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The spate of killings in Northern Ireland in late October was 
regrettable and deplorable; but the most shocking thing about 
them was that they were not shocking. British public opinion 
went through the motions of being shocked because it was felt to 
be the proper thing to do, but it was simulated shock. And it 
would be strange indeed if genuine shock were felt at what the 
mode of British government in Northern Ireland has made into 
an ordinary occurrence. 

The BBC many years ago adopted this curious manner of 
reporting killings in Northern Ireland: "The IRA [or the UFF] 
today admitted that it murdered so-and-so". It is quite certain that 
the IRA has never said ''we murdered so-and-so", and it is 
improbable that the UFF or the UVF did. It is not clear what 
effect it was thought this misuse of language would have. Its 
actual effect has been to debase language and make "murder" 
and "killing" equivalent concepts. 

The IRA is at war and it kills people. When an action goes 
wrong and people whom it considers innocent civilians are killed 
it says so, but it does not consider that to be murder any more 
than British saboteurs in France did. And of course in the 
bombing of Germany towards the end of the last war, civilian 
targets were sometimes deliberately chosen and whole towns 
were incinerated without the idea of murder ever being 
entertained. 

The IRA is in certain respects the most British thing in Ireland. 
Its military etiquette is modelled on the British example. But 
above all it learned from Britain that morality and success are 
closely allied, that if you keep on fighting regardless of how 
slight the prospects of victory may be at any particular moment 
you will probably win, and that when you win all that was done 
to achieve victory becomes unquestionably moral. 

The lesson of the British Empire is that might is right so long 
as it succeeds, and that to give up half way because of moral 
scruples is to brand yourself a scoundrel. 

That is why it is futile to play the game of pseudo-morality 
against the Provos. They have learned that game from the master 
and they have surpassed him at it. In addition to which they have 
rather better grounds for waging war than Britain has had in the 
great majority of its many wars. 
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The position of the large Catholic 
minority in Northern Ireland has been 
such that they could only have settled 
down peacefully in it if they had the 
mentality of slaves. They had for a 
generation been the leading element in 
the Irish nationalist movement when 
they were cut off politically from the 
new Irish state and required to live in a 
new "constitutional entity" which 
seemed to have been invented for the 
sole purpose of humiliating them - of 
adding insult to injury. 

Perhaps the injury of partition was 
unavoidable, but the insult of "Northern 
Ireland" was not. It was the 
establishment - the concoction - of 
Northern Ireland that ensured that the 
social condition of Northern Ireland 
would remain one of communal 
antagonism. 

It was not necessary that the Partition 
of Ireland should take the form in the 
North of the Protestant community 
conducting a sub-government which 
consisted essentially of policing the 
Catholic community. But Parliament in 
its wisdom chose that it should be so. 
And the Ulster Unionists, although their 
leaders at first pointed out that this was 
a recipe for disaster, became attached to 
this catastrophic mode of government, 
and to this day they cannot see that the 
Catholic cormnunity has any reasonable 
ground for refusing to tolerate it. 

Northern Ireland was established in 
1921. Its electorate has since then been 
able to play no direct part in 
determining who governs the state, and 
only very occasionally has it played an 
indirect part. The intense party-political 
conflict, which moderated or modified 
many other forms of conflict, (religious, 
racial and regional), in Britain, has 
shunned Northern Ireland. 

Those who have been absorbed in the 
party-political conflict in Britain, and 
see it as being of the utmost 
importance, cannot see why people in 
Northern Ireland cannot get on quite 
well, and be "ordinary decent citizens", 
without any party-political connection 
with government. They depict the 
communal conflict in Northern Ireland 
as resulting from gratuitous evil. 

They discuss it in hackneyed phrases 

("the men of violence", etc.) which 
imply, in defiance of the experience of 
Britain itself, that life can be lived 
without politics, and that the 
requirements of democracy are met 
because Northern Ireland is ruled by a 
Government democratically elected in 
Britain even though the people of 
Northern Ireland had no part in its 
election or in the continuous 
party-political life within which 
elections occur. 

There may be peoples whose gift it is 
to live quiet lives as individuals - as 
"ordinary decent citizens" - to live 
private and profitable lives in whatever 
political framework they find 
themselves, concerning themselves not 
at all with affairs of state provided the 
state lets them be. But such are not the 
English, Scots or Welsh. And yet the 
English, Scots and Welsh - or the 
politicians they elect - think it 
reasonable to require the Catholics of 
Northern Ireland to be such. 

The Catholic Irish have been an 
intensely political people ever since the 
early 19th century, and yet British 
democracy has found it reasonable to 
require the large Catholic minority that 
was compelled to remain in the United 
Kingdom to live peaceably while 
excluded from the political dimension of 
the state and subjected to the political 
caricature of "Northern Ireland". They 
have been expected to settle down not 
merely in a political vacuum, but under 
a political irritant. 

That unreasonable requirement is the 
cause - and the justification insofar as 
cause is justification - of the IRA. Of 
course the IRA is not demanding that 
Northern Ireland should be included 
within the political dimension of the 
UK state - quite the contrary. But the 
fact that Northern Ireland has been 
excluded from the political dimension of 
the UK state for close on three-quarters 
of a century has had consequences 
which enable the IRA to sustain a war 
for the purpose of getting the province 
transferred to the Irish Republic. 

And the longer British democracy 
keeps Northern Ireland excluded from its 
political dimension, the stronger is the 
momentum that builds up for a united 
Ireland. It may well turn out that the 

point of no return was passed this year. 

