the 
people concerned. But life had already 
dealt the children concerned a cruel 
hand: they would not have been in the 
Homes otherwise. Society can and 
does offer what assistance it can to 
victims of maladministration in the 
shape of counselling, and there may be 
other practical aids which may be 
appropriate in individual 
circumstances. 

As in the case of other public 
services, a non-court method of 
supervising local authority services 
can be devised which will work more 
equitably, more effectively, and will 
be cheaper in the long run; In addition, 
Children's Homes and Mental 
Institutions should be subject to closer 
scrutiny by visiting committees, as 
residents are less able to pursue 
complaints than other users of public 
services. 

Industrial Destruction 

As well as bringing a huge 
improvement in the quality of life, 
industrial society carries dangers for 
its members. Such dangers may affect 
people who live and work in industrial 
areas. They are very real. At the same 
time there are signs that the litigation 
mind-set is beginning to move into the 
work-environment Carried to its 
logical conclusion, it would make 
industrial life nigh impossible. A 
workingbalancemustbefound, which 
will protect workers as far as is 
practicable at the given level of 
technological development. It seems 
to me that the Trade Unions, which 
already perform a role in Health and 
Safety matters, should have that role 
expanded as a substitute for having 
court action invade the workplace. 
There can be no better institution to 
balance the interests of the individual 

against those of the group. 

Rather than have court action to 
win substantial awards for those who 
sustain industrial illnesses, with the 
burden of proof and expensive 
litigation which that involves, it seems 
to me that a better graduated scale of 
disability benefit should be generally 
available, rising to a full home-nursing 
care service for the utterly 
incapacitated. 

Socialist Ideology 

I think readers have got the general 
idea of what I am proposing now. All 
public services should have 
administrative supervisory bodies with 
statutory powers. These should be 
easily accessible to the public and be 
able to deal quickly with every type of 
complaint. This system should 
supersede litigation for those sectors. 
Rather than compensating the lucky 
minority of people who are able to 
prove suffering as a result of 
negligence, a more appropriate general 
welfare service should be developed. 

All this is not just a matterof saving 
money. It is the world-view which is 
to prevail in society which is at stake. 
Is it to be the pig-in-the-trough 
mentality of every atomised individual 
for himself, ready to milk the public 
purse, or is it going to be a socialised 
approach which develops the solidarity 
of those who depend on public services 
to provide a reasonable life-style? 

The welfare-state did not come out 
ofnowhere. Itresultedfrom l00years 
of intensive, even obsessive, socialist 
propaganda from a myriad of groups 
which were not content with the laissez 
faire society. Ideas of mutual 
assistance, class solidarity, and social 
responsibility were argued for and 
gradually won out against the 
prevailing Benthamite capitalist 
notions that the society benefitted by 
each individual looking after his own 

interest; and that society would become 
unworkable under any other terms. 

Unfortunately, the lasttwo decades 
have seen the virtual demise of socialist 
thought, education and agitation. 
Instead of a widespread leavening of 
the society by the arguments of 
working class intellectuals taking 
place, there has been the growth of a 
spurious 'issues' ideology, promoted 
by the chattering classes. But these 
'issues' -fanatics can make no 
impression on the insidious re 
emergence of Benthamism which is 
taking place. The welfare-state cannot 
be sustained in a vacuum. Unless its 
rationale is defended, explained and 
expanded, it will gradually be 
diminished. D 



ABDUCTION BY THE STATE 
A Thatcherite Phenomenon? 

by Christopher Winch 

A recent case in which a couple were 
legally deprived of their children, even 
though they had neither abused nor 
neglected them, has been reported in the 
Tory press (Evening Standard, 
Spectator, January 7, 1993) as if it were 
an example of a Soviet-style kidnapping 
organised by a nanny state manned by 
Marxist social workers, aided and abetted 
by the courts. The couple were deemed 
incapable of providing the stimulation 
necessary to ensure a proper upbringing 
for their children, who were made wards 
of court and then adopted in one case and 
fostered in the other. The reality of this 
disturbing case is more complicated than 
is suggested by these press reports, and it 
is likely that the problem lies as much with 
the social relations developed by 
Thatcherism as it does with the folly of 
social workers. 

to? The answer to this question lies in the 
way in which the relationship between 
parents and children has been redefined 
by the social relations and attitudes brought 
about byThatcherism. Within the Christian 
tradition parents have been regarded as 
the custodians, rather than owners, of their 
offspring, with duties towards them which 
also gave them certain rights over how 
their children should be brought up. Since 
young children are incapable of 
recognising and attending to their own 
best interests, parents were recognised by 
the rest of society as the people who had 
to attend to those interests until their 
children were old enough to take care of 
themselves. Parents' rights are thus derived 
from children's rights and exist so long as 
they attend to, or need to attend to, those 
rights, which were themselves God-given. 
Locke, in his Second Treatise on 
Government, written at the end of the 
Seventeenth Century, outlines the 
relationship between parents and their 
children in much this way. 

It is certainly true that social workers 
are poorly trained and it is arguable that 
their activities need a radical overhaul. 
Fed on a diet of rehashed sociological and 
psychological theory andresearch,washed 
down with a lightly-stirred ideological 
concoction of Marxism, feminism and 
anti-racism, they emerge from college 
poorly equipped to deal with the complex 
reality presented by their 'clients'. When 
they are unable, or unwilling, to learn 
from the complexities of experience, and 
instead rely on applying what they have 
learned in college, cases like the one 
reported in the Standard are likely to 
continue. The Tories have never got around 
to sorting out social work, and, until they 
do, we can confidently expect more cases 
like the one just described. 

How is it, though, that the law can be 
interpreted by the courts in such a way that 
the wishes of social services departments 
in matters like this can be so easily agreed 

longer fit to carry out their parental duties 
and they acted accordingly to punish the 
parents or to remove the children from 
parental care. However, such informal 
arrangements cannot long survive the 
assaults of ideology, and when the 
ideological assault comes from two 
separate directions, the collapse can be 
very rapid. The first direction of assault 
comes from the Marxists and feminists in 
social work, with their anti-family and 
barrack-collectivist mentality. The second 
assault, however, comes from Thatcherism 
with its view of society as a collection of 
freely contracting individuals. 

However, Locke is also known for the 
way in which he, like Hobbes before him, 
brought into prominence the idea of a 
contract to explain the nature of certain 
social relations, particularly those that exist 
between the citizen and the state. This 
contract did not have to be explicitly 
documented, it could exist merely through 
the fact that citizens continued to live in 
the territory of a sovereign power and 
obey its laws. With the decline in religious 
belief, people were no longer able to 
recognise the God-given nature of 
children's rights. Instead, these rights were 
seen as customary, their recognition 
stretching back to ancient times. Neither 
religion nor custom and practise gave 
parents unconditional power over their 
children. If parents abused their rights, 
everyone recognised that they were no 

If society is a collection of contractors, 
then the state in the form of the law and its 
coercive machinery is needed to ensure 
that contracts are complied with. This 
mentality has now extended to what are 
now percieved to be implicit contracts 
between parents and their children such 
that parents have rights over their children 
only insofar as they undertake their side of 
the bargain which is to give them a proper 
upbringing. The underlying conception 
of the relationship between parents and 
children has been changed from a 
customary one to an implicitly 
contractarian one, more in keeping with 
the unbridled individualism encouraged 
by governments in Britain and the United 
States. 

