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It used to be said, with a certain amount of truth, that 
capitalist governments whipped up nationalist feelings and 
embarked on militarist adventures abroad, in order to divert 
popular attention from social issues at home. But what we 
have seen in recent months in Britain is the Labour Front 
Bench whipping up feeling for a militarist adventure, fully 
supported by its backbenchers, while the Government, despite 
its abysmal record on social issues at home, has been 
discouraging militarist aspirations to make war on Serbia. 

We are now in the era of the fourth Hitler. The second 
was Nasser, the third was Saddam Hussein, and Slobodan 
Milosovicz is the fourth. It is as well to keep count of these 
things. 

Lady Thatcher, playing out her Churchill fantasy, is the 
voice in the wilderness preaching a Crusade against · the 
fourth Hitler, and reducing British history to absurdity. And 
the Labour and Liberal Parties are doing their utmost to lend 
credibility to her posturing, which they did not do in the case 
of the posturing of her great predecessor. 

The Government went along with the frenzied nonsense 
about Serbia for a year or so. But, when Lady Thatcher and 
John Smith and Paddy Ashdown and the Tribune group had 
worked up public feeling to the point when an immediate. act 
of war was shown to have majority support, they played the 
Croat card. That is to say, they got the BBC to play the Croat 
card. The fact that the Croats were slaughtering Bosnian 
Muslims wholesale was suddenly discovered by television 
news and current affairs programmes. 

What is televised is real and what isn't televised doesn't 
count: that is the most important fact about "the world 
community" today. The world is what exists on television. 

Anybody who took a half intelligent interest in Balkan 
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affairs knew all along that each of the 
Bosnian nationalities was slaughtering 
the others to the best of its ability. The 
difference between them in that respect 
is not moral but merely technical. But, 
until the television news went to where 
Croats were slaughtering Muslims, the 
fact of Croat atrocities did not exist in the 
political sphere. It was an obscure private 
event without public relevance. But, 
when Croat activity appeared on tele 
vision, Lady Thatcher was knocked off 
her stride. She felt obliged to cancel her 
crusading visit to Croatia. 

As we write there have as yet been 
no Muslim atrocities-not on television. 
Living Marxism performed a useful 
service by going to Yugoslavia and 
bringing back and publishing evidence 
ofMuslimatrocities. ButtheBBCdoesn't 
wish to know about that. Conflict is bet 
ween good and evil. A conflict situation 
in which all parties are evil is therefore 
unimaginable-is impossible on a priori 
grounds. 

The public mind of Britain at this 
juncture is a weird combination of utter 
cynicism and utter naivete. In other 
words, it is Thatcherite. One moment 
everything is calculation ofnarrow mer 
cenary interest. Then, because man does 
not live by bread alone even though he be 
a Thatcherite, we are plunged the next 
moment into posturings of a disinterested 
moral crusade. The outcome is that 
neither mercenary interest nor morality 
is served. 

Creating Nationalisms 
Britain is very largely responsible 

for the present structure of the world. It 
defeated all rivals for world supremacy, 
barring the United States. About a hun 
dred years ago it developed a curious 
inferiority complex towards the United 
States-having previously been dis 
dainful of it. It became psychologically 
dependent on the United States, and this 
led to economic, political and military 
dependence. Churchill was "the great 
man" of this phenomenon. This Anglo 
American melange determined what the 
world was to be in the twentieth century. 

Britain lost all effective control of its 
creation a couple of generations ago. It 
has now lost all understanding of it. 

The world as created by Britain and 
supplemented by the United States is a 
welter of nationalisms. Britain fostered 
nationalism for the purpose of disrupting 
its Continental rivals, believing that it 
could contain nationalism in its own 
sphere of interest. But it over-reached 
itself by making war on Germany in 
1914. On theoutbreakofthatwarlreland 
was in process of being integrated into 
Britain: by the end it had broken away. 
The Empire reached its greatest extent in 
1919, and in the same year dis-integration 
began. And the great Anglo-Saxon ally 
across the ocean hastened the process of 
disintegration. America did to the British 
Empire what Britain had done to the 
European Empires, and Britain did not 
even dare to protest. 

It took Britain some hundreds of 
years to become a nation-state with 
representative government based on a 
democratic franchise. And the means by 

Britain is the state most 
responsible for the 

nationalistic development 
of Europe. 

which that development was accom 
plished· included civil war, oppressive 
laws, a,:d administrative oppression 
beyond the law. And yet when, at the 
height of its apparent imperial power in 
1919, it.decreed the existence of a series 
of new nation-states under its hegemony, 
it expected them to cohere on the instant 
into images of itself. It was an entirely 
unreasonable expectation. 

British imperial power broke up the 
old framework of life in the Middle East 
and made no more than an empty gesture 
towards establishing a new framework. 
It withdrew from direct responsibility for 
governing the region, Balkanising it and 
sometimes re-invading in order to keep 
its oil resources under its own control. It 
was left to others to try to make actual 
nations corresponding with the lines 
drawn on the map by Britain and France, 
and to do this in the face of British 
harassment and of the settler state it 
established in Palestine. 

In the Balkanised Middle East the 
problem was that the different peoples 

and religions were accustomed over a 
long period to living cheek by jowl in a 
large state which made no nationalistic 
demands on them. The forms of national 
ist division and regimentation imposed 
on them by Britain made no intuitive 
sense to them. The inhabitants ofBasra, 
Baghdad and Mosul had not thought of 
themselves as members of the Iraqi nation 
before Britain told them in 1919 that that 
is what they were, bombing them as an 
aid to understanding. 

The Balkanised nation-states of the 
Middle East began as states. It was not 
the function of the state to represent the 
nation, but to create it. 

The Balkans 
While Christian Europe may have 

been tolerant in ways that the Ottoman 
Empire was not, the Ottoman Empire 
was tolerant in ways that Christian Europe 
was not. The situation in the Balkans is 
an extreme, though characteristic, form 
of Christian European intolerance. The 
Slavs in the Balkans were moulded by 
the conflict of two forms of European 
Christianity, and the conflict of both of 
them with the Ottoman Empire. 

If the problem in the Middle East is 
a lack of nationalist feeling, the problem 
in the Balkans is an excess of it. The 
peoples of the Balkans display in extreme 
form the characteristic attributes of 
European civilisation. 

Britain is the state most responsible 
for the nationalistic development of 
Europe. It is fashionable to trace 
nationalism to the French Revolution. 
But the spirit of the French Revolution 
was to counterpose thenation, the people, 
to ruling coteries of Kings and aristocrats. 
It was Britain in its struggle against 
Napoleonic France which fostered a 
nationalism of peculiarity. The French 
Revolution roused the nati6'1 against 
internal oppressors with the sloganof the 
rights of man. Britain, in search of allies 
against France, roused peoples in support 
of the old regimes in what could only be 
a nationalism of peculiarity which pitted 
nation against nation. And it continued 
to foster this nationalism of peculiarity 
right through to 1918 when the Austrian 
Empire was liquidated. 
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Having contributed very largely to 
bringing about the situation of general 
nationalist antagonism, Britain has during 
the past couple of years simply washed 
its hands of responsibility for it It 
encouraged the break-up of Yugoslavia, 
and then declared Bosnia to be a nation 
state when it was obviously inhabited by 
three peoples which found each other 
intolerable. But if Yugoslavia was judged 
not be a functional multi-national state, it 
was the height of lunacy to declare that 
Bosnia was a functional nation-state. 

And in this matter Britain has not 
only sold out its principles, but has also 
acted against its interest-and none more 
so than the Thatcherites who dream of 
disentangling Britain from the EC and 
restoring its ancient glory. Germany, 
restored as a powerful sovereign state in 
the middle of Europe, acted rationally in 
supporting the Croats against Yugoslavia. 
The Croats are its historic allies. Britain 
acted absurdly by following suit The 
Serbs are its historic allies. 

British irrationality probably 
indicates another set of chickens coming 
home to roost. The Serbs are being 
punished for a gross act of injustice 
perpetrated against them by Britain in 
1943/4. By now depicting the Serbs as 
villains, Britain is retrospectively 
justifying that great betrayal. 

In 1941 a Serbian revolt overthrew 
a Yugoslav Government which, under 
Croat influence, had signed a treaty with 
Germany according it a right of military 
passage through the country. The new 
Government revoked that Treaty. Hitler 
had to invade Yugoslavia in a campaign 
which, though brief, was strategically of 
the greatest importance. By delaying his 
invasion of Russia, it enabled the onset of 
winter to come to the rescue of Moscow, 
and this probably determined the outcome 
of the war. 

The overthrown Yugoslav Govern 
ment continued to resist by guerrilla war. 
But in 1943 Churchill broke'off relations 
with the bourgeois national resistance to 
the German occupation and switched 
military support to the Communist Par 
tisan movement. And in 1944 he 
compelled the King of Yugoslavia to 
dismiss the bourgeois Government and 
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install a Titoite one. Thus it was Britain, 
not Russia, which imposed Communist 
rule on the Serbs. 

Having thus betrayed its own world 
outlook in the Balkans, in a way that 
made neither military nor political sense, 
it has continued to behave irrationally in 
its policy towards the region. 

The Communist state of Yugoslavia, 
established by Churchill, was conducted 
on the assumption that the nationalist 
antagonisms of the South Slavs were 
obsolescent. TheCommunistmovement, 
while under Churchill's patronage, 
recruited into its leadership many Croats 
who had been active in the German SS. 
And there was no more than a token 
gesture towards punishing those 
responsible for the great act of genocide 

against the Serbs conducted by Croats 
under Nazi hegemony in 1941. Nazi 
genocide proper was conducted by an 
elite in great secrecy, but Croat genocide 
against the Serbs was a popular sport 
conducted in the open, like Anglo-Saxon 
genocide of the American Indians. Yet it 
was treated as a minor faux pas by 
Churchill's Yugoslav allies, whose 
primary concern was to destroy the 
Serbian forces which had resisted the 
Nazis. 

Letting bygones be bygones, even 
though they be a systematic act of 
genocide enacted under the hegemony of 
a powerful state, is eminently sensible if 
it is conducive to superseding the anta 
gonisms which gave rise to them. That 
policy may often be more just than justice 
is a thing that used to be understood in 
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Britain. Britain and America eased off 
on the passion for what they conceived to 
be justice in the latter part of 1945, and 
gave priority to policy, and as a 
consequence European civilisation 
recovered to some extent. The intention 
of dealing out systematic justice to 
Germans was shelved when the victorious 
Western allies began to take rational 
account of the danger from their great 
Eastern ally. If it had not been for the 
Russian threat, the peace of 1945 would 
have been even more catastrophic than 
the peace of 1918. (The peace of 1918 
was catastrophic because the W estem 
allies could freely indulge the moral 
frenzy worked up during the war, due to 
the absence of a threat from the powerful 
Russian ally which dictated a more 
prudent and political course in 1815 and ...------------------------------ 
1945.) 

multi-national sub-divisions were 
national units. 

And David Owen, who was 
warmongering against Serbia from the 
start, should never have been thought of 
as a peace broker. 

And when the proportion of land to 
people in Bosnia as between Muslims 
and Serbs was being represented as being 
grossly imbalanced in favourofthe Serbs, 
it should have been pointed out that the 
Serbs are a largely peasant people, while 
the Muslims are chiefly urban. 

And it should have been pointed out 
that the laid-down constitutional 

Tito's policy of granting oblivion to 
Croatia for its conduct towards Nazi 
Germany and towards Serbs may have 
been morally reprehensible. But that is 
not what damns Churchill's support of 
him. What damns Churchill is that he 
sold out his own world outlook without 
sufficient reason. Yet it would have been 
better if Croatia had been made to account 
to the post-war world for its conduct 
during the War. The policy of granting 
oblivion was wrong because'it failed to 
overcome the antagonism between the 
South Slavs, and left the Croats with a 
good conscience about what they had 
done. 

procedure for detaching Bosnia from 
Yugoslavia took account of the fact that 
Bosnia consisted of three nationalities 
and that a vote on secession required an 
element of consensus to be effective, 
whereas the voteaclllallyconducted only 
gained a simple majority. 

It would seem that the Muslims were 
gulled by the Croats into a game of 
trickery against the Serbs so that the 
Greater Croatia of 194 I could be restored. 
The Muslims are now suffering because 
their political leaders were simpletons. 
But British political influence 
Thatcherite influence supported by 
Labour-encouraged that simple 
mindedness at the critical moment. 