John Hume set out on his political 
career about thirty years ago. He was in 
the first instance the politician of 
ordinary decent citizenship. He rejected 
the politics of the Nationalist Party and 
urged Catholics to settle down within 
the UK - even within the caricature of 
the UK called the Government of 
Northern Ireland. 

He set an example by himself 
becoming an ordinary decent 
businessman in Derry. And now here he 
is putting his reputation as a 
"constitutional nationalist" on the line 
by negotiating with Gerry Adams. It is 
an entirely reasonable course of 
development produced by the irrational 
constitutional entity called Northern 
Ireland. "Ordinary decent citizenship" for 
the bulk of the people has political 
preconditions, and these preconditions 
have never been met in Northern Ireland. 

Hume has been hounded by a pack of 
Dublin journalists this Autumn. Conor 
Cruise O'Brien is the leader of the pack. 
Hume has been denounced as a virtual 
Provo for talking to Adams. And Dick 
Spring, Labour Foreign Minister, has 
been bracketed as a fellow-traveller for 
talking to Hume after Hume had talked 
to Adams. 

The attack was launched from the 
viewpoint of the Peace Train People and 
New Consensus. It took no account at 
all of the predicament of the Northern 
Catholics. The basic responsibility of 
Britain - of British democracy, if we are 
to take democracy in earnest - for the 
shambles of Northern Ireland was 
rejected without even a mention. The 
turmoil in the North was attributed to 
the evils of Republicanism both in the 
form of the IRA and of articles 2 and 3 
of the Republic's Constitution. 

The Ulster Unionists, who governed 
the Province for half a century without 
giving a second thought to the 
impossible position in which its 
political arrangements placed the large 
and growing Catholic minority and 
whose aim remains to take up where 
they left off in 1972, were treated as 
victims. And the proposed solution - as 
often expounded by O'Brien and not 
contradicted by his associates - was 
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internment. A political settlement was 
discounted as Utopian, and military 
pacification was thought to be a policy 
of hardheaded realpolitik. 

Although the Peace Train People 
never represented more than a small 
fraction of Irish public opinion - a 
section of the fashionable middle class 
and the Workers Party/Democratic Left - 
they have a high media profile, and it 
seemed for a moment earlier this year as 
if the London and Dublin Governments 
were thinking of adopting their policy. 
There were hints that the Republicans 
were to be interned, the SDLP 
by-passed, and a settlement acceptable to 
the Unionists imposed along with some 
empty gestures towards a United Ireland. 

That was the point at which John 
Hume began to negotiate with Gerry 
Adams. Their negotiations may or may 
not lead to something positive in the 
long run, but in the short run they had 
the useful negative effect of blighting 
the Dublin 4 scheme in the bud by 
showing all concerned that the Catholics 
were going to conduct themselves as a 
community, treating party diferences as 
secondary, and that they would respond 
as a united community if it was 
attempted to put that scheme into effect. 
The game of playing off the SDLP 
against Sinn Fein was not going to 
happen. 

A great effort was then made to split 
the SDLP. Jesuitical John Hume was 
singled out as a hate figure, and Seamus 
Mallon was declared to be an honest 
constitutional nationalist and was plied 
with flattery. But to no avail. At the 
moment of greatest pressure, 
immediately after the Shankill Road 
bombing, Hume left it to Mallon to 
defend the Adams talks in Parliament, 
and Mallon did it well. 

Only Dr. Joe Hendron showed any 
eagerness to condemn Hume. Hendron 

_won the West Belfast seat from Adams 
last year by inducing some Loyalists in 
the Shankill to engage in tactical voting 
in support of him, and also by breaking 
election law. (He was taken to Court on 
the latter issue. The Court found that 
the law had been broken in his election 
campaign but it made the political 
decision not to unseat him.) 
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If the SDLP was locked in deadly 
conflict with Sinn Fein, Hendron's 
strategic position would be strong 
within the Party. But it isn't, so his 
position is weak. And many Catholics 
who are far from being Provos felt it 
was not the best thing when Hendron 
took West Belfast with Loyalist 
support. 

The Hume/Adams negotiations were 
met with cries of "Pan-nationalism" by 
C.C. O'Brien and the Dublin 4 
elements, and by Unionists (including 
the Democracy Now contingent). It was 
an absurd cry - a tautology. 
Pan-nationalism means no more than 
nationalism. The SDLP and Sinn Fein 
are both nationalist parties of the same 

nation. If the SDLP had allowed itself 
to be played against Sinn Fein so as to 
neutralise the will of the Catholic 
community as· a whole and permit a 
settlement in the Unionist interest, it 
would simply have ceased to be 
nationalist to any practical purpose. By 
acting as it did it merely confirmed that 
it was nationalist. 

The term "Pan-nationalist" with its 
awful overtones, is just a piece of 
pseudo-intellectual gibberish. Northern 
Ireland remains, as ever, inhabited by 
Nationalists and Unionists and people 
who wish to be something else but have 
been denied the opportunity by British 
Democracy. 
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Charlie' s Angels 
The Marsh Arabs of Southern Iraq - 

what used to be called Mesopotamia - 
have in recent years acquired a special 
place in the sympathy of American 
Presidents and British Prime Ministers, 
and they have now been sanctified by 
Prince Charles. (Maybe he will follow 
up his condemnation of Council estates 
with a proposal to transfer tenants to the 
natural environment of Hackney 
marshes!) 