As we all know, power abhors a 
vacuum and social workers seem to have 
made it their business to interpret the nature 
of the contract between parent and child in 
a way that has not been recognised before. 
Social workers are posing as contract 
compliance officers who can determine 
whether or not parents are fulfilling their 
legal obligation to give their children a 
properupbringing, by giving a very narrow 

Continued on page 18 
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Good Work For A Good 
Magistrate 

A complete reprint of 
Hugh Peters' pamphlet of 

1651, 

with an introduction by 
Brendan Clifford. 48 pp. Athol 

Books, December 1992 

Tudor and Stuart governments had a 
determination to create something new 
in the world. Francis Bacon's A New 
Atlantis in the time of Queen Elizabeth 
and James I, and the realisation of his 
ideas in the Royal Society of London 
for Improving Natural Knowledge 
laid the basis for the modem world, far 
more than trade or banking, which had 
existed for centuries and produced no 
very large impact. 

I had never been entirely happy with 
the orthodox Marxist notion that the 
English Civil War represented a triumph 
of capitalism over feudalism. The 
Stuarts as lawful monarchs had the 
support of reactionary forces, but all of 
them were keen progressives, anxious to 
undermine the old order of the nation. 
Cromwell had no particular notion of 
what to do, beyond carrying on much as 
the Stuarts bad done. And when Charles 
II was restored, he continued the same 
way, as well as formally establishing the 
Royal Society, informally set up during 
the war itself. 

In his introduction, Brendan Clifford 
shows how something really radical 
almost did happen after the triumph of 
the Parliamentarians. A real Puritan 
revolution might have occurred, 
establishing a system of law based 
directly on the Bible. Radicals wanted 
to ignore the jumbled chaos of the 
English Common Law, a system 
established by judges for the benefit of 
lawyers, slow and baffling and not 
especially just. The Fifth Monarchy 
group had over a third of the members 
of the 'Barebones' Parliament, and were 
preparing to replace the Common Law 
with a code of law derived from the 
Bible. They failed because at a critical 
moment Cromwell turned against them. 

And their role has ever since been 
played down. (I suppose that if 
Kerensky had been a great general who 
had personally defeated Kornilov's 
counter-revolution, and then established 
personal dictatorship after dispersing the 
Petrograd Soviet, Russian Bolshevism 
might seem just as cranky and marginal 
as the Fifth Monarchy men now appear.) 

Cromwell "died in 1658, having 
established neither Kingdom nor 
Republic. After a year of chaos ... 
Charles the Second returned and 
punished the surviving leaders of the 
Rebellion." Hugh Peters, though not 
one of the Fifth Monarchists, had urged 
him to follow a sensible program of 
reform. But he knew, as they did not, 
that nothing could be done without 
Cromwell's support. His life history is 
interesting - like Tom Paine, he spent 
time in America, and developed his 
ideas while there. Good Work For A 
Good Magistrate has some remarkable 
notions, such as a fire prevention 
programme, the need for which would 
be demonstrated in the Great Fire some 
fifteen years later. He proposes a basic 
welfare state. He proposes a system of 
Peacemakers, who would arbitrate in 
"all common controversies" without the 
need to hire lawyers and engage in a set 
piece battle before a judge - a system we 
still stand in need of. He advocates 
taking up the ideas of Francis Bacon, 
who he refers to by his title, Lord 
Verulam "First for the Improvement of 
Nature, Lord Verulam hath also manie 
excellent, and learned Problemes, 
experiments, and speculations, and 
more in that kinde may bee added, and 
brought to act by other learned men, by 
the incouragement, and help of the 
publick stock, in times of Peace, when 
war is ended." He also anticipates the 
18th century building of canals: 
"cutting of Rivers, where none are". 

Peters was executed in 1660, along 
with the surviving regicides, even 
though he had had no official 
responsibility for the trial of the King. 
"His interest for later times arises from 
the fact that his mind was more in tune 
with the developments of later times 
than any other Puritan mind of the 
period, and that he was one of the 

Notes on the 
News 

by Madawc Williams 

Britannia oils the waves 

There is no necessity for a single drop of 
crude oil to travel by sea. If all refining 
had to be done in the country of origin, 
tankers would only need to carry refined 
oil products, which are much less polluting, 
tending either to sink or to evaporate. 
Only crude oil has the correct blend to stay 
afloat and create an appalling mess on the 
beaches. 

Most of the world's shipping is registered 
in either Liberia or Panama, neither of 
which are notable as maritime nations. 
Both are US creations - Panama was 
snipped off Columbia to give the US a free 
hand building a canal, and Liberia was 
invented as a dumping-place for freed 
Afro-Americans. Panama is chiefly noted 
for General Noriega, and Liberia at present 
has no government.at all. 

British merchant shipping has been 
undermined by market forces, cheap and 
risky ships flying flags of convenience. 
Tories may sing 'Rule, Britannia' with 
great gusto, but the practical result of their 
policies has been that Britannia rules sod 
all past her own coastline. 

Even the possible benefits of this 
coastline are being ignored. Britain is . 
naturally suited to wave power, but 
interesting possibilities just are not being 
developed properly. (New Scientist, 2nd 
Jan, pll). Such research has always been 
under the thumb of the nuclear industry, 
which has a vested interest in not allowing 
it to succeed. (Especially now that the 
privatisation laws for electricity specify 
that a certain percentage must not come 
from fossil fuel, creating a niche that could 
be filled by either wave power or nuclear 
power.) Britain's nuclear industry has 
been a loss-making mess, partly due to the 
risks and problems of the technology, and 
partly due to sheer incompetence. (France 
has a highly successful nuclear industry.) 



Yet while useful public industries have 
been attacked, the nuclear industry seems 
to have some deep links with the Tory 
establishment, and has always been 
protected. 

Thankfully, things are different in 
Norway, which is equally suited to wave 
power, and has a more sensible 
government. We are always being told 
that the Scandinavian social-democratic 
model has failed, but the figures suggest 
otherwise. According to The World in 
1993 from The Economist Publications, 
the UK in 1992 had a GDP per head of 
$17,300; Italy$20,200; theUSA$22,520; 
Germany $24,120; Norway $28,200, 
Sweden $29,600; Switzerland $35,000. 
You still believe in the 'miracle of the 
market'? 

Signing your life away 

In the high old days ofThatcherism and 
strict monetarism, everyone was borrowing 
as much as they could. One particular 
chicken now coming home to roost is 
secondary lending. People used their 
houses as security to pay for double-glazing 
and the like, or even for mere spending 
money. Such lenders were generally much 
less scrupulous and less well-regulated 
than Building Societies· or banks. 
According to John Battle, Labour's 
housing spokesman, such repossessions 
are now more common than those by 
buildingsocieties,andoftendoneforfairly 
small sums. 