Those events of fifty years ago are 
not, properly speaking, history. They are 
elements of current politics. Many who 
experienced them are still alive. The 
BBC ought to have reported current 
developments of recent years in the light 
of that background. But, because of the 
British · skeleton in the Yugoslav 
cupboard, that was out of the question. 

The British Government, instead of 
facilitating the break-up of Yugoslavia 
by treating its component parts as 
sovereign from the outset, ought to have 
treated Yugoslavia as the sovereign entity 
in the first instance. And, if forced to 
give way on that point, it ought to have 
applied the nationalist principle when 
discussing how Yugoslavia was to be 
dismembered, instead of pretending that 

Adam Smith 
and the fragmentation of work 

by Madawc Williams 

Adam Smith is commonly described as 
the prophet of modem capitalism. But 
the industrial revolution had begun at 
least a decade before the publication The 
Wealth of Nations. It was an economic 
take-off inherent in the visions of Roger 
Bacon and the schemes of Francis Bacon 
(Lord Verulam). The direction of change 
was clearly understood by William Petty 
in the 17th century. Petty's essays on the 
growth of London accurately foresees 
that Britain could become a largely urban 
society. He realised that Britain as a 
whole could get by with manufacturing, 
with agriculture relegated to a secondary 
role. So plenty of people had an inkling 
of what was coming. 

Smith's contribution was to fail to see 
that the new economic forces were under 
mining the orderly hierarchies of 18th 
century Britain. Other people did see, 
and were justifiably appalled. Only a 
very few were radical enough to see this 
break-down as an exciting prospect, and 
Smith was not one of them. For all his 
analytical cleverness, he simply failed to 
understand what was happening. 

Smith had begun his analysis of the 
division of labour with the making of 

pins. This task had been broken down 
into some eighteen separate semi-skilled 
tasks, with a consequent boosting of 
production. The whole of society was 
beginning to be reorganised on this radical 
new pattern, a pattern that would largely 
wipe out the independent craftsman or 
artisan. But for Smith, it was nothing 
very new: 

"In a tribe of hunters or shepherds a 
particular person makes bows and arr 
ows, for example, with more readiness 
and dexterity than any other. He frequ 
ently exchanges them for cattle or for 
venison with his companions; and he 
finds at last that he can in this manner get 
more cattle and venison than if he himself 
went to the field to catch them. From a 
regard to his own interests, the ref ore, the 
making of bows and arrows grows to be 
his chief business, and he becomes a sort 
of armourer." 

But this is quite different from the 
'division of labour' in the pin factory. 
One individual specialising in bows and 
arrows is not at all the same thing as ten 
to eighteen men sharing out the separate 
stages in the production of a pin. The first 
process is likely to produce a large class 
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of independent craftsmen. The second 
requires a mass of dependent labourers 
confined to mind-numbing tasks like 
making one tenth of a pin. 

Job Separation 

Most human societies have had some 
degree of job separation. The first and 
most basic was the division into 'men's 
work' and 'women's work'. Smith's writ 
ings indirectly helped to create a society 
in which all such sexual divisions were 

• progressively eroded, though this was far 
from his intention. Before Smith, the 
division was a universal fact of human 
life, even though particular tasks might 
be 'women's work' in one society and 
'men's work' in another. A few tasks 
might also be shared between the sexes, 
but mostly there was a separation. 

There is no contradiction between 
this fact and the equally solid fact that 
men and women were more or less equal 
in some societies and very unequal in 
others. It is also true that some societies 
allowed a few individuals to take on a 
social role that contradicted their 
biological sex. The two sexes might be 
separate but equal or separate and very 
unequal, and gender-benders might or 
might not be accepted. But a separation 
of tasks was always maintained. 

As well as this, even a small tribe 
would generally support some specialists 
- arrow makers, herbalists, singers, pot 
makers, shamen. The bigger the society, 
the greater the number of specialist jobs 
that could exist. A village could support · 
only one blacksmith. A town might have 
several, with one concentrating on horse 
shoes, another on mending pots and pans 
andathirdonomamentalmetal-work. In 
a city things might go much further, with 
coppersmiths, silversmiths, goldsmiths 
and even pin-makers. 

All of this, note, is at the level of 
family businesses, the middle-class ideal, 
the system that almost everyone very 
much apprcved of in the 18th century. In· 
Europe, the various trades had for cen 
turies been regulated by guilds. And 
guilds regarded individual enterprise as 
the ideal. Guild regulations prevented 
any one guild member from underbidding 
the rest, ensuring the long run prosperity 

of the whole group. Also membership 
was limited'and restricted, so that there 
would always be enough work for each 
guild member. All of this job security 
vanished, when 'pointless' and 'unprod 
uctive' guild regulations were done away 
with. In the long run, the traditional 
middle class itself was changed out of all 
recognition by the very market forces it 
had unleashed. 

If Smith had desired the abolition of 
small private property and argued for the 
superior merits of a society divided bet 
ween wage labourers and capitalists, you 
could have called him a man of truly 
prophetic vision. Personally I see the 
change as an improvement, albeit one 
that was carried through at enormous 
human cost and quite appalling destruct 
iveness. But then, I am one of those 
people who have been created by the for 
ces that Adam Smith, Sir William Petty, 
Lord Verulam and Karl Marx helped to 
unleash. 

I am not nostalgic for a world in 
which my ancestors were exploited and 
kept down. Whether you regard me as 
middle class or working class, I am 
definitely someone who makes a living 
selling my labour-power to capitalist 
employers. And also someone who does 
quite nicely by it. I do not see the change 
as a disaster - quite apart from the future 
prospect of a move to socialism, which I 
still have some hopes of seeing in my 
own lifetime. But I am sure that Adam 
Smith would have been appalled even by 
early Victorian capitalism, let alone what 
came afterwards. 

(The only other possibility is that he 
was a visionary subversive genius who 
deliberately lied in order to persuade 
18th century society to swallow his poison 
pills. But this is unlikely in the extreme. 
Let us proceed on the assumption that 
Adam Smith fooled himself along with 
everyone else, when he confused two 
very different processes under the label 
of 'the division of labour'.) 

Greek Ways of Work 

I said earlier that- William Petty was 
the first modem writer to take note of the 
matter. He did this in a description of the 
workings of a Dutch shipyard. The deed 

preceded the idea: people with a particular . 
task to perform had discovered new 
methods that were only later observed 
and justified by writers on political 
economy. And even inthe ancient world 
of Greece and Rome, something similar 
happened and was duly recorded. Thus 
Xenophon, writing in the fourth century 
B.C. says in his Cyropaedia: 

"Just as the various trades are most 
highly developed in large cities, in the 
same way food at the palace is prepared 
in afar superior manner. In small towns 
the same man makes couches, doors, 
ploughs and tables, and often he even 
builds houses, and still he is thankful if 
only he can find enough work to support 
himself And it is impossible for a man of 
many trades to do all of them well. In 
large cities, however; because many make 
demands on each trade, one alone is 
enough to support a man, and often less 
than one: for instance one man makes 
shoes for men, another for women, there 
are places even where one man earns a 
living just by mending shoes, another by 
cutting them out, another just by sewing 
the uppers to get her, while there is another 
who performs none of these operations 
but assembles the parts, Of necessity, he 
who pursues a very specialised task will 
do it best." 

(Cited in The Ancient Economy by 
M. I. Finley). 

Like Smith, Xenophon slides from 
the specialisation of task to the fragmenta-. 
lion of work, without realising that there 
has been a qualitative change. When two 
shoemakers in one small town decide to 
make shoes separately for the two sexes, 
they get at least as much out of it as their 
customers do. They avoid competition 
by splitting one market into two, with 
each having a monopoly of their own 
half. Thus the work of one does not 
interfere with the work of the other. Either 
may raise prices, or lower them, without 
influencing the other cobbler's trade. 
Each remains independent. 

At a personal level, they may be close 
neighbours, distant neighbours, barely 
on speaking terms, bitter enemies, close 
friends or even lovers (this is Classical 
Greece we are considering, remember.) 
The main point is that the separation of 
their tasks mean that they are not con 
strained to have any particular social 
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relationship with each other. They are 
both citizens of the same community, but 
beyond that it is up to them. 

Now consider the shoe makers who 
have separated the tasks of cutting out 
shoes, sewing the uppers and assembling 
the parts. Each of them is now in very 
large measure dependent on the other 
two. If the first of them is a workaholic, 
he may cut out a vast number of shoe 
soles, hoping thereby to become very 
prosperous. But most of these will lie 
about useless add unsalable if the fellow 
who sews the uppers is inclined to take it 
easy, and the man who assembles the 
whole is not inclined to hurry him. Both 
of them may find that they can get by 
very nicely as things are, while still having 
the leisure to listen to the local philosopher 
sounding forth in the city square, or to 
play dice, or to do whatever else they 
may feel like doing. The cutter-out may 
get very angry about his 'lost soles'. But 
there is little that he can do if the other 
two are not under his control. 

Besides, even if the workaholic could 
persuade the others to speed up, this 
would merely flood the market and create 
a glut This would be very nice for their 
fellow-citizens, who would get cheaper 
shoes. But the cobblers themselves would 
find that they were working much harder 
for rather less money. They might also 
feel that making just part of a shoe was 
far less satisfying-than making the whole 
commodity. Eithertheywould slow down 
a bit, or else they wouldeactrgo back to 
individual cobblih~.' ·' · · ·: 

Xenophon' s description assumes a 
society in which there is little trade in 
manufactured goods. A small town would 
get its doors, ploughs and tables from one 
craftsman, not from any neighbouring 
town. The team of shoe-makers are pres 
umably just supplying their own city, not 
trying to export them and destroy the 
livelihood of worse and more expensive 
shoemakers in other parts of the world. 
According to Finley, "there were 
exceptional protective measures for 
domestic agriculture ... I know of no 
comparable law protecting a 
manufacture." (Ibid.) Some shoes may 
have been produced for export, but prob 
ably as luxury goods, and definitely not 
destroying local manufacture. The high 

cost of transport made a difference, as 
did numerous local taxes and tariffs. So 
if one group of cobblers tried to fragment 
and de-skill the trade, they would get 
nowhere. 

That was part of the Greek way oflife 
- numerous self-sufficient cities. It was a 
way of life that successfully preserved 
itself over a numberof centuries, and was 
more or less what most town-dwellers 
wanted. Something similar emerged in 
mediaeval Europe, except that the Guilds 
may have been a progressive force helping 
to develop skills, raise standards and 
enforce fare dealing. Certainly Finley 
argues in the same book that the classical 
world had nothing as sophisticated as a 
Guild, and suffered from the lack of such 
institutions. 

Fragmentation & 
Combination 

What was happening in Smith's time 
was the fragmentation and combination 
oflabour, with none of the social controls 
that the Guilds had enforced. Tasks that 
had been skilled trades were turned into 
a series of unskilled or semi-skilled tasks, 
usually for the benefit of a single owner 
who controlled everyone else's work. 
The key to the process is a free market, in 
which any rich man can organise poor 
men as labourers performing a series of 
tasks according to the rich man's will, 
and then freely sell the products no matter 
who he may put out of business. 

A guild of pin-makers, if such a thing 
had ever existed, would require that each 
master pin-maker work separately, with 
one or two apprentices who could expect 
to become master pin-makers in turn. 
Each could have the satisfaction of prod 
ucing whole pins, by the mastery of a 
whole series of tasks. Such a guild would 
be very unlikely to chose to de-skill its 
own trade, confining its membership to 
the more or less mindless task of 
producing a mere tenth of a pin. 

Such a system would always be the 
choice of the producers. But people tend 
to buy the cheapest goods, given a choice, 
regardless of how they are produced. No 
one approves of fragmented de-skilled 
work as such, but everyone enjoys saving 
money by buying cheap goods. Only a 

very few will hold out for moral reasons. 
Given free trade, work is bound to be 
transformed and fragmented. The system 
that Smith so admires, the fragmentation 
and combination of labour, arises when 
power shifts to new forms of production. 
If we accept the figures Smith gives us, 
then pins produced by individual crafts 
men would cost fully one hundred and 
twenty times as much as those produced 
by a collective of ten or more semi 
skilled labourers. Even if the difference 
were much moremodestthan that, people 
would still opt for the cheaper product. 