They were urged into insurrection in 
late March 1991 with a view to securing 
the overthrow of Saddam Hussein 
without the cost of valuable American 
and British lives. They failed in their 
allocated task, even though Saddam's 
administration had been softened up by 
1,000 United Nations bombing 
missions a day for two months, and 
they are now suffering for having 
attempted the task. Sadam is now 
treating them much as Britain treated 
them seventy years ago when it was 
inventing Iraq. 

population as there is consists of 
wandering Arab tribesmen who are the 
scum of the earth. Their one idea is loot 
and they have neither courage to fight 
for their loot nor industry sufficient to 
work for it, they prefer to steal it. 
During all the engagements out here, 
these human vultures have hung about 
on the flank of the contending armies, 
and then joined in at the last moment 
with whichever side happened to be 
winning, killing the wounded and 
plundering the land. 

"After the affair of March Sth, 9th, 
the Turks sent in word to us that they 
had shot 80-odd Arabs whom they found 
plundering our dead, which had a 
salutary effect. Indeed ... in February the 
Turks suggested to us that we should 
have an armistice for a while so that we 
might join together in "Straffing" the 
Arabs. They are always hanging around 
our camps at night, sniping sentries and 
trying to loot horses, luckily they are 
poor shots and have little stomach for 
anything approaching a fight. 

In 1914 Britain declared war for the 
defence of civilisation against the 
barbaric Hun and his ally, Johnny Turk. 
The British Army - the part of quaintly 
called 'the Indian Army' - invaded 
Mesopotamia late in 1914,tlie region 
having been for centuries a province of 
the Turkish, or Ottoman, Empire. 
British colonial administration began to 
be set up in the conquered area in 1915, 
and it was extended Northwards 
following the military conquest during 
subsequent years. 

It was thought at first that the 
Turkish Empire was decadent and that 
the Ottoman army could be rolled up in 
a few months. This was a 
miscalculation. The conquest took over 
three years. In 1916 books began to be 
published to explain Mesopotamia to 
the British officers sent to serve there. 
The following account of the Marsh 
Arabs is taken from Straight Tips 
For Mesopot published in Bombay 
in 1917: 

"The chief drawback to Mesopotamia 
is that it is depopulated and the next 
most important defect is that such 

"The Turks on the other hand are 
behaving like real gentlemen." [pp 
11-12) 

the armies of desert Arabs who settled 
down with local women: "The so-called 
indigenous Arab of Mesopotamia ... 
comes of a bastard race. He has inherited 
on his father's side the cunning of the 
desert wanderer and from his mother Ille 
cringing fear of the helpless riverside 
folk." [p 61) 

"The Marsh Arab ... is a master of 
low cunning, a fairly accomplished 
trafficker in merchandise and a very 
accomplished trafficker in lies and 
chicanery... He has the low down 
cunning of the Jew, the enterprise of the 
Greek and the cunning of the devil. His 
life being of small value to himself or 
to anybody else, he risks it freely 
provided that he does not have to risk it 
openly." [p 62) 
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This bringer of civilisation to 
Mesopotamia suggested that the best 
way to improve the region would be to 
bring in a new population to take the 
place of the Marsh Arabs, perhaps by 
allocating land to the conquering 
soldiers. This was in fact quite in 
accordance with established practice 
under the Crown. It was not done then. 
But if BBC reports are true, it seems as 
if Saddam Hussein is now 
implementing this British proposal. tl r defending Th. aentleman au 10 

1s ,, . , the Marsh , . ilisation explains that 
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Why We Need An Incomes Policy 
by Chris Winch 

We are familiar with the idea that pay 
increases should be funded by increases 
in productivity, although this is not a 
feature of many top director's pay 
awards. A recent survey of the payment 
of many top directors and the 
profitability of their firms shows a 
negative correlation between the two. 
Taken as a group, top directors' wage 
increases correlated better with falls in 
productivity rather than with increases 
(Independent, 9.9.93). 

Such cynicism amongst directors and 
shareholders does not mean that the 
relationship between payment and 
profitability should be ignored. Workers 
should put it at the centre of their 
claims for pay increases and should 
insist that the relationship should be 
respected by managers, directors and 
shareholders . 
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This point is easy enough to 
understand with firms producing 
commodities for the market, but what 
about activities that are essential to 
commodity production but which, 
nevertheless, are not themselves 
commodity producing? It is no good 
simply saying that they too must show 
productivity before they can secure pay 
increases, as Kenneth Clarke maintains. 
The difficulty is in measuring 
productivity in a straightforward way. 

Public Sector 
We can ask nurses to care for more 

patients, but if more patients die as a 
result, most people would hardly be 
inclined to praise the nurses for their 
increases in productivity. It might be 
said that 'quality' as well as 
productivity is of the essence. But it is 
far from clear what quality in the public 
services amounts to, with the 
government constantly moving the 
goalposts, talking about 'efficiency' in 
one year, 'customer satisfaction' in 
another and 'value for money' in yet 
another. 

This does not mean that we should 
not be concerned about the value of the 
work we do, but there is no reason 

either why we should work to the 
government's agenda, when that agenda 
is more concerned with saving money 
and introducing market forces wherever 
possible than it is with providing good 
public services. 

Behind this contemptuous attitude to 
public enterprises like education and 
nursing lies the confusion between 
productive and commodity labour that 
Madawc Williams drew attention to in 
the last issue of L&TUR. Many public 
enterprises are not productive in the 
sense that they do not contribute to the 
creation of wealth through the sale of 
commodities in the market place. 

They contribute, for example, 
ensuring that people arrive at work 
safely and on time, are properly educated 
for work and are healthy enough to carry 
out their jobs properly. It is absurd that 
their contribution to wealth creation 
should not be properly acknowledged in 
the determination of wage levels. 