When Labourraised the matter, the Tory 
criticised them for drawing attention to 
inconvenient facts at a time when the 
housing market might be recovering. 
Aren't these the same people who said that 
markets always found their own proper 
level on the basis of the objective facts? 

Credit can be as addictive as hard drugs, 
and consumers need to be protected. 
Thatcherism seemed to assume that 
everyone would think like an accountant, 
tot up profit and loss over the long run. A 
world in which everyone thought like an 
accountant would be a truly nightmarish 
prospect, and in any case it is not going to 
happen. People borrowed for immediate 
consumption, notworryingtoo much about 
the future. But the future has now arrived, 

and everyone is in a mess. Credit-based 
consumption has had to be squeezed out 
by high interest rates, which also hit 
responsible borrowers and businessmen 
needing capital to create new jobs and 
industries. 

Labour should take note of the new 
public mood, and set itself up as the party 
of sensible credit controls. One simple 
rule would make a great difference: if the 
loan was beyond what the borrower could 
reasonably be expected to repay, give the 
circumstances at the time it was made, 
then it would be simply wiped out and be 
lost to the lender. That would cut out a lot 
of the crazy borrowing and fringe 
operators, while securing the position of 
those with a serious need for a loan they 
could expect to repay. 

U$$R 

The Economist Publications' The 
World in 1993 has more interesting facts 
besides just GNP per head. An article on 
Russia says "as weak companies go out of 
business, the raw materials they now use 
inefficiently will become available for 
export. This should mean Russia will be 
able to run a trade surplus next year. That 
would ease Russia's difficulties with 
financing foreign debt ... " That is to say, 
Russia is to go back to being a supplier of 
raw materials, lose much of its industry 
and all of its economic sovereignty. 

Another article by the same author ( who 
is The Economist's Moscow 
correspondent) says "the break-up of 
Russia, as geographically defined for the 
past year, cannot be ruled out." Actually 
it can be. Regions like Tatarstan might 
like to break away. There are those in the 
West who dream of creating new Kuwaits 
out of those minority regions that have 
rich natural resources. But all of the 
minority regions are. tiny compared to 
Russia The largest of them have less than 
4 million inhabitants, and there are large 
minorities of ethnic Russians. And Russia 
stillhastheRedArmyandanucleararsenal 
that could wreck the world ten times over. 

The USSR broke up because Yeltsin 
ruled Russia and didn't care to take any 
more orders from Gorbachev. Also it was 
clearly impossible to retain the Ukraine 

withoutamajorwar. Moreover,megrowm 
of Muslim populations in Central Asia 
would have made them dominant if the 
USSR had been turned into a democratic 
multi-party state. So Russian nationalists 
saw some merits in letting the Soviet Union 
break up. But Russia itsclf will remain 
whole. 

Also, no one should be smprised by the 
success of 'conservative' forces within 
Russia. Market forces might dictate that 
they should dismantle their society and 
become suppliers of cheap labour and raw 
materials to the West E¥en America 
under Reagan repeatedly interfered with 
market forces when these seemed to be 
against US interests. Expect aactiy the 
same behaviour from anv future 
government of Russia. 

Churchill and Toryism 

It is hardly unusual for Tories to do 
dishonest and unprincipled things behind 
the scenes. But it took Alan Clark to 
express public regret at a lost opportunity 
to be dishonest and unprincipled. 

All through the 1930s, Churchill was 
warning that Hitler was not someone who 
could be trusted or appeased. In this he 
was out of tune with most of the 
Conservative Party, which either admired 
Hitler or at least wanted to appease him. 
Churchill was a lone voice when Hitler 
was given everything be asked for with the 
MunicbAgreement ButwhenHitlertook 
still more, and then went on to threaten 
Poland, the Establishment finally realised 
that he had all along known what he was 
talking about. 

Churchill was the perfect man to hold 
the nation together after Dunkirk - the 
only major right-wing politician with 
impeccable anti-fascist credentials. He 
was also a believer in democracy, and 
utterly refused a separate peace that would 
have delivered the future of the world to 
Nazi Germany, with Soviet Russia as the 
only serious alternative. Certainly there 
would have been no question of a US 
intervention ifBritain had given up. There 
might have been a separate US - Japanese 
war, but that would not have helped Europe. 
And it would have left Hitler free to 
exterminate all the Jews in all the territories 



he controlled. 

To see such an outcome as desirable 
implies a rather odd view of the world. 
But to come out and say it long after the 
event is even odder. Much of the residual 
pride in Britishness rests on that 'finest 
hour', when Britain stood alone against a 
really evil enemy, and went on to win 
against the odds. One starts to wonder 
how many Tories understand what 
Britishness once meant. 

China genes 

For some people, anything that involves 
or genetic engineering is impossibly 
dangerous and must be stopped at all costs. 
Such fears have been a great burden on the 
newly emerging biotechnology industry. 
Useful schemes for improving crops have 
been prevented in the West.even when the 
gene in question was essentially harmless. 

It has now emerged that the whole battle 
was largely pointless. China, one quarter 
of mankind, is going ahead regardless. 
The local farmers want better crops, 
particularly those resistant to various 
viruses that reduce crop yield. Genetically 
altered crops are now being grown on such 
a wide scale over there that any possible 
dangers could hardly be avoided. (New 
Scientist, 2nd January.) The local people 
even dug up some transgenic tomatoes 
that the researchers had buried to stop the 
seeds spreading. 

Don't lose any sleep, though. Mother 
Nature has been performing genetic 
engineering on a mass scale ever since life 
began: that's what evolution is all about. 
And plant breeders regularly mix genes 
from different plants and animals, in as far 
as normal breeding will allow them to do 
so. Genetic engineering simply makes 
things simpler - you can move the one 
gene you want, and whose effects you 
already understand. 

Serbs and the prosperity of vice 

When Tito took over Yugoslavia after 
World War Two, he deliberately 
redesigned it to balance the dominant Serbs 
against the various minority nations. The 
conscious intention was to so mix the 

nationalities that no succession could be 
either clean or easy. (Just as Stalin added 
a chunk of non-Rumanian territory to 
Moldavia, creating problems that have not 
yet been untangled, and may well lead to 
war.) 

Croatia and Bosnia should have been 
forced to disgorge majority-Serb areas 
before theywereallowedto set themselves 
up as sovereign states, with the Serbs in 
turn forced to give up Albanian Kosovo 
and other non-Serbian regions in the areas 
that they control. If Yugoslavia could not 
be preserved, that would have been the 
best and most humane solution. Just as the 
courts lay down a judgment about property 
and children when a marriage breaks up, 
so could international law have dealt with 
the disintegration of a multi-national state. 

What we have actually seen is vice 
rewarded, at least in so far as it has been 
successful. Those areas the Serbs won 
from sovereign Croatia are under UN 
protection, likely to stabilise the borders 
where force of arms placed them. Much 
the same is true of the fragmentation of 
Bosnia, under the peace plan now being 
discussed. It is hardly likely that any 
international force is now going to conquer 
those regions and return them to effective 
rule by Croats or Bosnian Muslims. Quite 
apart from the cost in blood and money, 
those Serbs would then be massacred and 
expelled by their new masters, to the great 
embarrassment of the Western 
governments that had sponsored such a 
policy. 