Smith confuses the specialisation of 
work with the fragmentation of work, 
calling both the 'division of labour'. If 
the manufacture of pins is split off from 
other tasks, it can still be an individual 
trade. It could even go further - separate 
manufacturers for large pins, small pins, 
fancy pins etc. But when pin-making is 
fragmented into eighteen separate small 
tasks, individual production is under 
mined. Most people in the 18th century 
were against the undermining of craft 
skills. Most of them were appalled by the 
creation of a mass of dependent labourers. 
But such feelings counted for little: the 
process was the natural outcome of a 
system in which the main thing that counts 
is the price of a product Free exchange 
of goods leads to the combination of 
labourers and the undermining of the 
centuries-old system of guilds and small 
production. 

And who benefits from this change? 
According to Smith: 

"It is the great multiplication of the 
productions of all the different arts, in 
consequence of the division of labour, 
which occasions, in a well-governed 
society, that universal opulence which 
extends itself to the lowest ranks o.f the 
people. Every workman has a great 
quantity of his own work to dispose of 
beyond what he himself has occasion 
for ... He supplies them abundantly with 
what they have occasionfor, and a general 
plenty diffuses itself through all the 
different ranks of society." (Ibid, Li) 

Note the qualification 'in a well 
governed society'. The economic theory 
as such say nothing about who will get 
the extra wealth. Butitshould beobvious 
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that a rich man with plentiful reserves 
will be in a much stronger bargaining 
position than a poor and landless man 
who must work to eat. Until the rise of 
the trade unions, most of the new wealth 
went to factory owners, with considerable 
'trickle-down' to a rising and very opulent 
middle class. The ordinary workers may 
well have lost ground, become poorer 
than their parents had been. 

Workers in a skilled trade have a 
common interest in securing a decent 
living for themselves. They have a com 
mon interest in refusing to sell their goods 
below a price that will secure them the 
sort of living that they feel entitled to. 
B utcapitalists employing a mass of semi 
skilled or unskilled workers can undercut 
them. And when thereisapoolofunem 
ployed, they can pay their own workers 
as little as they can get away with, which 
is often a wage only just above starvation 
level. 

Ill fares the land ... 

Consider what was happening when 
Smith wrote. The Industrial Revolution 
in Britain was preceded by an Agricultural 
Revolution, which increased the overall 
wealth of agriculture, but also concen 
trated it into fewer and fewer hands. 
Enclosure destroyed a traditional system 
that had ensured some sort of Ii ving for a 
large peasantry. The 'yeomanry', the 
independent small farmers, were grad 
ually squeezed out. It was a long and 
complex process, which had begun in 
Tudor times or even before then. And it 
has not so far happened in some relatively 
isolated mountain districts. But the 18th 
century was a time of particularly large 
and drastic changes. Oliver Goldsmith, 
born just seven years after Smith, 
described the process very clearly in his 
famous poem The Deserted Village: 
"Ill fares the land, to hast'ning ills a 

prey 
Where wealth accumulates, and men 

decay; 
Princes and lords may flourish, or may 

fade; 
A breath can make them, as a breath 

h~ made; 
But a bold peasantry, their country's 

pride, 
When once destroy'd, can never be 

supplied." 

This is no poetic whimsy, but a 
perfectly clear and accurate vision of 
what was happening, at a time when the 
whole process might still have been 
halted. Wealth was accumulating, the 
rich were getting richer. But the small 
farmers, the peasantry, were being 
destroyed as a class. Whether you see the 
transformation of peasants into factory 
workers as decline or as progress, the dry 
statistics of modem scholars confirm 
Goldsmith's assertion. He had a better 
understanding than Smith of what was 
happening and where it might lead. 

According to Smith," ... the yeomanry 
of England are rendered as secure, as 
independent, and as respectable as law 
can make them." (The Wealth of 
Nations, III. iv. 20.) He uses formalities 
and abstractions to avoid seeing what 
was actually happening. The formal 
legal rights of yeomen or peasants were 
indeed quite good. But formal legal 
rights did not protect them from being 
squeezed off the land. 

"H uman kind I Cannot bear very much 
reality" said T. S. Eliot, a bank-clerk who 
took a discontentedly right-wing view of 
an England that had been many times 
reshaped by Adam Smith's economics. 
Part of the secret of Smith's success was 
his talent for not seeing a reality that he 
did not want to know about, and that the 
18th century upper classes did not want 
to be told about And he has gone on 
fooling people ever since. T. S. Eliot was 
inclined to blame the Jews, failing to see 
that capitalist economics would have done 
pretty much the same things to society 
even if there hadn't been any Jews in 
Europe. (It Has done exactly the same 
thing in places like Japan, where Jews 
were never of the least importance.) 

If market forces are allowed to decide 
matters, peasant farming is bound to be 
replaced by capitalist farming. Small 
farms may possibly raise more food per 
acre, at least if they use modem methods. 
But the extra labour is naturally reflected 
in the price, and it is price that gives 
large-scale capitalist farming its general 
advantage. Small scale farming provides 
an increasingly thin living, and the 
fluctuations of a free market will break 
them in a bad year. The process continues 
down to the present day. Despite the 
Common Agricultural Policy, French 

farmers now make up a' mere
06% of the 

population, many of them old and with 
no child who wants to succeed them. 

Peasants arc for the most part 
conservative. Living in a world of 
constant change, they have no liking for 
additional changes or for political radical 
ism. Only when everything starts break 
ing down will they consider a new order. 
Given minimal competence by the rulers, 
they will be all in favour of keeping 
things very much as they are. The casual 
way that they were being abolished 
horrified Goldsmith. He correctly fore 
saw that almost anything might happen 
when this class was destroyed. 

Deprived of the chance to be peasants, 
the population gradually drifted into the 
cities, to be drawn into industrial produc 
tion, mindless semi-skilled tasks under 
the direction of factory owners. 
Ludicrously, their former work on the 
land came to be classed as 'unskilled' by 
statisticians, so that this change seemed 
like a sort of step up. But agricultural 
labour involves dozens of skilled tasks, 
most of which you have to grow up with 
to perform well. In the short run, the 
process was very definitely a step down. 

Owen & Marx 

As for the long run - that is another 
matter. Robert Owen was probably the 
first man to see advantages in the actual 
process of fragmentation and combina- · 
tion. He began as a factory owner, one of 
a class that was mainly motivated by self 
love and self-interest, and hardly ever by 
benevolence. Most of them acted from a 
desire to become rich enough to get well 
away from the social changes that they 
were causing. The long-term aim was to 
set up as landed gentry, and if possible 
marry into the aristocracy. But Owen 
saw things differently. For no obvious 
reason, he had a benevolent desire to 
build a better world. At New Lanark he 
showed how a well-run factory could be 
the basis for a whole new way of life. 
This, properly speaking, was the 
beginning of both socialism and 
communism. It was quite different from 
other forms of early radicalism, which 
desired a return to small individual 
property. 

Karl Marx should properly be seen as 
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someone who tried to justify Owen's 
vision by a modified version of Adam 
Smith's economic schema Marx could 
see, quite as clearly as Goldsmith, that 
the old order was undermining itself. But 
for Marx, this was a welcome process, 
leading to a new social order based on 
working class power. This was an excell 
ent new insight for the time, and the 
recent collapse of Leninism does not dis 
credit the hard core of Marx's analysis. 
To diagnose the disease is not the same as 
being able to cure it. 

The amazing thing is not that Leninism 
has now collapsed. The amazing thing is 
that Lenin could have founded a system 
that lasted as long as it did. He had no 
experience of government, business or 
public administration, or anything indeed 
except left-wing factional politics among 
Russian exiles. Yet he invented a system 
that was unlike anything that had ever 
existed before, and that came close to 
taking over the whole world. Such a 
venture would not have been possible 
unless Marxist theory had given him 
deep insights into the world, allowed him 
to see patterns where conventional politi 
cians saw only disorder and chaos, the 
disruption of a 'natural order' that would 
in due course be re-established. 

The decline of the USSR began when 
the useful aspects of Leninist politics 
were successfully copied by other socie 
ties, political parties and individuals. 
(Such as the ordinary electrician who has 
now become President of Poland, an 
unthinkable event in the pre-Leninist 
world). But the decline and fall of Lenin 
ism after the death of Stalin is a matter for 
another article. Let it simply be noted 
that the further they moved away. from 
Lenin's original vision, the worse things 
got 

Unlike Owen or Marx, Smith had no 
vision of the sort of society that should 
result from the unleashing of market 
forces. There is no indication that he 
even realised that there was a problem. 
His constant if unstated assumption is 
that market forces could tum the world of 
production upside down, without any 
effect on the orderly hierarchies of 18th 
century Europe. Life was to prove him 
wrong: when one part of the world was 
shaken upandchangedoutof all recogni- 

tion, everything began to change, and has 
gone on changing ever since. 

My next article will look at Adam 

Smith's notion of productive and 
unproductive labour. A notion that 
underlies the crazy excesses of Thatche 
rite privatisation. 

Italian for Beginners 
by John Lowrey 

English journalists are having a great old 
time commenting on Italy's corruption 
scandals. This is all very safe and very 
easy. The Italians have made the investi 
gations official and have done the 
spadework. All our lot has to do is read 
the Italian press. 

The thing about the Italian system 
was that it worked - and it was designed 
to work. Italy, Japan and Germany lost 
the war and their conquerors reshaped 
them in their own interests and after their 
own images. 

Italy and Japan were reshaped by the 
Americans. Their systems brought pros 
perity to both countries and were based 
on backhanders, palm-greasing and jobs 
for the boys. This was not unreasonable. 
Th Americans felt that they were faced 
with three strong forces in these countries. 
The fascists/militarists were unaccept 
able. The Communists were the enemy. 
Organised crime was about all that was 
left. 

Germany, on the other hand, was 
reshaped by the British Labour Party. 
That was, of course, a time when the 
Party was led by people who believed in 
something - social democracy, and were 
not in politics for the jobs or for the 
money. 

The Italians are now reshaping their 
country again. The Japanese are making 
moves in that direction. But since Japan 
is not yet "officially" corrupt, our intrepid 
investiagtors tend to shy away from prying 
t()() closely. (Also, the spadework hasn't 
yet been done for the lazy buggers.) 

Out at the head of the Italian bashing 
brigade is ourold friend, Martin Jacques. 
First in his stream-of-consciousness in 

the Sunday Times and then on the telly. 

Jacques, it may be remembered, was 
a leading member of the Communist 
Party of Great Britain and editor of Marx 
ism Today. He made the astonishing claim 
that he didn't know the his party got 
money from Moscow. (I notice his old 
comrade, Jimmy Reid, is saying the same 
thing as he makes money by crapping 
from a great height on his old comrades.) 
But let's be charitable and accept that 
Jacques was oneofStalin's"useful fools". 

If Jacques and his new establishment 
friends really were fearless investigative 
journalists they would surely ply their 
trade a bit nearer to home. They would 
wish to know how for instance Lord 
Young became Chairman of privatised 
Cable and Wireless; how Lord Tebbit got 
onto the board of British Telecom; what 
if any is the connection between their 
voting on the Coal White Paper and the 
fact that Michael Clarke MP is an advisor 
to British Gas or that Marcus Fox MP is 
Chairman of the Bristol Port Company 
which is building a new terminal for 
importing coal; or has the lack of concern 
by the government about the recent spate 
of early releases from custody got 
anything to do with the fact that the 
Chairman of the Conservative Party is on 
the board or Group 4? 

Possibly innocent explainations all 
round! Butlet'sseeJacques&Co. tackle 
it (Longer lists available from L&TUR 
for the lazier journalists.) 

After all, we don't want to see Cde. 
Jacques a decade hence expressing sur 
prise when it is discovered that the estab 
lishment he has worked so hard to join 
had not been as lily white as the poor 
innocent thought it was. 
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Reform Or Revolution In Russia? 
Brendan Clifford 

examines the conflict between Parliament and President 

Mid-March 1993 marked an epoch in 
political history. Boris Yeltsin, the 
President of Russia, declared, as another 
Russian Boris did about four hundred 
years ago, that he had achieved the highest 
power. He issued a decree, on television 
of course, that henceforth he would rule 
by personal decree, and take no heed of 
any laws made by the Legislature or any 
judgments handed down by the Courts. 
He personified the will of the people. At 
some date in the future he would ask the 
people to recognise this fact ina referen 
dum. But, for the time being, it would be 
a fact accomplished by his own will, 
which he recognised as having a unique 
part to play in the sequence of historical 
causation. 

i 
l 

But Boris Yeltsin' s personal political 
television broadcast was not the epoch 
making event. It remains to be seen what 
his weight in Russian society is, and 
whether his assumption of the highest 
power will earn him a place in history 
equal to that of the usurping Tsar, Boris 
Gudunov. The appearance at the moment 
is that he relinquished his claim to the 
highest power within about ten days of 
making it, having done nothing of any 
consequence in those ten days. 