Wages and Society 

However, in the commercial sector 
wage increases beyond what can be 
sustained by increases in productivity 
lead to other problems, like increases in 
unemployment, as firms shed labour or 
fail to hire it, because of prohibitive 
costs or because it suits them to employ 
a smaller number of workers on higher 
rates of pay. Excessive wage increases 
also inhibit the use of profits for other 
purposes,like the creation of economic 
infrastructure in the form of housing, 
transport, health care and education. It is 
only possible to tax profits for such 
purposes when there are sufficient of 
them to be taxed. 

An incomes policy is a different way 
of looking at the organisation of 
society. It is one that puts society in 
front of the individual but in such a way 
that individuals and their families are the 
ultimate beneficiaries. Provided that it is 
not seen to be unfair, by for example, 
penalising productive and profitable 
firms at he expense of those which are 

not profitable, the trade union 
movement should welcome it as a way 
of benefiting its members and increasing 
the influence and relevance of the unions 
to society. This is one reason why 
incomes policies are regarded with such 
fear and loathing hy the new right. 

The best way of looking at what an 
incomes policy can do is by seeing it a-,; 
a solution to a co-ordination problem. 
There is a solution that is best for 
everyone, even though it is not the very 
best possible for some individual or 
group. Of course it would be wonderful 
if a trade union managed to bid up 
wages in its own sector to the limit that 
the employers were able to pay, even if 
it meant that the firm had to increase the 
prices of their own goods. 

It would be even more wonderful if 
the workers in this sector did not suffer 
through the uncompetitiveness of the 
products that they made as a result of 
such an increase. It would be even more 
wonderful still if no other group of 
workers tried to increase their own rates 
of pay in line with the original group, 
but this is most unlikely. In reality, a 
competition will start which will lead to 
inflation and increasing unemployment. 

Large pay increases will erode profit 
margins so that price increases become 
necessary and a competitive wage round 
leads to increased inflation to the 
detriment of everyone. It is equally 
unlikely that no group of workers will 
try to increase their wages at the 
expense of their employers when they 
think that those employers can pay 
them more. Both these possibilities are 
highly unlikely. 

The best way of looking at the matter 
is to recognise that the first and the last 
possibilities are most unlikely to occur. 
The second is likely but will result in 
undesirable consequences, as we saw 
throughout the seventies and eighties. 
There is a fourth possibility. This is 
that wage demands can be co-ordinated 
through negotiation between 
government, unions and employers, so 
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that the best increase is negotiated that 
is consistent with rewarding 
productivity and restraining costs. 

As long as incomes policies are seen 
as a way of enforcing unwanted equality, 
they will be thought of as unfair and 
unjust and workers will not want to 
have anything to do with them. 
However, there is no reason why they 
should be like this. All that they require 
for successful operation is a small 
amount of self restraint in return for 
medium term gains in growth, low 

A further benefit is that productive 
and non-productive labour that is not a 
direct part of commodity production can 
be rewarded in a way that is consistent 
with its contribution to production and 
its contribution to the common good. 
Such an approach is a radical socialist•--------------------------------- 
alternate both to free market capitalism 
and to the kind of fantasy socialism that 
was encouraged by the Communist 
Party in the past, which pretended that 
the working class had no economical 
effect through its own organised 
strength in everyday terms at the 
workplace, while at the same time 
suggesting that politically it could bring ' 
about revolutionary change. 

They represent an alternative to the 
free market policies that have served 
workers so ill over the last fourteen 
years. The Labour Party and the trade 
union movement should start to think 
seriously about how an incomes policy 
can be brought back onto the political 
agenda. 

An incomes policy is the way forward 
for the trade union movement. It would 
mean that a ceiling would be imposed 
on wage deals within the private sector 
which would make allowances for 
genuine increases in productivity and 
profitability, but which would also 
allow the productive but 
non-commodity sectors of the economy 
to have a fair share in the increased 
prosperity to which they have made a 
contribution. 

There would also need to be a 
recognition that some jobs are a form of 
outdoor relief that cannot reasonably 
expect the rates of payment of jobs that 
are part of the productive economy. 

No Short Term Solution 

Most people think that incomes 
policies failed in the past. This is only 
part of the truth. They did succeed for 
periods of time during the sixties and 
seventies but were never seen by the 
trade union movement as more than a 
short term solution to a particular 
economic problem of excessive 
inflation. 

They were unpopular as well because 
they challenged the traditional role of 
trade unions to win large wage increases 
to the exclusion of virtually everything 
else. But above all, they were seen to be 
unfair, penalising productive workers at 
the expense of less productive workers. 

unemployment and low inflation. 

The Invisible Hand 
Adam Smith's notion of Divine Interventionism 

Gywdion M. Williams 

The justification for New Right 
economics is the supposed ability of 
free markets to adjust themselves 
perfectly if only the state will leave 
them alone. Adam Smith's notion of 
an 'invisible hand' is commonly cited. 
We are told that the market will always 
find its own level. People who trade 
with each other will spontaneously 
organise themselves into some 
optimum set-up, if given the freedom to 
do so. 

In the real world, markets don't often 
find a sensible level. Wild fluctuations 
are a simple fact of life. Nor is it 
obvious why the level found by an 
uncontrolled market should be the same 
as the best level from a human point of 
view. People in a free market system 
will spontaneously organise themselves, 
just as the new Right say. But not 
necessarily in a way that will benefit 
other people, or even the traders 
themselves. 