Holy Croatia 

As I write, the leader of the Bosnian 
Serbs has just agreed to the Decimal 
Solution for the disputed territories - three 
chunks for Serbs, three for Croats, three 
for Muslims and Sarajevo to be shared. 
Naturally, the Croats were for it from the 
start. It may well have been pretty much 
what Croat leaders were hoping for when 
they first joined with the Muslim minority 
to create an independent Bosnia with no 
special allowance for. the Serbs. 
(Remember also that the Serbs had been 
the majority in Bosnia before Croats and 
Muslims massacred them while serving 
Nazi Germany.) 

Serb nationalism destroyed Yugoslavia, 
but it was Croat nationalism that ensured 

thatthe break-up would belong and bloody. 
Croats could have traded 'land for peace', 
given up strongly Serb regions in return 
for an agreed separation. But for extreme 
Croat nationalists, not only was it worth 
gambling for as much territory as possible, 
but the war also had the merit of sharply 
defining Croatia and separating it from its 
neighbours. The difference used not to be 
all that strong. There was a common 
language, Serbo-Croatian, as well as a 
single multi-ethnic state, and a common 
identity as Yugoslavians. The main 
differences were religious - Orthodox 
Serbs and Roman Catholic Croats. 

During Christmas, the Pope said prayers 
for peace in several languages, including 
Croatian. Under the circumstances, there 
was nothing that would lead any Croat to 
believe that the peace he was praying for 
was not peace on Croatian terms. The 
local Roman Catholic Church was deeply 
implicated in the massacre of Serbs by 
Croats. And the Papacy maintained a 
judicious silence on the Nazi death-camps 
during World War Two, when speaking 
out might have done some good. 
At a recent gathering to commemorate 

St Francis of Assisi, it was noted that there 
were far fewer representatives of both 
Judaism and Orthodox Christianity that 
had become customary on such occasions. 
On the face of it, St Francis would be an 
ideal representative of common religious 
feeling. But the actual behaviour of the 
Catholic hierarchy has led to a notable 
cooling of ecumenical feeling. 

Oddly enough, there were also rather 
more Muslim representatives than had been 
seen on past occasions. Possibly this 
could be credited to St Francis personally. 
Muslims accept Christianity as a genuine 
faith, albeit inferior to theirs. And when 
Francis of Assisi went to preach to them 
during a Crusader siege of an Egyptian 
city, they treated him with respect as a 
genuine holy man. 

On the other hand, in the fast-changing 
world we now have, no new alignment can 
definitely be ruled out. Muslims and 
Roman Catholics are not very much in 
competition any more, and a bloc between 
them would be formidable. Assuming 
that the leaders on both sides could carry 
their followers with them on such a matter, 
which would certainly not be easy. D 



British Foreign Policy 
Text of talk given by Brendan Gifford to the Labour Party Conference at Blackpool 

It seems to me that foreign policy 
is the matter on which there is 
necessarily least difference between 
parties and between sucessive 
governments. There is phenomenal 
continuity in foreign policy between 
one government and another. There is 
is continuity in British foreign policy 
from the Revolution of 1688 until just 
over a hundred years ago. Basically it 
consisted of this. You had a ruling 
aristocracy that considered it was 
something distinctive in the world, 
that it had something to do with the 
world. And in order to give itself scope 
to make something of the world, it 
played the balance of power game 
with Europe. The balance of power 
basically meant stimulating wars in 
Europe so that European states would 
not count as a factor on the world 
scale. That foreign policy was to be 
justified by what Britain did with the 
rest of the world. Whether you liked 
that or disliked it, it was a coherent 
foreign policy that was intelligently 
implemented over a period of two 
hundred years. 

I would say that since 1914 Britain 
has not had a foreign policy in that 
sense. Obviously you have got to have 
some relations with other states, but it 
has not had a foreign policy for the 
world that was a realistic conception 
of things, a realisable conception of 
what ought to be and the will be make 
it be. Certainly it had that for a couple 
of hundred years. When Ernest Bevin 
was in the Foreign Office - and he is 
about the only real Foreign Secretary 
there has been since 1914 - he was 
fully aware of himself as a continuity, 
even with the notorious Castlereagh 

· · Salisbury, people who ought 
e been ogres to him. But because 

he was Foreign Secretary, and he 
understood how the world was made, 
he saw himself as a continuation of 
Castlereagh and Salisbury, 
representing Britain on a world scale. 
He had nothing like the power they 
had, but he made the best of it. 

The rot set in, it seems to me, with 
Gladstone's Midlothian campaign of 
1879, when, reaching old age, and as 
part of his conflict with Disraeli, he set 
British foreign policy on a moral 
footing. He transferred it from the 
sphere of interest to the sphere of 
morality, and that had an enormous 
impact on a whole generation. It 
established millenarianism as the 
medium of foreign policy, and it made 
good and evil the test of foreign policy. 
British Christianity, as it was then, or 
British Liberalism, as it was becoming, 
was to be the moral standard against 
which everything was to be measured 
and the balance of power policy was 
felt to be odious. It seems to me that 
that had a fearfully confusing effect on 
a generation of the people who were 
conducting Britain. The sheerpersonal 
effect of Gladstone on British political 
life cannot be overestimated. What 
seems to me to have been an insane act 
of foreign policy, the declaration of 
war in 1914 followed from the effect 
of Gladstone's millenarianism on the 
new generation of Liberals who were 
becoming Liberal, Imperialists. You 
had a total mishmash, a mixture of 
moralising with the more empirical 
viewpoint which the ruling class had 
held for two hundred years. 
Unfortunately, the Labour Party was 
beginning to become aware of the 
world, as a political force, in that 
particular generation, and instead of 
taking its way of looking at things 

from the Tory Party of the time, or 
either the Tory or Whig Parties of 
earlier times, it took it from Gladstonian 
Liberalism. You have bad this 
disabling strain of millenarianism 
underlying all Labour thinking on 
foreign policy inm y experience. B evin 
is the exception. Bevin could take the 
world as it was and use what power he 
had to try and make the best of it And 
there were an awful lot of things to be 
tolerated that he would not approve of, 
because it was not the business of the 
entire world to be approved of by 
Ernest Bevin. He could let a lot of 
things be. Now, that habit of mind 
decayed in British political life in 
general, and it never really existed in 
the Labour Party because the Party 
had its world view formed in the 
generation following Gladstone's 
Midlothian campaign. 