The epoch-making event is that the 
Prime MinisterofGreat Britain congratu 
lated Yeltsin on his television decree, 
describing him as an upholderof democ 
racy and the rule of law. 

Yeltsin made no claim to have acted 
in accordance with the law. He and his 
spokesmen declared their contempt for 
the law. The law was a remnant of the old 
rotten regime which it was their purpose 
to root out, therefore they despised it. 

Yeltsin set aside the law in the name 
of democracy. But the decay of British 
public life has now gone so far that the 
Prime Minister could only understand a 
plain statement setting aside the law in 
the name of democracy as a statement 
upholding the rule of law. Law and 

democracy-two quite distinct things 
have been fused into a single blurred 
concept which leaves one with a definite 
idea neither of law nor of democracy. 
And that can be fairly described as an 
epoch-making event. 

(President Clinton did much better. 
He hailed Yeltsin as a supporter of 
"democracy and free markets".) 

Britain has prided itself for many 
centuries as being the source of Parlia 
mentary government and the rule oflaw. 
The former claim is justified: the latter is 
not France, not Britain, is the source of 
law for the modem world. British law is 
feudal law adapted to the needs of an 
aristocratic ruling class, and is particularly 
unsuitable for the democratic era. But 
that is all the more reason why a British 
Prime Minister should know that law and 
democracy are different things. 

Britain has prided 
itself for many centuries 
as being the source of 

Parliamentary 
government and the rule 
of law. The former claim 
is justified: the latter is 

not. 

The present law of England was 
established long before there was Parlia 
mentary government. And Parliamentary 
government was established long before 
there was democracy. The body of law 
developed before the establishment of 
Parliamentary sovereignty in 1688 was 
not taken as being invalidated by the 
Revolution of 1688. And the democratisa 
tion of Parliament (substantially in 1832 
and formal! y in 1918) was not taken as 
invalidating the Acts of the undemocratic 
Parliaments. 

Yeltsin acts on the assumption that, 
because he was elected President in a 
freer atmosphere (though not on a wider 

franchise) than the Parliament, all that 
was done before his election falls away 
as invalid, and that the only valid 
legislative and judicial functions are those 
latent in his will. 

It is not surprising that he should 
have that attitude. He is a man with a 
blurred sense of mission and the accidents 
of fortune have favoured him so far. He 
is aware of himself as an exceptional 
individual. His sense of mission is to 
realise his own impulses in a form of 
state and society. If he believed in God 
he would believe that God had singled 
him out for great things. He became one 
ofthe top functionaries in the Communist 
Party. Then, acting on impulse, he put 
himself out of joint with the Party. 
Gorbachov told him his political career 
was finished. But, within a couple of 
years, it was Gorbachov 's career that was 
finished. Yeltsin (along with his present 
Parliamentary opponents) took a public 
stand on the streets of Moscow against 
the most half-hearted military coup ever 
attempted. Gorbachov was publicly 
humiliated by him. The Party was banned, 
and was declared to have been illegal 
throughout its entire period in power. So 
how could he not believe that he was a 
man of destiny, that all the bastions of 
power would crumble before his 
television appearances like the walls of 
Jericho before Joshua's trumpet, and that 
society would melt itself down and 
remould itself in the form of market 
molecules because it was his wish that it 
should do so? 

There is nothing surprising about 
what Yeltsin has said and tried to do- 
although that is an unreal distinction 
where he is concerned because thus far 
his deeds have been words. 

What is surprising is that Western 
liberalism, having deluged Leninism with 
ridicule, should out of unreflecting 
admiration for Yeltsin have given new 
life to the concept of democratic dictator 
ship. Fora weekandahalfourgovemors 
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and legislators and their media told us a 
hundred times a day that Yeltsin rule by 
personal decree, in defiance of the law 
and the legislature, and with the Russian 
media shackled, was the necessary form 
of capitalist democracy in Russia. 

Douglas Hurd did utter a muted 
reservation. But he did so only a fortnight 
after the event, when Yeltsin' s bid for 
dictatorial democracy had failed. So it 
doesn't count. When it counted he was a 
silent member of the chorus. 

The BBC depicted the conflict as a 
"struggle for power" between Yeltsin, 
the reformer, and the "hardliners": No 
effort was made to discover and explain 
the actual issues of policy or orientation 
between the two. The public was left to 
understand that the 'hardliners' were 
diehard Brezhnevites who wanted to 
restore "the period of stagnation". We 
were not told that Khasbulatov, the 
Speaker of Parliament, was a reformer, 
and that he had acted with Yeltsin in the 
days of the attempted coup two years 
ago. And we were not told that one of the 
matters at issue was the form of the 
state--whether it was to be a Parliament 
ary democracy acting on the basis oflaw 
or a Presidential dictatorship ratified by 
referendum. 

The Constitutional Court wanted the 
textofYeltsin'sdecree, which established 
government by personal fiat, in order to 
judge its legality. Yeltsin wouldn 'trelease 
the text to the Court. The BBC thought 
that was very clever of him. A few days 
later he made a decree public, the Court 
having ruled on the basis of the television 
statement that it was illegal. But this 
decree did not say the things which the 
Court had judged to be illegal. And the 
BBC thought that that was remarkably 
clever. He had put one over on the 
reactionary Court and made it look 
foolish. 

But it was Yeltsin that suddenly 
looked foolish. The Constitutional Court 
and the Parliament were taking them 
selves in earnest and were trying to work 
out functional accommodations between 
the elements of the new state and Yeltsin 
was playing the buffoon. The thought 
suddenly occurred that he did not hand 
over his decree to the Court, because 

there was no decree-only a television 
appearance. 

What sense is there in issuing a decree 
establishing rule by personal decree and 
then keeping it secret? Did Napoleon 
behave like that? Or did Louis Napoleon? 

Hegel's maxim is in need. of 
extension: first as tragedy, then as farce, 
and finally as plain silliness. 

It was when Yeltsin, despite the best 
efforts of the media in Britain, began to 
appear silly, that we got an occasional 
snippet of an interview with a 'hardliner'. 
They were asked why they opposed the 
reforms, and they replied: What reforms? 

The Constitutional 
Court and the 

Parliament were taking 
themselves in earnest and 
were trying to work out 
functional accommoda 

tions between the 
elements of the new state 
and Yeltsin was playing 

the buffoon. 

The 'reform' was an ideological 
phrase, with as little basis in reality as 
any that Brezhnev had ever uttered. The 
'hardliners' said they approved of reform 
and had eome to oppose Yeltsin because 
he could not distinguish between reform 
and mere destruction. 

There was a time when Tories would 
have understood what those 'hardliners' 
were saying. Toryism got its second life 
from the pamphlets of the Whig reformer, 
Edmund Burke. (Even Mrs. Thatcher 
knew that Burke was one of the Tory 
greats, even though she didn't know why, 
and she thought his name was Edward.) 
But nothing is more alien to the spirit of 
contemporary Toryism than the political 
philosophy of Burke. 

One of the classic statements about 
reform was made by Burke in his 
venomous Letter To A Noble Lord 
(1796): 

"It was my aim to give the 
People the substance of what I knew 
they desired, and what I thought 

was right, whether they desired it 
or not, before it had been modified 
for them by senseless petitions ... I 
knew that there is a manifest 
distinction ... between Change and 
Reformation. The former alters the 
substance of the objects themselves; 
and gets rid of all their essential 
good, as well as of the accidental 
evil annexed to them. Change is 
novelty; and whet her it is to operate 
anyone of the effects of reformation 
at all, or whether it may not contra 
dict the very principle upon which 
reformation is desired, cannot be 
certainly known beforehand. 
Reform is, not a change in the 
substance, or in the primary 
modification of the object, but a 
direct application of a remedy to 
the grievance complained of So 
far as that is removed, all is sure. It 
stops there; and if it fails, the 
substance which underwent the 
operation, at the very worst, is but 
where it was ... 

"I proceeded upon principles 
of research to put me in possession 
of my matter; on principles of 
method to regulate it; and on 
principles in the human mind and 
in civil affairs to secure and 
perpetuate the operation. I 
conceived nothing arbitrarily.c. I 
have ever abhorred... all the 
operations of opinion, fancy, 
inclination, and will, in the affairs 
of Government, where only a 
sovereign reason ... should dictate. 
Government is made for the very 
purpose of opposing that reason to 
will and caprice, in the reformers 
or in the reformed, in the governors 
or in the governed, in Kings, in 
Senates, or in Peoples." 

Burke pitted his immense powers of 
reason and persuasiveness against the 
French Revolution because the French 
NationalAssembly,insteadofattempting 
to remedy, by particular reforms, particu 
lar features of the French state, scored 
outtheoldstateandsetaboutconstructing 
a new state from scratch according to a 
doctrine. 

Burke's criticism of the French 
Revolution was the spiritual source of 
the Tory revival and it remained the core 
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of Tory philosophy down to the 1970s. It 
was assimilated by the Liberals around 
the middle of the 19th century. And it 
became a philosophical consensus 
underlying party conflict. His Liberal 
biographer, John Morley, summed it up 
in these words: "Revolutionary politics 
have one of their sources in the idea that 
societies are capable of infinite and 
immediate modifications, without 
reference to the deep-rooted conditions 
that have worked themselves into every 
part of the social structure". 

A reform, says Burke, 
is the direct application 

of a remedy to a 
grievance 

The Labour Party inherited from its 
Liberal ancestry the pragmatic habits, if 
not the originating reason, of Burke's 
political philosophy, and its -decline 
started when, in the era of Michael Foot, 
it began to overcome those habits. 

But, in her ten years as Prime 
Minister, Margaret Thatcher erased inher 
ited wisdom across the entire spectrum 
of the British body politic. We are all 
revolutionaries now. All thought is 
doctrine, even though we have no doctrine 
half as sensible as the French doctrine 
criticised by Burke. The public mind 
sloshes around in a welter of "opinion, 
fancy, inclination and will". 

With the media, and a Parliament 
which has become part of the media, 
forming a barrier against information 
about Russian affairs, it is hard to be sure 
of anything. But, judging by bits of 
information that seep through, it seems 
asiftheSpeakeroftheRussianParliament 
opposes Yeltsin on the same ground that 
Burke opposed the French National 
Assembly-i.e., that Yeltsin is not a 
reformer but a destructive revolutionary. 
He has reformed nothing. But in his 
misconceived plan to change everything 
he has left nothing intact. 

A reform, says Burke, is the direct 
application of a remedy to a grievance, so 
that "if it fails the substance which 
underwent the operation, at the very 
worst, is but where it was". But in Russia 

today nothing is where it was, and at the 
same time nothing has been established 
in place of what used to be. 

The plan to change everything in 
Five Hundred Days was a feasible plan of 
market reform. But it was feasible only 
on the condition that it was put into effect 
by the old state. 

The term "privatisation" as applied 
to Russia is inappropriate. In England, 
socialist institutions were hewn out of 
the market, like clearings in a forest, and 
the market existed all about them. Those 
institutions might therefore be relinquish 
ed to the market through 'privatisation'. 
But that was not the case in Russia. The 
market was marginal to Russian economic 
life. Human nature there had not been 
hammered into commercial forms. The 
spontaneous flow of Russian culture did 
not tend to produce economic egoism. 
Lenin and Stalin did not so much suppress 
the market as take advantage of the fact 
thatRussian society was shy of the market. 

What was required for 'economic 
reform' of the kind half-envisaged by 
Gorbachev and Yeltsin was not 'privatisa 
tion', but what might be called 
"marketisation"; The problem was not 
how to privatise state institutions, but 
how to establish the skeleton of a national 
market. 'Privatisation' of institutions 
into a market which did not exist was not 
reform but disintegration. The jungle 
needed to be constructed simultaneously 
with the tigers which would flourish in it. 

The skeleton of a national market 
might conceivably have been formed by 
a crash programme of reconstruction put 
into effect by the state in five hundred 
days. Collectivisation was accomplished 
in something like that period of time. But 
purposeful activity by a strong state was 
the indispensable condition of that reform, 
both in the sense of making the change 
possible to enact and of keeping it within 
the category of a reform-the state being 
both the effective means of change and 
the element of continuity. 

"I had a state to preserve as well as 
a state to reform" -that was how Burke 
saw it. A process of change which does 
not preserve the state cannot by any stretch 
of the imagination be seen as a reform. 