Graphite, diamond and 
buckmeisterfullerine are three different 
forms of pure carbon, each arrived at by 
spontaneous self-organisation of carbon 
atoms. Graphite - flat sheets of atoms - 
is the simplest and the most common. 
Diamond, a complex regular lattice, 
requires very rare and special conditions, 
which is why they are precious stones. 
Buckmeisterfullerine, atoms in a tiny 
molecular sphere resembling a football, 
seems not to occur naturally at all. At 
least not on Earth - it may exist 
naturally in interstellar space. 
Certainly, you do not find it naturally or 

make it easily, which was why this new 
form of carbon was only discovered a 
few years back. And of course the most 
commonly found form of carbon is 
soot, carbon atoms with no particular 
form or organisation. You are not 
likely to find diamonds up your 
chimney, nor even graphite. Only soot. 

Water is something that definitely 
does have a spontaneous tendency to 
find its own level. To be precise, liquid 
water under the influence of gravity has 
a spontaneous tendency to flow 
downhill. Humans have been making 
use of water's useful natural properties 
since the dawn of civilisation, and 
maybe even before that. But a lot of the 
skill involves precisely the limitation 
and regulation of water's various 
spontaneous habits. Civilisation began 
with irrigation systems that found ways 
of controlling water on the flood-plains 
of great rivers. Later, much later, 
plumbers found ways of extending this 
control to drinking water and sewers, 
and these days also central heating. 
Even the most dedicated New Rightist 
does not like it when this system of 
regulation breaks down .and water 
resumes its normal and natural pattern 
of behaviour. 

To drive a car, it is necessary to use 
an accelerator. But you can not drive a 
car simply by use of the accelerator. 
Fast acceleration is justified in some 
circumstances - occasionally it may 
even be the best way out of a dangerous 
situation. But apply fast acceleration as 
a solution in all circumstances, and you 
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will very soon kill yourself. And while 
it is true that people sometimes cause 
accidents or delays by bad steering, to 
'solve' this by removing the steering 
wheel would not be a good idea. 

To continue the car analogy. A 
back-seat observer who had failed to 
grasp the basic principles of driving 
might note that at those times when tlle 
driver was doing very little - as on a 
motorway - the car was progressing very 
fast. Whereas in a town, the driver 
would be making small adjustments all 
the time, and yet tl1e car would be going 
much more slowly. They might 
therefore conclude that the driver should 
do as little as possible - ideally nothing 
at all. They could produce excellent 
statistic to show a strong positive 
correlation between the driver doing very 
little and the car progressing very fast. 

\ 
I 
i. 

l 
I 

This sort of false logic is exactly 
what Adam Smith applied in his study 
of early capitalism. Capitalism of a 
sort had been going in Britain for 
several centuries, as had various early 
industries. The process began to really 
take off and expand in the middle of the 
18th century. 1760 is a commonly 
cited date. One could also make out a 
good argument for drawing the line 
slightly earlier, or perhaps slightly later, 
but 1760 is the most reasonable choice. 
Certainly industrial capitalism was a 
large and growing force in 1776, when 
the Wealth of Nations was 
published. In 1776, the British 
economy was astonishingly prosperous, 
by l Sth century standards. And this 
process had involved a mixture of 
private enterprise and state intervention, 
within a highly protectionist framework 
of external tariffs. 

Adam Smith, of course, said that 
Britain had prospered despite 
protectionism, not because of it. But 
most subsequent cases of successful 
industrialisation have occurred behind 
high tariff walls. America was 
protectionist until its industries were 
strong enough to win the battle of free 
trade. The EEC, with high trade barriers 
against non-EEC nations, grew strong 
while free-trade Britain declined and 
finally had to beg for admission on the 
EEC's terms. And Japan remains 
highly protectionist, even thoughit is 

now beginning to loosen a little. 

Britain had the ultra-protectionist 
Navigation Acts in the period between 
1651 and 1849 - precisely the period of 
its greatest success. And it had been 
fairly protectionist even before 1651. 
The period of relatively free trade after 
1849 more or less matches the decline 
of Britain's position as the world's 
richest and most industrialised nation. 
There were of course many factors. But 
it takes a great deal of jiggery-pokery to 
make it seem that free trade is always 
good for people, as Smith firmly 
believed it was. In so far as one can 
draw general rules, the very reverse is 
true. 

Regulated trade was the policy 
advocated by Friedrich List, who wrote a 
few years after Smith. Smith had stated 
dogmatically that state regulation is 
always bad and that free trade is always 
good. List argued that an agricultural 
nation would never be able to create its 
own industries without protectionism. 
England in the Middle Ages had been a 
relatively poor nation, a supplier of raw 
materials like wool to more prosperous 
and sophisticated regions like Germany 
and the Netherlands. English 
protectionism had allowed this position 
to be reversed, creating a situation in 
which British industry eventually 
became the best in the world, and had at 
least a short-term interest in trade 
permissiveness. 

List advised the nations of Europe to 
follow the policy that was then being 
practised by the Americans - protect 
home industries, at least until they bad 
overcome the advantage that Britain 
undoubtedly had in the early 19th 
century. And this was pretty much 
what happened - Germany and America 
protected the growth of their industries 
until they were able to match and indeed 
exceed the best Britain could manage. If 
you want a 'prophet of capitalism', List 
was a much better prophet than Smith 
ever was. 

In so far as there was a British 
'prophet of capitalism', Petty in the 
17tll century deserves the title. In his 
Essays of the Growth of 
London, he even foresaw the 
possibility of Britain becoming a 

largely industrial society. with farmers 
and agricultural workers reduced to a 
small minority. But there has been a 
natural reluctance to make him a hero of 
the New Right. For one thing, there is 
his role in helping with land 
confiscations in Ireland after the 
Cromwellian conquest. The bald facts 
of the matter have resisted the best 
efforts of Petty's biographers to make it 
seem respectable. Particularly since 
Petty grew very rich in the process, 
having stayed safely on the sidelines 
during the Civil War itself. 