We talk about the 'ruling class', 
but I do not think that after 1918 you 
had a ruling class in Britain in the 
sense that you had had until the late 
nineteenth century, a class capable of 
doing sensible things. Whether they 
were things that you approved of or 
not, they were realisable things. Its 
firstproject(after 1918) was Northern 
Ireland, and I think in policy terms, 
Northern Ireland belongs to the foreign 
sphere. It made lunatic arrangements 
in Northern Ireland. Sixteen years ago 
a group of us set about transferring 
Northern Ireland from the foreign 
sphere to the domestic sphere. It is part 
of the state, but it is excluded from the 
politics of the state, and people coming 
from Northern Ireland to lobby the 
Labour Party were in no doubt that 
because they were coming from outside 
the political system, they were engaged 
in a foreign policy exercise. Six 



years later we have been remarkably 
successful, as anybody who attended 
an enormous meeting held earlier in 
the evening in a hotel on the front 
would have seen. We were in no doubt 
as well, all the way along, that what we 
were in conflict with was essentially 
the Foreign Office, the bureaucracy of 
the Foreign Office, that tried to tum 
every impression we made on an MP, 
tried to tum it about. Tam Dalyell was 
up there this evening explaining how 
the thing had been done to him in order 
to tum him about. But nevertheless, 
and it is probably a sign of the decay 
in the Foreign Office, on the Northern 
Ireland issue we are succeeding. 

Now, as regards the balance of 
power in Europe, Europe today is not 
what it was before 1914. It has learned 
a lot in the interim period. Within 
British politics it is no longer possible 
to think on that sort of scale. It was 
commonplace before 1914. In foreign 
policy you have to think in a long time 
scale, and put things into effect over a 
very long time scale. I do not think that 
there is a capacity for doing that any 
longer within British politics. There is 
in Europe. The purposefulness that 
there has been behind the European 
development since 1945 has its roots 
in the 1920s, when you had groups of 
German and French intellectuals, who, 
having fought one another to no good 
purpose in a world war stimulated by 
Britain from 1914 to 1918, began to 
conceive a determination that it would 
not be done again. In a particular sense 
the Second World War is a product of 
the atrocious settlement made at the 
end of the First World War. Between 
France and Germany there has been a 
continuity from the 'thirties to the 
'fifties. There is undoubtedly a will 
there, and the will is to ensure that 
Britain never again plays balance of 
power politics with Europe. Balance 
of power politics is what is ingrained 
in British politicians in their dealings 
with Europe. The Cold War put it on 
hold for a while, because the Cold War 
took precedence over everything else. 
But as the Cold War began to give way 

in the late 'eighties, Thatcher, at a 
particular moment tried to play the 
balance of power game again. And 
this time Thatcher was the casualty, 
because there is a purpose in Europe 
that is no longer evident in Britain. 
The most hopeful thing is that this 
purpose does exist in Europe, and that 
there is a historical awareness in Europe 
of what Britain had done to it over the 
centuries. While France and Germany, 
especially, but I would imagine other 
states allied with them, have an 
orientation in the world, I do not think 
Britain really does have an orientation 
in the world any more, even though it 
is the second most powerful military 
state in the world. 

The odd thing that has happened 
over the last few years is that as its 
economicpositionhasdeclinedrelative 
to other states, and as its domestic 
politics has become erratic, to say the 
least, its military weight in the world 
has increased by virtue of the fact that 
the Soviet state is no longer really 
functional as a military power. The 
most likely war the Red Army is going 
to be engaged in is a war between 
segments of what was the Red Army. 
It is no longer functional as a world 
army, so to speak. And the Chinese 
have retreated into their own affairs. 
Therefore Britain has suddenly become 
the second strongest military power in 
the world. It has not got a foreign 
policy. It is in economic decline, and, 
from a European viewpoint (and I am 
sure the Europeans are aware of this), 
it is a very important matter to contain 
Britain. They arequiterightinthinking 
that at this juncture Britain needs to be 
contained. It is not going to be 
contained by the Labour Party, and I 
don't expect to have as much sucess 
on this as we had on Labour Party 
organisation in Northern Ireland. It is 
a bigger project. And it can only be 
done by a power outside that is 
involving Britain in its affairs that has 
the capacity to contain it. Fortunately 
military power is a wasting asset, and 
the more time elapses the less 
dangerous the situation is. But there is 

certainly an element in the Tory Party 
which sees the disparity between 
Britain's economic power and its 
military weight in the world, and would 
welcome an opportunity to do what it 
is best at doing, which is using its 
army to impress other peoples with its 
power. 

With regard to international law, I 
think the only large-scale object of a 
foreign policy, the onlyuniversalobject 
of a foreign policy today, is the 
establishment of international law. It 
needs an entirely different frame of 
mind to set about establishing a system 
of international law, from the 
millenarian frame of mind that 
Gladstone introduced to British foreign 
politics, and that the Labour Party 
learned all too well from Gladstonian 
liberalism. The phrase "international 
law" has been bandied about left right 
and centre for the past two years. 
Everybody talks about international 
law, while acting to ensure that there 
won't be a system of international law 
evolving. 

I should say that I supported NATO 
over the last twenty five years, for 
certain reasons. And over the last few 
years people within the Labour Party, 
who would have regarded me as a 
right-wing reactionary not many years 
ago, would now regard me as an ultra 
leftist because I don't follow suit with 
regard to saying nice things about 
America, or pretending that we have a 
system of international law. The people 
within the Labour Party who do the 
thinking were so disoriented by the 
millenarian inheritance, that got mixed 
up with the Marxist inheritance, which 
is itself anyhow millenarian, that they 
have been unable to adjust their minds 
to the post-Cold War world. And in 
many ways the post-Cold War world 
is a much more dangerous world than 
the world that was contained by the 
Cold War. 

The first thing to say about the 
United Nations is that it was set up to 
do that Douglas Hurd now wants it to 



do. It was set up to be a facade on the 
three great powers that won the second 
World War. It followed on from the 
League of Nations. The League of 
Nations was established, basically, by 
Britain. The United Nations was 
established, basically, by America. 
Neither was intended to be a framework 
of international law. Britain made it 
absolutely clear during the process of 
setting up the League ofN ations that it 
was not going to be bound by it, and 
that it was going to hold countries by 
right of imperial conquest. Lord 
Curzon made that absolutely clear. 
Along with the League of Nations and 
the talk of international law connected 
with the League of Nations, there was 
possession by right of imperial 

. conquest. Some of these conquests 
had only been made in 1918. 

In 1945 it was basically Roosevelt 
who set up the United Nations, and he 
was absolutely clear during the setting 
up of the United Nations that America 
was not going to be subject to the 
United Nations. He got Russian 
agreement to the setting up of the 
United Nations by persuading Stalin 
that it was his way of getting an 
exemption from anything resembling 
international law. The League of 
Nations had been used to criticise the 
Soviet Union in 1940 and to actually 
expelitfrom the League. Before Stalin 
would agree to get involved in the 
United Nations, he was very concerned 
to find out that this could not happen 
again. Churchill explained this to him 
in crystal -clear terms. And Churchill, 
whom you can credit, explains this in 
his war memoirs: he explained to him 
that, by virtue of the Veto, the three of 
them were going to be above the 
international system that was going to 
be established under the United 
Nations. China was added because the 
United States considered China as a 
client state at the time. France was 
added because Churchill wanted a 
make-weight against China. But if you 
read any of the real documents about 
the forming of the United Nations you 
can be underno misunderstanding that 
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it has anything to do with international 
law. It was an attempt to set up a 
system of international authority, that 
would consolidate the military 
dominance of the three powers that 
won the second World War- indeed, 
basically of the two powers, because 
Britain was very much a secondary 
military power in those terms. 