TheRussianstatemighthaveenacted 
drastic economic changes in a short period 
as a reform. The establishment of a 
national market could only have been 
done by the state-and because it was 
done by the state it would have been a 
reform. But the dissolution of the state 
makes reform impossible. 

It is an axiom of contemporary 
Toryism that the market forms itself 
spontaneously out of qualities innate in 
human nature. On this view it is absurd 
to think of the state forming the market. 
The state and the market are seen as 
opposites. But that view is the outcome 
of profound historical unawareness. 
Prolonged and extensive state inter 
ference was needed to reform Merrie 
England into a national market economy. 
Without the interference of a strong 
national state from the 16th to the 19th 
centuries, it is highly improbable that 
anything like an English national econ 
omy would have been formed. And the 
idea that the British economy has been 

What was required for 
'economic reform' of the 
kind half-envisaged by 
Gorbachev and Y eltsin 
was not 'privatisation', 
but what might be called 

"marketisation". 

free wheeling since the repeal of the Corn 
Laws arises from the blindness of 
familiarity. The market economy was 
formed by the state and it could not 
survive if the constant activity of the state 
to maintain it ceased. 

Thatcher, who had little experience 
of the world, really and truly believed 
that the market was the economic form 
which corresponded most closely with 
innate impulse in human nature. In fact, 
it is the most artificial of all economic 
forms, and the one least compatible with 
whatever innate impulses there are in 
human nature. It was not a Marxist but a 
Tory (Carlyle) who said that the market 
relationship dissolved all human 
connections leaving only "the nexus of 
callous cash payment". 

Perhaps it is the destiny of humanity 
to be forged into a thousand million 
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economic molecules engaged in a perfect 
competition of each against all. Mrs. 
Thatcher has convinced the leadership of 
the Labour Party that it is so, and it was 
the original vision of the Liberal Party. 
But, if itis so, strong states are needed for 
the reconstruction of humanity into 
economic automatons. 

of them was the West Africa Company in 
the late 19th century, which laid the basis 
of modem Nigeria. And China was for 
a generation a mere geographical 
expression-the name of a Territory 
within which four or five capitalist states 
established political enclaves. But it is 
unlikely that this mode of capitalist 
development will occur in Russia, There is a responsible Parliament 
because it requires the complete disirite- · andaresponsiblejudiciary. (The Russian 
gration of Russia. And, though it is riot . Parliament has behaved much more 
impossible that the process of fragment- prudently this year than the English 
ation should continue until all sense of Parliament did in rather similar circum 
national cohesion evaporates and it stances in 1641.) The main obstacle to 
becomes as open to outside interference the establishment of representative 
as West Africa was around 1900, it is govemmentliesintheunstablecharacter 
improbable. of the Executive-e-i.e., Yeltsin. Western 

democracy has been encouraging him 
into fascist ways, while the Russian 
Parliament and Court have been 
countering his fascist impulse. 

the nucleus of a representative govern 
ment. And either course seems to require 
that government should free itself from 
Thatcherite Utopianism and base itself 
on "the deep-rooted conditions that have 
worked themselves into every part of the 
social structure" . 

Russian humanity is malleable to a 
considerable extent by the state. But 
Yeltsin's state, which is little more than 
a figure of speech, is not moulding it. 
And the habits of the people seem to be 
no more conducive to the development 
of capitalism now than they were when 
Stolypin was the Tsar's Minister for 
Capitalism. 

Western capitalists, with Thatcherite 
conceptions of human nature, who have 
investedinRussiahavebeendisappointed r------------------------------- 
and are in danger of being demoralised. 
Japanese capitalists, having a more real 
istic conception of the relationship of 
state and economy, have been reluctant 
to put any investment into a political 
vacuum. 

The choice then seems to lie between 
Yeltsin becoming an effective fascist, 
and the Parliament and Courts becoming 

Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

Thatcherite ideology-that is, I No-nation Toryism 
Utopian illusion about the real conditions 
of existence of the capitalist system- Aftergreatsuffering,theeconomyseems 
prevents Western capitalist enthusiasts torecoveringalittle. Thehousingmarket 
from understanding why their Russian is not as bad as it was. People unlucky 
ventures are not as successful as they enough to get trapped by "negative 
expected. They see the cause of their equity" are likely to remained trapped, 
failure as a persistence of the old regime, since the peak of the· market was crazy 
rather than the absence of a powerful and overblown. But people in a less 
ideological state which would re-jig desperate situation will be able to sell 
human souls to their requirements. They with only a small loss, or even a profit. 
have therefore proposed that companies The rate of bankruptcies will continue to 
investing in Russia should be given legal ! decline. Job losses will become less 
exemption from whatever survives in the chronic. The trend to growing unemploy 
way of law and administration in the ment may even be briefly reversed. 
various parts of Russia. They do not But the Major government seems 
appear to realise what is implied in this determined to carry on demolishing the 
proposal-which is that each multi- foundations of British life. The Channel 
nationalshouldbeauthorisedtoconstruct Tunnel has been a continuous disaster 
its own state-apparatus as the political story,buttheprincipleofprivatefinancing 
framework of its business activity in will be maintained. Income tax will 
Russia. probably be reduced again as soon as the 

economy will permit. The rich are no 
There is of course a precedent for longer seen as having a responsibility to 

this mode of capitalist development. The the society that has made them wealthy. 
East India Company was a commercial The tax burden will instead be shifted in 
venture authorised to construct its own , to consumption. The National Health 
apparatus of state, including an army. Service will continue to be run down, 
The East India Company had many with decentserviceavailableonlyto those 
successors. The last, and most successful, who can pay. 

I 

Worse is to come. British Rail will be 
forced to adopt competition, when the 
whole experience of bus deregulation 
shows that it undermines public transport. 
They will be forced to adopt competition, 
because the whole experience of bus 
deregulation shows that it undermines 
public transport. Railways in Britain 
may vanish over the decades, as they 
have in the United States. Just like That- 
cher, Major and Co. seem determined to 

· repeate~ecy single damn fool American 
policy, norn~iter howmuch the Amer 
icans themselves may be regretting it 
Hiving off public services, one of the 

favourite Tory policies, is now under 
threat. It turns out that 'contracting out' 
to the private sector does not work if the 
staff are allowed to keep the same wages 
and conditions. Private businessmen are 
not actually any better at running things. 
Any gain comes purely at the expense of 
people who were already quite poor. 
National wealth is not increased at all - 
it is simply shifted from the needy to the 
greedy. And now the outcome of the 
Thom Cross case may lead to all such 
tricks being forbidden. Only one can 
expect the Tories to go looking for 
loopholes. 
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Previous Tory leaders had visions. 
Macmillan believed in One-Nation 
Toryism, and for a time was able to 
operate it. No other 20th century Tory 
ever did as much to boost prosperity, or 
to contain the inevitable stresses and 
strains of an ever-changing society. That 
cher was a Two-Nation Tory- she tried to 
reassert the rights of the rich and of the 
middleclass. Shegavethemanynumber 
of tax hand-outs and profitable privatisa 
tions. The rich ate it all up, and waxed fat, 
and did nothing in particular. When 
Thatcher got into trouble after the crash 
of 1987, they were quick to drop her. 
Majorism is .... well, what is it? Itis not 

a continuation of Thatcherism, even 
though he was Thatcher's choice. It is 
not a return to One-Nation Toryism. 
Heseltine promised such a development, 
but failed to win the leadership, and has 
gone along with follies like burning ir 
replaceable gas in order to be able to 
destroy British jobs in coal mining. So 
what is it? Can any term be found for it, 
other than No-Nation Toryism? 

IRA - bombing for victory 

British politicians seem unable to grasp 
that the IRA/ Sinn Fein are just one part 
of Irish Nationalism, and see themselves 
as such. IRA violence secured the separa 
tion of the 26 counties from the United 
Kingdom: Home Rule was only finally 
granted after the IRA showed that it 
could fight and win against such forces as 
the Black and Tans. And only IRA vio 
lence has kept alive the claim to the Six 
Counties of Northern Ireland, despite the 
clear wish of the majority to remain 
British. 

The IRA would ideally like to see a 
United Ireland with themselves in charge 
of it. But just to see any sort of United 
Ireland would be a reward for all their 
labours, all their suffering, all the deaths 
that they have sustained in a campaign of 
more then twenty years. For the whole 
island to be ruled from Dublin would be 
another major step forward. This would 
apply even if such a Dublin government 
were to crack down hard on the IRA, 
extend the legal jiggery-pokery whereby 
known IRA men can be imprisoned 
without the trouble and fatigue of proper 
legal evidence. The IRA is accustomed 

to taking the long view, working from 
generation to generation, thinking in 
terms of centuries. For those sorts of 
minds, a decade in politics is not a long 
time at all. 
You don't say 'thank-you' for a slice 

ot cake, if your aim is to take over the 
whole bakery. But any slice of cake of 
any bit of the bakery is an incentive to 
keep going. Up until the Anglo-Irish 
agreement, there had been a slow but 
steady diminution of IRA violence, year 
after year. And the Protestant Para 
militaries had hung up their guns, thinking 
that Ulster was secure. Then Thatcher 
made a massive concession to moderate 
Irish nationalism, by giving Dublin a say 
in the running of Northern Ireland. Since 
both moderate and extreme nationalism 
have exactly the same goal in view, the 
abolition of the Northern Ireland statelet, 
the IRA took heart and applied an extra 
dose of its own methods. Thatcher and 
the Tories had proved to be soft after all, 
so hit them again and again. And so it 
goes on and on and on. 

Smiley screws up 

About a year ago, the government decided 
that part of the responsibility for combat 
ing the IRA in Britain would be transferred 
from Special Branch to the Secret Ser 
vices. ThemenwhobroughtyouBurgess 
and Philby were to be put in charge of 
fighting terrorism. I had a nasty feeling 
at the time that life in mainland Britain 
would shortly be getting much more 
dangerous. And so it has proved. 
It is a moot point if the Secret Services 

even made a net contribution to winning 
the Cold War. Never mind recruiting 
characters whose pro-Communist past 
was obvious and well-documented. Even 
good and reliable Secret Services may be 
a doubtful asset in the long run. The very 
best of them were the East Germans - 
whose head, Markus Wolf, is now on 
trial for treason. But look what happened 
to that state. Real world conflicts are 
won by serious politics, not by the fantasy 
manoeuvres so admired by thriller writers. 

Standurd Inglish 

Modem English probably began as a 

pidgin or trade language between the 
Anglo-Saxons and the Danes of the 
English Danelaw. Much of its coherence 
was lost after the Norman invasion, with 
a host of Norman-French words being 
added. And finally an East Midlands dia 
lect managed to acquire the status of the 
standard tongue. This was mainly because 
this dialect's linguistic area included 
Oxford, Cambridge and the upper classes 
in London. 
What I am trying to say is that there is 

nothing particularly correct about 
standard English. And it is wrong to push 
it as such. It is no better or worse than 
other dialects, though it does have the 
drawback of having lost 'thee' and 'thou', 
the second person singular. Its spelling is 
a joke. Try saying 'one island, two 
women, three wolves, four hours, suffi 
ciently dangerous'. Try saying it 
according to standardEnglish rules, as if 
these were unfamiliar words. 
The great merit ofEnglish is the simple 

fact that it is indeed a standard, the only 
truly global language. Latin was never 
much spoken outside Western Europe 
and its colonies, and is a dead tongue. 
Chinese has the greatest number of native 
speakers, but is almost unknown to most 
of the peoples of the world. Esperanto 
has a West European bias, and also has 
such oddities as seeing a mother as a fem 
ale father. Spanish, Portuguese or French 
could easily have won out as the global 
language, but they didn' L The success of 
first Britain and then America has estab 
lished Global English as a fact of life. 
Teachers should concentrate on the 

actual merits of Global English. It is no 
more or less correct that any of its rivals. 
But it is the standard means of communic 
ation between different peoples. Being 
native speakers of English is the main 
surviving asset this country has, and 
children should certainly be taught to 
speak in a way that will be comprehensible 
to other users of Global English. This 
should not be confused with accent snob 
bery. Nor is it incompatible with keeping 
up the various regional dialects, at least 
as a local means of communication. 

Church of England heretics 

When in Rome, do as the Romans do. 
This is becoming the clear message for 
Church of England dissidents who hope 

Page 13 

■



to join Roman Catholicism while retain 
ing Anglican habits. And Cardinal Basil 
Hume has clearly restated the 19th century 
Catholic position that Anglican priestly 
orders arc seen as 'utterly null and void'. 