Great thinkers are not necessarily 
admirable characters. Petty was 
definitely a worse human being than 
Smith. But his notions are far more in 
line with actual developments than 
Smith's ever were. And he wrote much 
earlier, at a time when an industrial 
revolution was a fantastical notion 
deriving from Francis Bacon's New 
Atlantis. In Smith's day it was a 
living reality that any intelligent person 
could observe. 

It is not just Petty' s character that has 
stopped him from being taken up by the 
New Right. He was no dogmatic 
believer in free trade, though he did see 
that trade liberalisation would be useful 
in some cases. He also said that 
measures of trade liberalisation should 
be introduced with proper care to the 
national interest - exactly what all 
governments have actually done. He 
foresaw that a new society might come 
into being that would be quite unlike 
anything that had gone before. He 
realised, long before anyone else, that 
you could have an industrial society 
after several thousand years in which 
agriculture had been dominant. But be 
has been relegated to the footnotes of 
history. We have an Adam Smith 
Institute but no Petty Association. 

The Wealth of Nations shows no 
inkling at all that something quite new 
had begun within Adam Smith's own 
lifetime. The nearest he comes is to 
note that the nations of W estern Europe 
are catching up on China (I.xi.e.35), 
which he reckons to be "much richer 
than any part (~{ Europe" (i.xi.u.I, 
Glasgow Edition of 1976). He also 
says "the annual production of the land 
and labour of England, for example, is 
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certainly much greater than it 1vas, a 
little more than a century ago, at the 
restoration of Charles II... The annual 
produce of the land and labour of 
England again, was certainly much 
greater at the restoration, than we can 
suppose it to have been about a hundred 
years before, at the accession of 
Elizabeth." (Il.iii.33 - 34.) And so 
back to the middle ages, the dark ages 
and Britain at the time of the Roman 
invasion, which he wrongly supposes to 
have been at the same level as the 
'savages' of North America. Smith 
does correctly note a gradual 
improvement, century after century, at a 
time when most thinkers believed that 
humans had declined from some archaic 
golden age. But Smith does not deal 
with setbacks like the Saxon and Viking 
invasions, and also the decline in the 
14th century. Nor does he show any 
inkling of the degree to which 
everything would change in the century 
after 1776. 

A man or woman from 1576 or 1676 
would have found Britain in 1776 a 
much richer, safer and more stable 
society than their own time, but still 
broadly familiar. Take someone from 
1776 to 1876 and everything would 
have changed - they might be reluctant 
to accept that they were in the same 
country. Likewise for someone taken 
from 1876 to 1976. For that matter, 
the world in 1993 is something that no 
one at all would have anticipated in 
1963. Even the television SF world of 
Star Trek, the boldest and best 
forecast from that era, now looks quaint 
and out of date. 

One crucial development of Adam 
Smith's time was James Watt's 
improvement of t11e steam engine. Watt 
was attached as a scientific instrument 
maker to the University of Glasgow, so 
for much of the time he was working 
right next door to Smith, who was a 
professor there. They even had a friend 
in common, Joseph Black, one of the 
two executors of Adam Smith's will, a 
pioneering chemist and physicist, the 
leading authority in his day on the 
physics of heat. There was a fruitful 
interaction between Watt and Black. 
The crucial improvement of adding a 
separate condenser to the existing 
Newcomen Engine was entirely Watt's 
own idea. But he certainly learned his 

habit of careful measurements from 
Black. And his first unsuccessful 
attempts at improving the steam engine 
were inspired by John Robison, a 
student of Joseph Black. Robison had a 
vision of 'steam cars' that was far ahead 
of anything that was possible at the 
time, and his specific ideas came to 
nothing. But he certainly gave Watt the 
notion that existing steam engines could 
be improved. 

Anyway, Adam Smith overlooked all 
of this. His only reference to steam is 
to cite a supposed example o'f 
self-interest producing general benefit. 
He tells a story about a child worker 
who supposedly made a useful 
improvement to the Newcomen Engine 
(I.i.8.) Child labour was something 
that bothered him not at all. But the 
story in question is generally regarded as 
a very early bit of industrial mythology. 
Even the Glasgow Edition of Smith's 
works says that it "seems untrue" (Ibid, 
I.i.8). 

Smith was not actually much of a 
prophet. He overlooked a lot of things 
that were going on right under his nose. 
So there is little reason to accept his 
dogmatic belief that free trade is always 
benevolent and that the market always 
knows best. Nor does the failure of the 
the USSR prove the dogma. To return 
to my analogy of car drivers, it is 
certainly true that bad driving will 
sometimes cause disaster, with the car 
perhaps ending up as a total write-off. 
This does not mean that the car would 
have managed better if the driver had 
taken his hands off the wheel and 
adopted an attitude of complete laisse 
faire. 

It should also be noted that the USSR 
was a great economic success in the 
Stalin era, with total state planning and 
a deliberate isolation from the rest of the 
world. The spiral down began when 
Khrushchev decided to move to 
something much more like the W estem 
European pattern of a Mixed Economy. 
Perhaps his policy would have been 
successful if it had been applied earlier 
and in a more thorough-going way. The 
person who definitely doomed the 
USSR was undoubtedly Leonid 
Brezhnev. If Czechoslovakia had not 
been crushed in 1968, Eastern Europe 
and Russia might have merged quite 

easily and smoothly with Western 
Europe. And if history had gone that 
way, it is doubtful if such a thing as 
Thatcherism would ever have developed. 