When the Soviet Union began to 
use the Veto, which was only its right 
- everybody understood that it was 
going to have a veto - the United States 
made some gestures towards the 
establishing of a system ofinternational 
law, because it controlled most of the 
states in the United Nations at the 
time, and it got increasingly irritated 
by the fact that Molotov would say 
No, and that would be the end of 
something. So in 1950 it got a 
resolution adopted by the General 
Assembly, the Uniting for Peace 
resolution, that, if followed through, 
might conceivably have made the 
United Nations a framework of 
international Law. According to this, 
if the Security Council did not, within 
24 hours, deal competently with any 
matter that arose, a two thirds majority 
in the General Assembly might deal 
with it, and might, on a voluntary 
basis, as it was put, apply military 
sanctions. If that had been followed 
through it would have made the 
General Assembly a real power within 
the United Nations. According to the 
Constitution the General Assembly has 
no power at all within the United 
Nations. 

Now, the first time this was applied 
was against Britain in the Suez 
escapade. The United States passed its 
resolution underthis Uniting for Peace 
resolution. Britain would not 
acknowledge the validity of that 
procedure. It pulled out because 
America was using its economic 
weight against it, but it made it clear 
that it was not pulling out because it 
had been indicted under the Uniting 
for Peace resolution. And that was 
basically the end of the Uniting for 

Peace resolution. It was used again 
once or twice as a moral gesture. But 
from that point onwards, the United 
Nations was the Security Council, and 
the Security Council was five 
Permanent Members. The others took 
it in turns to sit on it and do what was 
expectedofthem. Usually nothing was 
expected of them because the five 
Permanent Members would not agree. 

At the outset there were certain 
people who took the United Nations in 
earnest as a forum that would establish 
intenational law. One of the basic 
British books of international law was 
Oppenheim 'slnternational Law. The 
1947 or 1948 edition of it took the 
Nuremburg Trials in earnest Insofar 
as there are legal texts for international 
law, Oppenheim's was one of the most 
prominent. They began to write the 
responsibility of the inclividual in each 
state to a higher authority than the 
state into their textbooks of 
international law. Anybody who 
followed the Nurem burg Trials would 
assume that that was going to happen. 
It did not happen. It was said at 
Nuremburg that not only are states to 
be subject to international law, but 
individuals within states are also to be 
subject to international law. Ail of that 
followed logically from the 
Nuremburg Trials. But the states that 
put on the Nuremburg Trials were 
clear in their own mind from the start 
that the trials were basically an act of 
vengeance against the Germans. You 
might say it was a merited act of 
vengeance, but it was an act of 
vengeance that was enacted by 
debasing the entire concept of 
international law. The Nuremburg 
apparatus was dismantled, and made 
impossible to activate when the 
Nuremburg Trials had ended. 

The American attitude to 
international law was dealt with some 
time back in the 1820s, and it was 
decreed that international law was part 
of American domestic law. The 
effective meaning of that is that 
American domestic law is international 



law. The United States has been acting 
quite consistently with that in recent 
times, when its Supreme Court handed 
down a judgement recently that it is 
legalforthe United States government, 
to kidnap people (not only General 
N oriegas) in other countries and bring 
them to the United States for trial. 
United States dome sic law is universal 
in its application. The ending of the 
Cold War has developed this. America 
went into the United Nations perfect! y 
clear in its own mind that.it was not 
only immune from any decisions of 
the United Nations, but that its own 
domestic law could, if necessary, be 
applied against the United Nations. 
America is an absolutely sovereign 
state, and everything else that it is 
involved in is subordinate to its own 
law and its own interests. And America, 
unlike Britain in lots of ways, takes its 
law in dead earnest. It knows what law 
is, and therefore it knows perfectly 
well that the United Nations is not a 
system of international law. 

I thought that the Kuwait business 
was an abomination. Not because I 
had much sympathy for Iraq at the 
outset, but because the concept of 
international law was invoked from 
the very first day against Saddam. I 
knew perfectly well that the way it was 
being done would not be conducive to 
the development of a system of 
international law. Shortly before the 
bombing began I heard an issue of 
Any Questions on the Radio. Ann 
Clwydd was there, representing the 
Labour Party. I am not sure whether 
she was on the front bench at the time. 
The Labour Party National Executive 
had passed a resolution with some 
surprising supporters. People whom I 
had supposed were utterly left wing 
had raised their hands in support of the 
bombing campaign against Iraq in the 
name of international law. It was clear 
that Ann O wydd did not like this. She 
preferred to talk about East Timor. 

Now, nothing could be more 
relevant than East Timor to the 
operation in Kuwait and Iraq. It was a 

small state of pretty well the same size 
as Kuwait, but not wealthy like Kuwait, 
that had been conquered by Indonesia 
about 15 earlier. It had been invaded 
by Indonesia. It was about to become 
a state after the Portuguese 
decolonisation., There was a will there 
to make it a state,. and its potential 
status as a state had been recognised 
by the Security Council. Indonesia 
invades. The Security council adopts 
resolutions very similiar to the first 
resolutions against Iraq in Kuwait, and 
then did not do anything about them. 
That was standard practise. You adopt 
Security Council resolutions as moral 
gestures, and do not do anything about 
them. The United States did not like 
the government that would have come 
into being in East Timor, and the 
Australian Government was very 
enthusiastic for the Indonesian 
invasion. But in legal terms it was 
pretty well an exact parallel of what 
had happened in Kuwait. And the 
process of conquest was still going on. 
The process of conquest in Kuwait 
took about 24 hours. The process of 
conquest in East Timor was still going 
on 15 years later. And there is just no 
comparison as regards the number of 
people killed. The Kuwaiti Army 
wasn'ttheretohave any of them killed, 
but the East Timorese were still 
fighting. 

When Ann Clwydd preferred to 
talk about East Timor than to talk 
about the resolutions she had supported 
for a war against Iraq over Kuwait, the 
Chairman of Any Questions asked 
her, did she in that case advocate that 
Indonesia should be dealt with in the 
same way that Iraq was being dealt 
with. She said No. 