Last year, there was a strong impression 
that a whole Anglican church under Papal 
authority was about to be organised. This 
has been done elsewhere - for instance 
with various Middle Eastern churches 
descended from ancient schisms in the 
Byzantine Empire, or with the Uniates, 
Greek-rite Catholics. But such adjust 
ments run the risk of compromising Cath 
olic unity. Rome has always been very 
clever with its power politics. To compro 
mise existing forms of Catholicism is 
just.not worth it, not for a bunch of dissi 
dents with no other place to go now that 
the ordination of women is official policy. 

Y eltsin and real politics 

The official figures are not yet out. But 
according to The Economist, 57% of 
voters have confidence in Yeltsin, 53% 
support his economic policies, but very 
nearly half want a new presidential elec 
tion. Fully 70% want a new election for 
the Russian parliament, All in all, it 
looks like real politics are operating at 
last. It's something much stronger and 
healthier than the concealed chaos of the 
Brezhnev years. 
Also don't believe all that the media 

tell you. You here a lot about aid to 
Russia, and leading articles in The 
Economist are no exception. But just try 
checking page 110 of the May 1st issue. 
It's in the finance section, the bit that 
most people will skip unless they have a 
specialised interest in finance. There you 
get the real facts - that Russia is suffering 
a serious capital drain: 
"$8.1 billion of the lowest estimate of 

how much money left Russia last year ... 
the most accurate figure is $12 billion - 
13 billion.just slightly less than the $14 
billion R ussia received in aid last year .. A 
growing proportion of its commodity exp 
orts, especially oil, is stolen by consortia 
of local officials and mafia groups, and 
sold abroad." 

Cults and Clinton 

Anyone going to the US should watch 
out for the cults. Particularly one vicious 
crowd called theFBI,orFibbies. Purport 
ing to be representatives oflaw and order, 
they do on occasions shoot actual crimi 
nals. But their fanatical belief in massive 
force makes them a major menace- to 
public safety. Anyone they undertake to 
protect is in grave danger of death. Most 
recently the death of a large number of 
small children in the Waco siege, who 
were the pretext for the whole conflict. 
The allegations of under-age sex have 
now been disputed. We will probably 
never know, since all of them are now 
dead. 
Meanwhile Los Angeles police are 

reported to havecoldbloodedly murdered 
a black witness who was going to testify 
against some policemen. The police story 
is that the man, who had never been in 
any trouble with the law, suddenly ran 
berserk with a gun, forcing police to 
shoot him. Now really, who could believe 
that? In that part of the world, the police 
seem to operate as just another street 
gang. 
Can the US ever get itself together? 

Clinton's ratings after 100 days are low. 
But the pattern over the last three decades 
is even more interesting. Approval ratings 
were: Kennedy 83%, Johnson 79%, 
Nixon 62%, Carter 63%, Reagan 68%, 
Bush 56%, Clinton 55%. Broadly, 
America is less and less able to elect a 
President that they will consider satis 
factory. How much of a future does the 
world's sole surviving superpower 
actually have? 

A no-fly zone over the 
cuckoo's nest 

I said right from the start that British 
and US foreign policy was conducted on 
highly biased criteria, and that therefore 
the Serbs had little to fear from them. 
Argentines were white and Christian, 
therefore they were never bombed. There 
was some sympathy for the Argentine 
claim, since the Falkland Islands are right 
next to Patagonia. No one asks what 
happened to thenativePatagonians, exter 
minated by the settlers. 
The whole thing is as crazy as Kesey' s 

One Flew Over the Cuckoo's Nest. 

Each of the different peoples of former 
Yugoslavia now sees their neighbours as 
cuckoos, a deadly threat to their future 
even if they are doing nothing except live 
as they have always lived. That's the 
problem with the nation-state. Real 
people may well not fit the lines drawn on 
a map. 
Lady Thatcher went right over the top 

with her suggesting of arming the Bosnian 
Muslims. It was Muslim foolishness that 
broke up the multi-ethnic province, with 
predictable results. Serb rights were not 
taken into consideration, therefore the 
Serbs resorted to arms. Douglas Hurd 
was quite right to speak about 'level kill 
ing fields'. But since he knew perfectly 
well that there were no innocents in the 
matter, whydidheletthingsdrift? Would 
it not have been a much better idea to 
maintain Yugoslavia? Or else to impose 
a proper UN partition that would have 
made regional provision for Serb areas in 
non-Serb provinces? The way things 
have actually gone, it is abundantly clear 
that force, violence, massacre and geno 
cide will be rewarded quite well. What a 
'New World Order'! 

The Bursting of 
the New Right 

Bubble. 

Articles on 
Thatcherism 
from the 

Labour & Trade 
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(Price £2) 
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Labour History Reprints - extracts from the work of Ramsay MacDonald 

Socialism and Society 
(The.first half of Chapter five of Socialism and Society, entitled Towards Socialism, was given in our 

last issue. The second half is given below. 
MacDonald's criticism of Trade Unionism from the viewpoint of political socialism is one which could 

not have been written by any of the Labour Party leaders since Wilson, because the viewpoint of 
political socialism has disintegrated in the party leadership. Trade Unionism has survived better 
because of its very limitations, the limitations on which MacDonald focuses. And despite the best 
efforts of Gavin Laird to reduce it to mere company unionism, the Trade Union movement has not 
entirely ceased to be a movement. The socialist ideal is not quite as atrophied as it is in the party.) 

The best expression of the class war is trade unionism. It is created on the assumption and experience that capital 

will do itsutmost to exploit labour, and 
that labour ought to do its best to prevent 
capital from succeeding. The position is 
a simple and frank recognition of existing 
industrial fact. It concerns itself with no 
opposition except that between capital 
and labour no union of interest except the 
interestofwageearning. Itleadsnowhere 
because it has no ideal goal; its only 
result can be the bondage of one side to 
the other. Here is a pure example of class 
war. Nay, more, it is the class war. 

The Trade Unionism, however, which 
is the purest expression of this simple 
antagonism between capital and labour, 
is what is known in this country as the 
Old Unionism, the Unionism which was 
opposed to labour politics, to Socialism, 
to everything except conferences with 
employers and strikes as a last resort. It 
was sceptical of any reconstruction, and 
decided in its opinion that if such recon 
struction were to be tried, Trade Unionism 
was far too wise to have anything to do 
with it. This state of mind was also char 
acterised by a narrow conception of trade 
interest as opposed to general interest. It 
is only the emptiest flattery to tell the 
Trade Union movement that its various 
sections ever have, or ever could have, 
considered anything but their own imm 
ediate interests when setting their policy 
from time to time. Each of the wings of 
an army for carrying on the class war is 
bound in the nature of things to fight its 
battles mainly for its own hand. Trade 
solidarityratherthanproletariansolidarity 
is the real outcome of a class war in 
practice, and trade interest is individual 
interest. 

Convey it in what spirit we may, an 
appeal to class interest is an appeal to 
personal interest. Socialist propaganda 
carried on as a class war suggests none of 
those ideals of moral citizenship with 
which Socialist literature abounds- "each 

for all, and all for each", "service to the 
community is the sole right of property", 
andsoon. Itisanappealtoindividualism, 
andresultsingettingmentoacceptSocial 
ist formulae without becoming Socialists. 
It springs from a time in the evolution of 
the Labour Movement when the narrow 
est creed of the old Trade Unionism was 
the widest revelation that nature had yet 
made to men striving to protect them 
selves against the encroachments of 
capitalist power. In other words the 
"class war" idea belongs to the pre 
Socialist and pre-scientific phase of the 
Labour Movement. 

I am aware that the Marxian argues 
that this class struggle is the last, and that 
when the proletariat have been emancip 
ated the epochs of struggle end. This 
argument is absurd. The emancipation of 
the proletariat will of itself be the signal 
for new struggles if economic sections 
with apparently opposing interests, and 
so long as these oppositions are made the 
main reason for social change, each 
triumph only leads to many battles, again 
and again renewed. It is not the emanci 
pation of the numerical majority, or of a 
class so big as to be "no class but the 
nation" which matters. What matters is 
the character of the motive power which 
effected the emancipation. If that power 
is the conflictof interests, it will reappear 
in the new regime, and if it finds no 
complete class to infuriate, it will enter 
herds of sections which will then be 
prepared to fly at each others' throats. 
The assumption that by a class triumph 
Society is to emerge from the epoch if 
class conflict and sail gaily away upon 
calm waters of fraternity, can be held 
only by those who have not ceased to 
believe in the magical and the irrational. 

The antagonisms in society which 
result in organic change of a progressive 
nature are not merely economic. They 

are also intellectual and moral. Man is 
moved by his head as well as by his 
pocket, by the growth of social instincts 
as well as by cupidity. The richest poss 
ession of a man is an approving con 
science. People who themselves have no 
quarrel with existing economic 
arrangements must measure the achieve 
ments of existing Society by standards of 
right and wrong, must enter its dark 
comers and sojourn among its waste 
places, its wrecks and its ruins, and must 
tum in horror and weariness from the 
spectacle and begin preparing for a new 
order of things. Everybody does not pile 
up riches on his inner lights so as to 
smother them. Even if we regard econo 
mics as the mainspring by which history 
moves, that does not prevent us from 
recognising that only by a combination 
of intellectual guidance and economic 
need does historical change become one 
and the same thing with progress. 

The scheme upon which humanity 
evolves to higher and more humane stages 
of existence is either rational or it is not. 
If it is not, all organised attempts to has 
ten reform and make it effective - 
Socialism included - are waste effort. If 
it is rational, then progress becomes a 
matterof intellectual conviction, and man 
,seeking intellectual peace as well as 
economic security, will chose which he 
is to pursue. Even supposing he is a 
wage-earner and his pursuit of the means 
of life brings him into conflict with the 
existing state of Society, his success will 
not depend upon his richness of exper 
ience in poverty, but upon the meaning 
he places upon the experience and the 
method he adopts to place himself in 
different conditions. Economic needs 
may give volume and weight to the 
demand for a change, but reason and 
intelligence, the maturing of the social 
mind, ideals of social justice grasped so 
firmly that they have become real exist- 
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ences to those who hold them, give that 
demand a shape, a policy, a direction. 
Socialism must, therefore, recognise the_ 
intellectual as well ~ the economic 
movement. And if it over emphasises 
either side, let it be the former. For the 
pressure of economic need may exert 
itself in several conceivable directions, 
not every one of which opens the gateway 
to progressive advance. A consciousness 
of class disabilities may be either a motive 
for reactionary sycophancy or for 
revolutionary indignation. A man's 
poverty may make him a Socialist, but it 
is as likely to induce him to sell his birth 
right for a mess of potage. The slum life 
may blossom into revolution, but it is as 
likely to flourish into imperialism. The 
rich are led away from the light by their 
great possessions, but the sociological 
pressure of poverty is also directed tow 
ards the immediate satisfaction of appetite 
and not toward the patient and strenuous 
pilgrimage to a Promised Land. 

Not only, therefore, is it incumbent 
upon Socialism to recognise the existence 
of an intellectual motive, it must place 
that motive above the economic, because 
without it the economic struggle would 
be devoid of any constructive value, it 
would be a mere tug-of-war, it would 
never bring us Socialism. 

This line of thought appears to over 
look the article in the Marxian creed that 
Socialism is inevitable. But the industrial 
and economic inevitability of Socialism 
isa mere fancy. Itis inevitable only if the 
intelligence makes it so. It is inevitable 
only if we are to develop on rational 
lines; it is inevitable, not because men 
are exploited or because the fabric of 
capitalism must collapse under its own 
weight, but because men are rational. It 
is the action of reason alone which makes 
our evils a cause of progress and not the 
beginning of final deterioration. Intelli 
gence and morality set out the goal which 
makes effective struggles to escape the 
existing purgatory. Human evolution is 
a stretching out, not a being pushed for 
ward. Acorns produce oaks, grubs grow 
into beetles, tadpoles into frogs, but slums, 
industrial crises, poverty, trusts, do not in 
the same way grow into Socialism. man 
was 'inevitable' as soon as the amoeba 
appeared, but in the struggle for life which 
has taken place since life began, many 
species have been exterminated, many 
evolutions have never been completed. 

Arrested development is as conspicuous 
as finished processes. 

The workmen who vote Liberal and 
Unionist to-day are perfectly conscious 
ofthedrawbacksofalifeofwage-eaming; 
they· are also quite conscious that they 
belong lo a separate economic and social 
class - and a great many of them would 
like to belong to another. In short, in any 
natural meaning of the words, they· are 
class conscious. But they are not Social 
ists, because they are not convinced that 
the intellectual proposals of Socialism 
should receive their support. 