In any case, Brezhnevism was a 
doomed system all along, despite the 
very considerable power that it 
possessed at one time. Khrushchev had 
destroyed the brutal certainties of the 
Stalin era, along with a great deal of 
genuine idealism that had made 
Leninism a power on the world stage. 
Carried through seriously, 
'de-Stalinisation' might have regenerated 
the system. But Khrushchev himself 
turned against the logic of what he was 
doing by invading Hungary in 1956. 
Brezhnev compounded the error and 
doomed the system. 

It is greatly to the disgrace of the Left 
throughout the world that almost all of 
them continued to fawn on Brezlmev for 
as long as he seemed to be leading a 
great power. It was a course of action 
that was at all times obviously 
immoral. It turned out to be highly 
unwise as well. This is hardly 
surprising - the rules of morality, in so 
far as they are not local and accidental, 
can only have been formulated to protect 
people from courses of action that seem 
attractive but lead to long-term disaster. 

God is Mammon, and love 
of money is the root of all 

virtue. That was how Adam 
Smith saw things. 

Because of tl1e errors made by many 
on the left - particularly the opposition 
to moderate reform and workers control 
in the 1970s - we have now suffered a 
massive setback to socialism, We are 
now stuck with a government that will 
defend market dogma to the last drop of 
other people's blood. 

On the positive side, the New Right 
are a bunch of arrogant fools who apply 
some half dozen crude dogmas to the 
whole complexity of social and 
economic life. Had they had the good 
sense to drop Thatcherism when the lady 
herself was thrown out, they would be 
something much more formidable. As 
things are, they have blundered their 
way into a recession and annoyed many 
of the middle-income groups who have 
been essential to their electoral success. 
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All real-life markets have a vast 
collection of rules and regulations, just 
in order to keep them functional. In the 
real world, the self-interest of borrowers 
would very often lead them to simply 
ignore their debts, if they could get 
away with it. And the self-interest of 
employers would lead them to set wages 
only just above starvation level - which 
was what actually happened until trade 
unions became strong. In the USA, 
where labour laws are weak and trade 
unions small and corrupt, there has been 
an actual fall in real wages over the 
1980s. Absolutely none of the benefits 
of the USA's impressive growth went 
to ordinary Americans. All of it, and 
more besides, was 'sucked up' by the 
really rich, the top one or two percent 
who get most of their income from 
ownership. 

The US pattern has been quite 
different from Britain. In Britain the top 
10% did very well and the average 
wage-earner did OK, with only the poor 
losing ground. In the USA, the Reagan 
and Bush years have seen a net reduction 
in the rewards for hard work. Even The 
Economist, bold defender of the rich 
and powerful, cannot deny the bald facts. 
(See July 24th 1993, p 73, for 
instance.) By voting for tax cuts, 
ordinary American have ended up giving 
themselves savage wage cuts. That's 
the price of greed. 

Adam Smith and his 
handy invisible friends 

What did Smith actually mean when 
he.talked about the 'invisible hand'? He 
first used the phrase in a very early 
work, his History of Astronomy. 
Discussing primitive beliefs, he says 
"in all Polytheistic religions, among 
savages, as well as in the early ages of 
Heathen antiquity, it is the irregular 
events of nature only that are ascribed to 
the agency and power of their gods. 
Fire burns, and water refreshes. and 
lighter substances fly upwards, by the 
necessity of their own nature; nor was 
the invisible hand of Jupiter ever 
apprehended to be employed in those 
matters. But thunder and lightning, 
storms and sunshine, those more 
irregular events were ascribed to his 
favour, or his anger." (Page 49°50, 
Essays on Philosophical 

Subjects, Glasgow Edition 1980. 
Emphasis added.) Here the 'invisible 
hand' is explicitly seen as divine 
intervention. 

Smith used the phrase again in his 
first major work, The Theory of 
Moral Sentiments. He uses it in 
connection with a rather odd notion 
about the distribution of wealth. He 
seems to be arguing that the rich arc not 
actually any better off than anyone else, 
a notion that his admirers prefer to take 
no notice of. Anyway, what he say, is 

"The produce of the soil maintains at 
all times nearly that number of 
inhabitants which it is capable of 
maintaining. The rich onlv select from 
the heap what is most precious and 
agreeable. They consume little more 
than the poor, and in spite of their 
natural selfishness and rapacity, though 
they mean only their own convenience 
... they divide with the poor the produce 
of all their improvements. They are led 
by an invisible hand to make nearly the 
same distribution of the necessaries of 
life, which would have been made, had 
the earth been divided into equal 
portions among all its inhabitants, and 
this without intending it, without 
knowing it, advance the interests of the 
society, and afford means for the 
multiplication of the species. When 
Providence divided the earth among a 
few lordly masters, it neitherforgot nor 
abandoned those who seemed to have 
been left 0111 in the partition." 
(Glasgow Edition, pages 185 - 186. 
IV.I.10. Emphasis added.) 