She was the only Labour front 
bench spokesman who had addressed 
the question at all, that I could see. If 
the Labour Party had said at that 
juncture that we are supporting the 
operation against Iraq in Kuwait, on 
the grounds that it is an international 
law enforcement operation, but in order 
to make certain that it actually is an 

international law enforcement 
operation, we are also demanding that 
the Security Council resolutions on 
East Timor should be put into effect, I 
assume that the Labour Party could 
not only have made that a British 
talking point, but an international 
talking point. If they had done so, I am 
quite certain that lots of people in 
Germany or in France or other places 
would follow the lead. If they had 
done that the issue of international law 
would have been put on the agenda in 
a very striking way. And if, in reality, 
the Security Council resolution against 
Indonesia had been put into effect in 
the way that the Iraqi one had been put 
into effect there might have been a 
development towards international 
law. A system of international law is 
not a simple thing to establish. The 
establishment of any system of law at 
all is a very painful process, even 
domestically. And a system of 
international law is likely to be a very 
painful process for the first state that is 
actually subjected to the sanctions of 
international law. But the fact is, that 
in the Kuwait operation, when 
international law was on everybody's 
lips, international law was reduced to 
an utter farce. Far from there being a 
will on the part of the Security Council 
to use the Kuwaiti incident to make 
some small step towards the 
establishment of a system of 
international law, they were all crystal 
clear in theirownminds that whatthey 
were doing was establishing the 
Security Council as a system of mere 
authority which would not brook any 
infringement of its authoritarian rights 
by having the curbs of law applied to 
it They were not going to have the 
curbs of law applied without their 
authority to themselves. And they were 
not going to allow anybody to appeal 
for the process of law to be applied 
even against minor states. The whole 
thing was an exercise in authority. 
One of the French ministers I heard 
discussing it on the BBC, to his credit, 
did not talk about law at all. He said 
that the object was to establish the 
authority of the Security Council in 
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not that you would want to support it, 
but at least he is not debasing the 
concept of law. He wants to support 
authority because France will be one 
of the great powers in the world if the 
Security Council is made into an 
authoritarian centre of the world that 
will apply its authority here, there and 
everywhere. It is France's opportunity 
to be a great power in the world. It is 
Britain's opportunity to be a great 
power in the world. 

I don't know what more I could say 
about that. · It was the exercise that 
made it clear that the development of 
international law has not even begun. 
The word was made absolutely general 
and was deprived of content at the 

. same time. It was just a shibboleth that 
was waved about. In the real world 

that is not going to work. Either you 
are going to have a real system of 
international law that every state is a 
subject of, that every state can appeal 
to and that is going to have some kind 
of executive power that can put the 
judgements ofits courts into operation, 
or you have got nothing at all, because 
states are not going to put up with 
systems of authority being applied to 
them. Iraq would not do it despite the 
the great disparity of forces. States just 
will not behave like that. 

The other thing is that the very term 
'united nations' is a misnomer. A 
'nation' in UnitedNationsterminology 
means 'the citizens of a state'. And 
that is why the United Nations is 
completely incapable of dealing with 
anything that is a national conflict in 

real terms. It can deal with Yugoslavia 
not by taking nations as subjects but 
by taking the component parts of a 
federal state as subjects. The reason 
they cannot take nations as subjects is 
because, by all their own precedents, 
the only definition of a nation is the 
membership of a state. So there is a 
logic to what they are doing with 
Yugoslavia then, taking the internal 
boundaries of the old state to be states 
and declaring those boundaries 
sacrosanct It cannot deal with national 
movements proper, only with states. 
Therefore the United Nations is going 
to be a system of states operated by 
five states for their own benefit, and 
tha development towards the 
establishment of a system of 
international law begins further back 
than it was three years ago. D 



collective agreements between unions and 
employers are legally binding whereas in 
Britain they have traditionally had no more 
than the status of a gentlemans agreement. 

The relationship between the unions 
and the membership of the supervisory 
boards/works councils is interesting. 
Whereas Bullock envisaged worker 
directors being electedby the unions from 
among their own membership the German 
system allows non-union members to 
serve. This absolves unions of the charge 
that they exert undue power or influence 
over and above the wishes of their 
members, yet at the same time some 80% 
of board members are in fact also union 
members and in practice the unions are 
relied upon to provide much of the 
necessary back up. 

This has interesting implications. If a 
similar system were to operate in Britain 
many sectors of the economy which have 
become de-unionised or which have grown 
up outside the influence of the traditional 
union structures would because of the 
necessity for research and educational 
support undoubtedly be drawn back 
towards existing union structures. The 
fear, real or imagined, that directly elected 
worker representatives would disrupt the 
traditional influence of full-time officials 
was one of the factors which influenced 
many to oppose Bullock. · In the new 
situation faced by the unions in Britain 
where they are often seen as both irrelevant 
and powerless in the face of management, 
the institution of a system of works councils 
which could not in practice function 
effectively without the unions would herald 
an industrial relations breakthrough 
particularly in non-unionised and under 
unionised sectors of the economy. 

The contrast between the British and 
German contributions to this issue of Die 
Mitbestimmung is striking. The difficulties 
which have faced both countries in the 
wake of new production methods and 
investment patterns during the last decade 
have produced among the German 
commentators a cautious optimism 
coupled with a determination to preserve 
and enhance the social gains that greater 
industrial productivity brings in its train. 

A practical example is in the move 
towards European Works Councils linking 
workers representatives from different 
plants in different countries who share the 
same employer. It is axiomatic that multi- 

national corporations will seek to maximise 
their returns by playing on the differentials 
between wages and working conditions in 
the various countries of the community. 
Until recently the fact that workers could 
turn only to their national unions for 
protection and support meant that the threat 
to close a plant and move production 
elsewhere in the community was an 
effective means of assuring compliance 
among the workforce. Information about 
what was happening in the company's 
other European plants was difficult if not 
impossible to obtain since for obvious 
historical reasons there is no homogeneous 
cross-border system of union organisation. 

Two accounts are given by Cologne 
based journalist Thomas Gesterkamp of 
attempts to combat the problem. The first 
deals with the efforts of European 
employee representatives of Gillette, the 
American multi-national to set up a "Euro 
works council" in the teeth of opposition 
from management. The company has 
some 3000 workers in Europe out of a 
worldwide total of 35000 and they are 
based in four plants, one each in Britain, 
Germany, France and Spain. There is in 
addition a distribution centre in Italy while 
London hosts the European head office. 

Problems arose initially in Germany 
over a dispute about the introduction of 
Saturday working. Management claimed 
that other plants had agreed to it and the 
union, IG Metall, was not in a position to 
dispute this since no links, either formal or 
informal, existed between them and 
employee representatives elsewhere. 
Finally through a German body called the 
Evangelical Youth Association in Industry, 
"Evangelische lndustriejugend", contact 
was made with representatives from the 
Spanish plant in Seville and eventually 
also with a retired worker from the London 
plant. It transpired that the non-unionised 
workforce in London was under pressure 
to accept seven day working as a result of 
the six day week introduced in Germany. 
Further, rumours then surfaced that the 
French plant at Annecy was under threat 
of closure. It was not difficult to make the 
connection between this and the drive for 
increased production in Britain and and 
Germany. Meetings were eventually held 
between representatives from the German, 
French and Spanish plants. The London 
plant was not capable ofbeing represented 
initially since it lacked any formal works 
council or union organisation of its own. 

A European wide inter union liaison group 
was finally set up however despite the 
hostility and lack of co-operation of the 
management, and this group is now in a 
position to exchange information on shift 
patterns, financial statistics and 
productivity. There has not as yet 
apparently been any sign that the American 
management of the company would be 
willing to recognise any representative 
body other than those already established 
on national lines. 