In order, therefore, that the social 
organism may perfect itself, there must 
be the will for perfection and the definite 
idea as to what changes are required. The 

· life of the organism is continued through 
changes, and the organism itself is ever 
in a state of reorganisation. Nation after 
nation has risen and fallen, others have 
risen, have attained a certain civilisation, 
and there have stuck. But stagnation is 
impossible for our own Western peoples. 
They may fall. Political combinations 
may crush them; the canker of poverty 
may drive them into degeneracy. But if 
they are to continue to grow and to adapt 
themselves to new circumstances, if they 
are to carry on their development from 
stage to stage, it must be by the organisa 
tion of opinion and the operations of a 
constructive genius which sees the stage 
ahead and teaches the people how to 
attain it. The Socialist appeal, therefore, 
is to all who believe in social evolution, 
who agree that the problem which Society 
now has to solve is that of the distribution 
of wealth, who trust in democracy, who 
regard the state not as antagonistic to but 
as an aspect of individuality, and who are 
groping onwards with the co-operative 
faith guiding them. That appeal may find 
some people in poverty, and they may 
follow because it offers them economic 
security; but it will find others in wealth, 
and they will follow it because it brings 
order where there is now chaos, organisa 
tion where there is now confusion, law 
where there is now anarchy ,justice where 
there is now injustice. 

Socialism marks the growth of 
Society, not the uprising of a class. The 
consciousness which it seeks to quicken 
is not one of economic class solidarity, 
but one of social unity and growth towards 
organic wholeness. 

We can now see to what combination 
of interests and convictions we must 
appeal, and how we must direct that 
appeal, in order to create the organic 
order of the Socialist State out of the 
atomic chaos of the present day. 

I reject what seems to me to be the 
crude notion of a class war, because class 
consciousness leads nowhere, and a class 
struggle may or may not be intelligent. 
But still, we turn out hopes first of all to 
the wage earners. They are the most 
certainly doomed victims of the present 
chaos; they suffer most from the inability 
of the present system to provide employ 
ment, wages, life; they are least buoyed 
up by elusive hopes that a lucky turn of 
the wheel of fortune will pitch them up on 
the backs of others; they are the helpless 
spills tossing on the troubled waters of 
present day strife; their attempts to share 
in the benefits of an efficient method of 
production result in little but turmoil, 
hunger and poverty; and above all, their 
needs have now become the chief concern 
of Society, because in fullness of time 
social organisation is being tested by its 
human result, and because the economic 
enfranchisement of people naturally 
treads upon the heels of their political 
emancipation. 

And it is of special note for the 
moment, that they have been subject 
recently to rebuffs and attacks in the 
Press, the Courts of Law and Parliament, 
and thus have been taught the necessity 
of political unity and independent organ 
isation. The politics of an enlightened 
industrial democracy is of necessity 
social, and is aimed at ending experiences 
of unemployment, old age pauperism, 
and so on. Hence, as one of the laws of 
evolution is that need creates organs, 
redistributes and organises functions and 
changes biological types, working class 
policy must be directed towards the 
organisation and the development of the 
organs and functions of mutual aid in 
Society. So soon as serious attempt has 
been made to frame a policy directed to 
such ends, it will be found that monopoly 
in land, and the use of industrial capital 
for individual profit, are the sources of 
the experience which Society now seeks 
to shun, and must consequently be 
supplanted by public ownership and 
production foruse before labour can enter 
into enjoyment of the blessings which an 
efficient method of wealth production 
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makes possible. Labour has but one 
intelligent road of advance - that of 
economic and industrial reconstruction : 
Socialism. 

Amongst the wage earners, therefore, 
we must expect to find in fullest develop 
ment and in forms most political and 
effective for organic change, those vital 
and vitalising disturbances which indicate 
active life pushing out to higher forms of 
organisation. But those disturbances, as 
has been shown, are not purely economic, 
and are not therefore confined to the 
wage earners, and consequently in order 
to gather together the forces making for 
Socialism, the basis of the movement 
must be such that everyone sharing in the 
disturbed promptings may be included. 

All barrier phrases and sectional 
dogmas must be removed from Socialism. 
The experiments in factory legislation, in 
public health regulations, in education, 
in municipalisation, are pointing out to 
men of all classes the desirability of 
going yet further along the road which 
leads to Socialism, and are forming in the 
minds of men of all classes a conception 
of Society - of the community and the 
individual - formed on Socialist 
principles. When we think systematically 
of the scattered fragments of reform 
promised by the political parties, we see 
that they are but the foreshadowing of 
Socialism; when the tendencies begun 
by scores of experiments - factory laws, 
public health laws, municipalisation - are 
followed out, joined together, systemat 
ised, Socialism is the result. This 
completeness of organisation, this idea 
of national and communal growth, this 
state of business efficiency, nothing short 
of it and nothing which is sectional in it, 
should be laid down as the basis for 
Socialism. And the political movement 
which is to express, and ultimately satisfy, 
this need for the organic unity of Society, 
must bea movement of the whole society 
and not of one of its functions - the work 
ing class. As the brain moves obediently 
to the grossest as well as to the purest 
promptings of the needs of the living 
thing, so must the political organ in society 
be in touch with the purest promptings of 
the moral intelligence as well as the 
grossest promptings of economic need, 
but both must be united if a more perfect 
form of Society is to be created. 

Economic hardships are the flints on 
the road, but these flints may develop on 
us the hoofs of beasts. or mav comocl us 

to use our intelligence to find smoother 
paths. Socialism is the latter alternative. 

Fleecing the NHS 
by Carol Payne 

The government appears to be going 
for the worst possible option as it proposes 
further changes in the National Health 
Service. It continues to insist on the prin 
ciple of the health service being free to all 
at the point of delivery. 

But itis also proposing that the private 
sector should build and manage hospitals 
forthe NHS. This would mean that fund 
ing of treatments would come from taxes 
via the NHS. 

There is a fundamental difference 
between the NHS and private health care. 
It is in the interest of the NHS to treat 
patients only when it is absolutely necess 
ary. This is why the British NHS is the 
most economical! y efficient in the world. 
It is also why the British people have not 
developed the hypochondriac culture that 
pervades America - or not yet, anyway. 

It is in the interest of private health 
care to encourage its use by as many 
people-customers - as possible. Whether 
they need the care or not This creates a 
huge and unnecessary increase in spend- 

. ing on health. It also creates a society 
obsessed by health problems - but not at 
all a healthier society. 

Where patients have to pay private 
companies, there isat least the consolation 
that at least it is their own money that 
they are spending, and the market (i.e. 
the limitations of their wallets) will to an 
extent limit excesses. 

Private medicine in Britain has already 
reached the limit that the market will 
bear. It has for some time been in crisis. 
It has a surplus of beds, buildings, and 
other fixed assets. Its radio ads for 
customers more and more take on a note 
of desperation. 

If the government is prepared to pay 
- via the NHS - for private treatment, the 
floodgates will open. And we can be sure 
that a move in this direction will coincide 
with the cutting off of funding for state 
hospitals. 

America does not have an NHS. But 
the government funds the treatment of a 
very large section of the population in 
private institutions. This is crippling the 
American economy. Hillary Clinton is 

attempting to stop this by establishing 
some kind of NHS. Of necessity she tries 
to by-pass the vested interests of the 
bloated private health industry. They, in 
their tum, are orchestrating an unpreced 
ented, nationwide, campaign of hate 
against her. I wish her well. But I am not 
optimistic. 

The government's proposals, there 
fore, make no economic sense. Public 
spending would soar. It is tempting to 
think that the proposed changes are for 
ideological reasons. I doubt that ideology 
plays the major part in government 
decisions anymore. 

People like Virginia Bottomley don't 
believe in anything. She is personally 
ambitious. Formally she is a caring per 
son; in the sense that she is a trained 
social worker. Social workers care about 
humanity. That is their job. But their 
training, and probably their personal 
inclinations, make them care not at all 
about humans, about actual people. 

The current case of a two-year-old 
child facing death because Mrs. Bottom 
ley insists on closing a specialist bone 
marrow unit is to the point It is possible 
that the courts will force the government 
to back down over this case. But otherwise 
Mrs. Bottomley seems determined. to 
"tough it out" and let the child die. It is 
not about making an NHS decision but 
about proving her "toughnss" - about 
putting down her marker should that other 
caring person, Mr. Major, step down. 
There is little or no ideology there. 

What is there, as already mentioned, 
is the sorry state of the private health 
industry in this country. While some 
residue of ideology may remain in some 
cabinet members and so make them help 
facilitate privatisation, the main impetus 
will come from the greed and corruption 
wing. 

It must be sheer heaven for the private 
health industry to have unlimited scope 
for development, and the whole deal paid 
for by the taxpayer. Friends in government 
and in Parliament will certainly not be 
forgotten. And I'm sure a nice little earner 
will be waiting for Mrs. Bottomley should 
she not manage to make it to No. 10. 
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fJllifL:::: 
Labour In Belfast 

Two recent meetings contrasted 
By a special correspondent 

Peter Hain, who opposes the extension 
ofLabour Party membership and political 
activity to Northern Ireland, addressed a 
public meeting at the Unemployed Res 
ource Centre in Belfast on May 6th. The 
least that must be said of it is that it was 
a meeting which had to do with working 
class affairs, that it was well attended by 
normal people and had nothing of the 
coterie atmosphere about it, that there 
was a lively discussion which the Chair 
did not try to stifle, and that Hain dealt 
with all the questions put to him straight 
forwardly, without evasion. 

For the most part, the meeting went 
on as if the participants were members of 
the Labour Party or were SWP critics of 
it The discussion was of Labour issues 
in the state, not of the issue of the exclusion 
of all concerned, barring Hain, from party 
political Labour in the state. 

The latter issue was raised in a question 
by J. Dudgeon; who was active in Kate 
Hoey's 'Democracy Now' group which 
wrecked the fringe meetings of United 
Ire landers at the last Labour Party Confer 
ence, including one addressed by Hain. 
Hain replied that the demand for the 
extension of party organisation to North 
ern Ireland was put to him very aggress 
ively at the Party Conference, but it 
seemed to him that the people putting it 
saw it as a device for preserving the 
Union. But if socialists in Northern Ire 
land were to organise a Labour Party, he 
would, if invited, come and speak to it, 
provided that it was genuinely socialist 
and non-sectarian. However, it should 
be remembered that the Northern Ireland 
Labour Party was towards the end a Prot 
estant party. 

A few days earlier another Labour 
function had been held in Belfast, organ 
ised by Dudgeon. It was a centenary 
dinner to mark the founding of the Indep 
endent Labour Party, with a £ 15 admiss 
ion fee. Though advertised as if it were 
a public function, it turned out to be a 
private function of the private 'South 

Belfast Labour Party', which is Kate 
Hoey's only base in Northern Ireland. 
Applications for tickets by people who 
were not part of the coterie were refused 
with the excuse that they were all sold • 

The ad. for the meeting/dinner said it 
would be addressed by Gavin Laird and 
Jim Kemmy (Chairman of the Irish Lab 
our Party). JoeKeenan,aLabourhistorian 
who last yearpublished a complete reprint 

. of the Belfast Independent Labour Party 
paper, The Labour Opposition,and who 
is a long-standing supporter of the Cam 
paign for Labour Representation, was 
interested to hear what Gavin Laird had 
to say about the ILP and was willing to 
pay £15 for the privilege. But when he 
applied for a ticket he was told they were 
all sold. But an acquaintance had been 
sent a ticket without asking for it, and he 
made it available to Mr. Keenan. But, on 
presenting the ticket at the door, Keenan 
was refused admission. He was told the 
meeting was a private function to which 
he was not welcome. But the doorman 
(Dudgeon) said he might distribute leaf 
lets giving information about Labour 
candidates in the local election. However, 
while he was doing this the boss of the 
Hoey group in Belfast, property million 
aire Erskine Holmes, turned up. He over 
ruled Dudgeon and manhandled Keenan 
outofthe building. (Holmes was a rugby 
player before becoming a millionaire and 
he remains a very physical person.) 

In the event, Keenan lost nothing by 
being excluded from the meeting. It was 
not addressed by either Gavin Laitd or 
Jim Kemmy. The Council for Labour 
Representation, which is closely linked 
with the trade union movement in the 
province, explained to Laird and Kem my 
what sort of set-up they were being asked 
to address. 