A distinctly different attitude has been 
developed by one of Europe's largest 
companies, Volkswagen. Because of its 
particular history as the corporatist flagship 
of German Industry, the company has 
always practised a form of social 
partnership with the workforce and when 
its workers requested that a European 
wide body be set up for employee 
representation the company not only 
agreed to recognise it but paid the costs of 
administration, travel, accommodation, 
interpreters etc. This involvement of the 
workforce in decision-making is 
rationalised as being part of the company's 
overall competitive strategy and represents 
a philosophical viewpoint diametrically 
opposed to that found among most British 
and American companies. 

It ismore than a little ironic that a 
company born out of German National 
Socialism should be seen by its employees 
throughout Europe as a largely benign 
employer with whom it is possible to co 
operate whilst the crudest forms of 
economic authoritarianism remain the 
stock in trade of the historically liberal 
democratic Anglo-Saxon bloc. 

The lessons for the British labour and 
trade union movement and indeed 
employers should be obvious. The trends 
towards worker participation in European 
industry are democratic trends which not 
only enhance the productive capabilities 
of the workers, but empower them. A 
publication like DieMitbestimmung which 
gives such a revealing insight into 
European "best practice" is therefore 
extremely welcome and should be studied 
by all those responsible for policy. It 
might go some way towards curing the 
island mentality which currently afflicts 
us. 

[Die Mitbestimmung, the journal of 
the Hans-Bockler Foundation, is available 
from the Jim Conway Foundation, 8 Y arm 
Road, Stockton-on-Tees, Cleveland, TS 18 
3NA. Tel: 0642-613541, Fax: 0642- 
618408.] □



Die Mitbestimmung - 
or (Industrial Democracy) as they say in Germany 
By Pascal Ranaghan 

In fact "Die Mitbestimmung" translates 
more accurately as "Co-determination" 
and is the form of Industrial Democracy 
which has been operable in Germany one 
way or another since the end of World War 
Two. It is also the title given to the journal 
of the Hans Badder Foundation, an 
organisation which exists to provide 
research and educational support to 
workers representatives who serve on 
supervisory boards and works committees 
in both the public and private sector. The 
journal appears monthly in German but a 
special Edition was produced in English 
for the first time last year in conjunction 
With the Jim Conway Foundation and 
with the the support of John Edmonds and 
Bill Jordan, both of whom also contributed 
articles. 

The topics included in the 1992 issue 
range from historical overviews of the 
changing British approaches to the 
question of Industrial Democracy (ie 
whether?) to various considerations of how 
the German or some other model might be 
applied given the widening and deepening 
of the social dimensions of the European 
Community (ie whither?). Given that 
discussion of both questions has been all 
but taboo within the British Labour 
movement for the last ten years it is 
refreshing to see that two such substantial 
characters as Edmonds andJ ordan can see 
the importance of moving the issue nearer 
to the centre stage of politics. In this it has 
to be said they are streets ahead of the 
Labour Party itself. Both emphasise in 
their contributions the changed nature of 
work and stress the need for trade unions 
to adapt accordingly, Edmonds going so 
far as to recommend the establishment 
here of works councils based on the 
German model. 

The two other British contributors to 
the journal are Denis MacShane of the 
International Metalworkers Federation and 
Colin Crouch of Trinity College, Oxford. 
MacShane's piece er titled "Industrial 
Democracy in Britain-100 years of 
suspicion" is an apparently straightforward 
account of the historical antipathy ofBritish 
labour towards forms of worker 
participation which were seen as 
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collaborating with capital. He goes into 
some detail on the way powerful craft 
based unions sought to preserve their 
independent status in the post-war 
workplace to the detriment of the wartime 
Joint Production Committees. This is a 
point worth making but it is also worth 
emphasising that British industry tended 
to focus more on the state as both producer 
and consumer of goods and services after 
the War and to the extent that it did the 
unions which governed the state through 
the Labour Party were inclined to be to be 
less concerned about company centred 
schemes of industrial demecracy. 

MacShane's analysis is quite 
inadequate when it comes to explaining 
the defeat of the single most determined 
attempt to introduce workplace or 
company-based industrial democracy, the 
Bullock proposals. Introducing Jack Jones 
as the "main union advocate of Bullock", 
he continues; "But while Jones advocated 
his version of industrial democracy, and 
was dismayed at its rejection by his fellow 
union leaders, he failed to place the 
proposals in a wider European context. 
Jones had fought in the Spanish Civil War 
and considered himself an internationalist, 
yet he was virulently hostile to Europe. 
He had crossed swords with Otto Brenner, 
the left-wing president of the German 
union, IG Metall, over Mitbestirnmung. 
Jones, like many British Labour leaders of 
the 1970's considered Mitbestimmung to 
be a form of corporatist subordination of 
workers and union interest to the 
dominance of capital and employers." 

What he doesn't make clear here is 
that the Bullock proposals went much 
farther down the road of workers control 
than the German system, particularly given 
the fact that a far greater proportion of 
British industry was already under a form 
of democratic control through 
nationalisation. What was undoubtedly 
missing in Britain was a sense of social 
responsibility for production to accompany 
this existing social control. The British 
'left', that is to say the Communist Party 
of Great Britain and its sundry Far Left, 
Broad Left and New Left spawn, proved 
itself to be literally 'irresponsible' in its 

rejection of Bullock. It declared itself to 
be incapable of participating in the 
management of industry since that was the 
function of 'management'. Small wonder 
that the electorate subsequently declared 
Labour to be also incapable of government. 

MacShane simply glosses over this. 
Bullock failed because of Jack Jones' 
mysteriously lapsed' internationalism' and 
that's that. Since many British readers of 
'Die Mitbestimrnung' could reasonably 
be expected to be aware that this is 
nonsense, the failure to provide any more 
plausible explanation of the rejection of 
Bullock in this case is perhaps not so 
grave. One must shudder however at the 
thought of the 'British disease' being 
explained in this way to a wider European 
audience used to elementary notions of 
cause and effect 

In his piece, 'The changing appearance 
of German Co-determination - a British 
view", Colin Crouch comments mainly on 
industrial developments since the end of 
the 1970's. He argues 
technological changes which have taken 
place, the German model of 'works 
councils' directly elected by the workforce 
and not necessarily based upon the unions 
but rather supplementary to them, offers a 
tested way of introdocing some measure 
of industrial democracy on a European 
basis. 

This aspect of the German system 
contrasts sharply with what was on offer 
in Britain under the Bullock proposals. 
Under Bullock it was proposed that 
"workers should elect as many members 
of company boards as the owners, with the 
balance held by neutral members. The 
worker directors were to be elected only 
by those employees who were union 
members." On theotherhand"there would 
be no move towards German two-tier 
boards (which were seen as a device for 
cutting worker directors off from the 
important day to day decisions). 

The German system incorporates a 
supervisory board at company level and a 
works council at plant or shop floor level. 
In both cases the rights and duties of the 
employer and worker representatives are 
strictly codified by law. In addition 

Continued on Page 19 