The meeting was actually addressed 
by David Bleakley, who took part in the 
Labour movement many years ago but is 
now a member of the very middle class 
Alliance Party, the 'sister party' of the 

Liberal Democrats. It was also addressed 
byConorCruiseO'Brien, who used to be 
a member of the Irish Labour Party (and 
was a Labour Cabinet Minister in Coal 
ition with Fine Gael in the mid-seventies), 
but has long since ceased to have any 
Labour connection. In fact, he made a 
highly publicised flying visit back. to 
Dublin during an American lecture tour 
in order to vote against Labour. And last 
year he canvassed for the Ulster Tories as 
an advocate of internment. And his 
audience at the ILP centenary dinner 
included a fair sprinkling of Tories. 

Why was the ILP commemorated by 
people who would not have been seen 
dead in it? Because in the weird and 
wonderful culture of the affluent suburbs 
ofBelfast, amongst the infinitesimal seg 
ment of the Unionist middle class which 
has a faint inkling of a political idea, the 
actual political character of the ILP can 
be discounted and the mere fact that it 
had branches in Belfast can be made a 
subject of Unionist meditation-at a pri 
vate function, of course, in retreat from 
thereal worldataprestigioushotel, where 
nobody is going to point out that the 
Belfast branches of the ILP were United 
Ireland in sentiment 

Meanwhile the Council for Labour 
Representation was preoccupied with its 
attempt to re-constitute a Labour move 
mentin the province. Itisrunningthirteen 
candidates in the local elections. The 
Hoey group is not contesting the election 
at all-it could hardly remain private if it . 
did. But Hoey has ensured that there will~ 
be support from Labour MPs for theCLR 
candidates. 

Observing the contrast between Peter 
Hain's forthright political conduct and 
Kate Hoey' sobscuremanipulations, CLP 
activists must feel like the Jacobite who 
said after the Battle of the Boyne, 
"Change kings and we' II fight you over 
again". 

** 
Further information has come to light 
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about Democracy Now activist, Dr. Boyd 
Black, who played a prominent part in 
the activity of the Hoey group at the Party 
Conference, and who was present at the 
ILPcentenary private function. We repro 
duce below the beginning and end of a 
document which he issued on another 
centenary occasion, early in 1986. The 
central part of the docuinent consists of a 
long extract from the inflammatory 
speech in which Lord Randolph Churchill 
"played the Orange card" in Belfast in 
1986. Here is a photocopy of part of the 
introductory and concluding comments 
in Dr. Black's leaflet 

Trade union Diary from p.20 
by being prepared to freeze out the NGA. 
The electricians went behind both their 
backs and took their jobs. 

Each was as bad as the other. (The 
NGA continued to work on the Sunday 
Times colour Supplement during the dis 
pute.) Mr. Willis did not have the courage 
to stand out against this squabbling and 
again went along with the pretence that it 
was all about the poor workers versus the 
nasty, and of course foreign, capitalist 

The electricians were eventually 
thrown out of the TUC over this - though 
officially they were expelled for doing 
the type of single union deal that a lot of 
the others were also doing. 

In these and other crises Mr. Willis 
showed the very antithesis of leadership 
qualities. He must have known from a 
very early point that either he, or the 
institution of the TUC itself, was not up 
to the job. He could and should have done 
the decent thing and resigned when he 
couldn't bring himself to cope with the 
miners' strike. 

Instead he choose to bury his head in 
the sand, We are lucky to have a trade 
union movement left at all. As for the . 
TUC - its future is problematical to say 
the very least 

The End For Coal 

Don't hold your breath waiting for 
the coal industry to be saved from extinc 
tion. It won't be. On the most optimistic 
figures 25 out of the 50 pits could be kept 
open. But with or without privatisation, a 
number of these could disappear by the 
turn of the century. 

ULS TEI~ 
WILL FIGHT: 

AND ULSTER wILL BE RIGHT! 

IT IS ONE HUNDRED YEARS SINCE THOSE STIRRING WORDS WERE UTTERED 
BY LORD RANDOLPH SP~NC~R CHURCHILL IN RESPONSE TO GLADSTONE'S 
PROJECTED HOME RULE BILL OF 1886,AND THEY ARE NO LESS TRUE TO-DAY, 

He reprint below extracts from the great speech made by Lord Randolph Churcmill 
at the Ulster Hall on 23 February 1886, Their import is clear, 

British society is not the creation of the Government; British people 
are not the slaves of the Governc .. m t , When the Government begins to act 
as if it has a right to crder people around at wili, the people have a 
simple choice; to s ubui t and become slaves, or to resist, and reassert 
the sovereignty of the people, 

*'';,·:~'.'1<1<*}'{****** 

THE EQUAL CITIZEN is the organ of the popular resistance to the Anglo 
Irish Diktat. Copies may be obtained from Boyd Black, The Equal Citizen, 
19 Church Road, Newtownbreda, Belfast BT8 4AL (0232-648924) 

The tragedy is that the industry, or a 
substantial chunk of it, could have been 
saved by the miners themselves. But the 
mining unions, the NUM in particular, 
have baulked at the idea of workers actual 
ly owning and operating the pits for 
themselves. 

The unions appear to be in complete 
disarray, not knowing what to do to save 
the pits upon which Ii vlihood of thousands 
of families depend. Admittedly, evidence 

was submitted to the coal review, but 
some of the proposals, such as closing 
down Britain's magnox stations and 
severing the cross-channel electricity link, 
were unrealistic. 

The fact is, the unions have simply 
not been able to persuade the country that 
the pits are worth saving. This magazine 
opposed Heseltine' s plans, but recognises 
that it is probably now too late to prevent 
him from getting his way. 

Published in association with Labour & Trade Union Review 

In the months leading up to, and following, the Gulf War, the Bevin Society produced a unique series of pamphlets. They alone 
criticised the war at the time on the grounds that the Vetoist Powers in the UN, effectively America, Britain and France, were 
poisoning the concept of international law by using it as a cover for self-interested power politics. Now !hat George Bush and Douglas 
Hurd plan to "paint the map blue", ie, enforce wherever they see fit an 'international law' which does not apply to themselves, these 
Bevin Society pamphlets have become more relevant than ever. 

The Crisis Over Iraq An Analysis of Western Misrepresentations and Miscalculations by Brendan Clifford. Published 16th 
August 1990 12 pp. £L00 
Expedient Morality: The United States and Iraq by Michael Alexander llowvaiidmoralprinciples are being either applied 
or ignored depending on the self-interest of the Great Powers. I/ow t/u, UN Could be re-organised to operate on something much 
closer to a genuine morality, Published 12th September 199() 12 pp. £2.(Xl (scarce). 
llush the Boss-Man and the Middle East by Michncl Alexander. Published 4th January 1991 
16 pp £L00 
Law and the New World Order A review of the United Nations from Roosevelt to Bush in the light of the Gulf War by 
Brendan Clifford. Published 17!hJanuary 1991 27pp £L50 
The First United Nations War A ReviewoftheGulfWaranditsaftermath by Brendan Clifford. Published24!hApril 1991 
18 pp. £1.5 
The New Left Imperialist A Comment on the imperialist apologetics of Professor Fred Halliday of the LSE by Brendan 
Clifford. Published May 1991 35pp. £2.50 
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Trade Union Diary 
by Dave Chapel 

glorious failure. Thankfully the NUT 
found itself in a supporting role behind 
the leadership of the NASUWT, and was 
made to behave itself and support the 
fight for a particular achievable goal. 

Teachers Pass Test? 

The success so far of the teachers in their 
opposition to the proposed school tests 
has been quite remarkable. The public 
are on their side. The government has 
been forced to change the tests. The only 
sticking point is the insistence by the 
government that the present flawed sys 
tem of testing should still be used this 
year. 

(This is more a matter of John Patten 
keeping his pride and, if he is lucky, his 
job.But then this is an era where minister 
ial pride and pretence at strength is every 
thing, and ministerial sense of responsibil 
ity - let alone competence - counts for 
nothing.) 

But the teachers' dispute is remarkable 
an another way. It is so unlike most trade 
union disputes over the last decade and a 
half, that it is hardly perceived publicly 
as a trade dispute at all. It is seen as 
something much wider and much more 
important than a mere trade dispute. 

That was once how most major trade 
union battles were seen. And if that era is 
to be resurrected then the teachers dispute 
will do the movement a service far beyond 
the issue involved in this particular action. 

The effectiveness so far of the teach 
ers' action is solely the work of the 
National Association of Schoolmasters - 
Union of Women Teachers (NASUWD 
which has led that action. 

If the action had been led by the 
National Union of Teachers, I am certain 
it would have ended in the kind of disaster 
we have become accustomed to in recent 
times. 

The NASUWT is not quite trade 
unionism pure and simple, but it is close 
to that. This magazine is not a fan of trade 
unionism pure and simple. But such trade 
unionism is, for the moment, better than 
trade unionism influenced by a culture of 
defeatism as the NUT is. 

(A constructive political influence 
should exist in the shape of the Labour 
Party. But the Labour Party has been told 
by the Conservative Party that it must 
have nothing to do with trade unions. 
And it has developed the habit of doing 

what the Conservative Party tells us to 
do.) 

As a trade union more or less pure and 
simple, the NASUWT sees its job as 
getting the best possible deal for its 
members. It has the clarity of mind to see 
a particular goal and not to let other 
matters get in the way of achieving that 
goal. It sees victory as possible and goes 
for it 

The NUT carries a lot of old political 
baggage it has inherited from the Comm 
unist Party and its various offshoots and 
splinters. 

The Communist Party had a separate 
agenda, as they say. All its activities were 
geared to either undermine the institutions 
of society or to adapt them to a strategy 
for bringing the country within the sphere 
of Soviet socialism. 

Their trade union activity had the 
purpose of recruiting members and of 
making the workers more and more dis 
satisfied with the existing system. 

"Real" victories were impossible 
under capitalism. And capitalism was 
everything that wasn't Soviet socialism. 
(Or in the case of the splinters, what Sov 
iet socialism ought to be.) 

The history of disputes or struggles 
was really a catalogue of defeats, which 
would not come to an end until the great 
day arrived. 

It was possible only for a small 
minority ever of CP members to hold so 
cynical and manipulative a view. Most 
members or fellow travellers could not 
have gone on fighting battles which they 
need not to win. 

They had to have belief. And they 
believed that though there may be the 
occasional appearance of victory, ultim 
ately victories were impossible within 
the system. The best that they could do 
was to constantly push the system as far 
as possible on every available occasion. 

A hangover of his mentality was 
clear I y still about at the NUT conference. 
There was an obvious instinct, once a 
ballot on testing was approved, to throw 
in every other grievance they had and to 
launch an assault on the government itself. 

This would have resulted in another 

The Willis Legacy 

Norman Willis' announcement that 
he was to retire early passed almost un 
noticed. It didn't help that his statement 
was made on the same day that Brian 
Clough said he was leaving football 
management. 

But then Mr. Willis and the Trades 
Union Congress are insignificant social 
institutions compared to Mr. Clough and 
Nottingham Forest Football Club. 

Mr. Willis admittedly inherited a 
greatly weakened TUC from Len Murray. 
But he presided over its virtual demise. 

The first test of his leadership was the 
miners' strike. It is now convenient to 
believe that the miners were defeated by 
a scheming Tory government. But Joe 
Gormley inflicted a humiliating defeat 
on the government in 1981, and almost 
put paid to Thatcherism before it got off 
the ground. 

Mick McGahey and Arthur Scargill 
caused the fiasco of 1984-5. Norman 
Willis and Neil Kinnock ensured that the 
fiasco was permittd to go on. Willis and 
Kinnock lent their support ans encourage 
ment to a strike which tore the NUM 
apart. 

If they had insisted the Scargill obeyed 
NUM rules and balloted his members, 
either the strike would not have happened 
or it could have succeeded. Instead they 
let the NUM leadership pretend that they 
had national support , when they knew 
that national support could not be deliver 
ed. After it was all over they washed their 
hands of Scargill and turned him into a 
pariah. 

The miners' strike and its handling by 
the national leadership of our movement 
came as close as possible to destroying 
the British trade union movement for 
good. 

Then came Wapping. Mr. Willis and 
others in the leadership of the movement 
knew very well that this had always been 
an inter-union dispute. The NGA had 
wanted SOGAT to be deprived of mach 
ine managers' jobs when The Sun moved 
to Wapping. SOGAT wanted to retaliate 

contd. p, 19 
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