Does Smith really mean that a society 
with unequal wealth works in exactly 
the same way as one in which properly 
has been equally shared out? It seems a 
crazy idea, but it is what the man says. 
In any case, once again some fonn of 
divine intervention is supposed. In this 
case it appears to be regulating 
humanity regardless of selfish individual 
desires. 
The final case comes from The 

Wealth of Nations itself. 
Discussing how an investor may chose 
to invest his capital, Smith says :- 

"But the annual revenue of every 
society is always precisely equal to the 
exchangeable value of the whole annual 

produce of its industrv.: everv 
individual necessarilv labours to render 
the annual revenue of' the societv as 
great as he can. He generallv, indeed 
neither intends to promote the public 
interest, nor knows how much he is 
promoting it. ffr preferring the support 
of domestic to that offoreign industry, 
he intends onl, his 011 n security; and 
hy directing that industry in such o 
manner as its produce mar he of the 
greatest value, he intends only his own 
gain, and he is in this, as in many other 
cases, led by an invisible hand to 
promote an end which was no part of 
his intention. Nor is it always the 
worse for the society that it was no part 
of his intention ... 

"It is the maxim of everv prudent 
master of a family, never to attempt to 
make at home what it will cost him 
more to make that to bur. The tailor 
does not attempt to make his own 
shoes, but buys them of the shoemaker. 

"What is prudent in the conduct of 
· every private family, can scarce be folly 
in that of a great kingdom. If a foreign 
country can supply us with a 
commodity cheaper than we ourselves 
can make it, better buy it of/them with 
some part of the produce of our own 
industry, employed in a way in which 
we have some advantage." (Glasgow 
Edition, page 456 - 457, IV.ii.9 - 12. 
Emphasis added.) 

In this case, there is no very explicit 
reference to Divine Providence. But 
how else should one interpret the 
passage? 

From a common-sense point of view, 
there is no justification for Smith's 
belief. It is hardly to be doubted that if 
you destroy a domestic industry in order 
to get a cheaper foreign product, you 
will indeed get a cheaper foreign 
product. But whether your own society 
will be richer or poorer as a result is 
much less clear. Smith and his 
successors blandly assume that new jobs 
will be created automatically to replace 
those that are destroyed by foreign 
competition. This assumption may or 
may not be correct. It might be entirely 
true for a prosperous thriving economy 
with a labour shortage, and utterly false 
for a contracting or stagnant economy 
with high unemployment. Smith's 
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dogmatic assertion that it would always 
be useful rests on no facts at all. 

One suspects that Adam Smith's faith 
in free trade and free markets is based on 
a simple assumption that this was the 
Will of God, which Adam Smith had 
been clever enough to recognise. He 
was raised as a Presbyterian, and a lot of 
his economic doctrine sounds like a 
simple application of the Presbyterian 
idea of predestination to economic 
theory. Smith was providing an 
economic theology to justify what was 
already being done in the economy - 
much of it by Presbyterians, Quakers 
and members of other small Protestant 
Churches. 

Of course Smith had privately 
abandoned most aspects of 
Presbyterianism, and indeed Christianity 
in general, long before he wrote The 
Wealth of Nations. Most of his 
biographers carefully avoid the subject, 
but the evidence is solid enough. He 
was undoubtedly a Deist, a believer in 
God but not in Jesus or Christianity. 
Given the times he lived in, he could 
hardly be expected to openly repudiate 
the authority of the Gospels. But it is 
noticeable that he wrote an entire book 
about moral sentiments without saying 
a word about Jesus or the Bible, or 
anything indeed from the whole 
Judeo-Christian tradition. Merely a few 
critical remarks about Catholic practice 
and '' the futile mortifications of a 
monastery" (The Theory of Moral 
Sentiments, 111.2.35). Sniping at 
Catholicism was safe enough, in the 
strongly Protestant Britain of his day. 

Despite his rejection of Christianity, 
Smith blandly assumed that God was 
taking care of everything. Thus later on 
in The Theory of Moral 
Sentiments he says :- 

"The wise and virtuous man is at all 
times willing that his own private 
interest should be sacrificed to the 
public interest of his own particular 
order or societv. He is at all times 
willing, too. that the interests of this 
order or society should be sacrificed to 
the greater interests of the state or 
sovereignty, of which it is only a 
subordinate part. He should, therefore, 
be equally willing that all those inferior 
parts should be sacrificed to the greater 

interest of the universe, to the interest 
of that great society of all sensible and 
intelligent beings, of which God 
himself is the immediate administrator 
and director. If he is deeply impressed 
with the habitual and thorough 
conviction that this benevolent and 
all-wise Being can admit into the 
system of his government, no partial 
evil which is not necessary for the 
universal good, he must consider all the 
misfortunes which may befall that all 
the misfortunes which may befall 
himself, his friends, his society, or his 
country, as necessary for the prosperity 
of the universe ... " (Ibid, p 235 - 236, 
VI.ii.3.3. Emphasis added.) 

Quite why Smith thought that this 
world-view was compatible with 
free-market capitalism is a puzzle. He 
produced a revised edition of Moral 
Sentiments after the publication of 
The Wealth of Nations, without 
resolving the matter. Anyway, it is his 
free-market faith that has been socially 
significant. And it seems to be no more 
than a carry-over of Presbyterian 
thinking from a man who had rejected 
the Gospels. 

Smith asserts that foolish men 
pursuing selfish interests would produce 
exactly the same result as wise men 
acting benevolently. He thinks thar 
God will somehow take care of the 
matter. The simple operation of a free 
market will develop the world in 
accordance with the wishes of Divine 
Providence. God is Mammon, and love 
of money is the root of all virtue. That 
was how Adam Smith saw things, 

Now if one could indeed trust a 
benevolent God to take care of such 
matters, life would be a very different 
matter. If lightning from the sky were 
to fall inevitably on any wrongdoer or 
disturber of the peace, we could do 
without the police, army, navy etc. But 
real life is not like that. Christians 
suppose tl1at life might have been like 
that before the Fall of Man, but 
certainly not nowadays, which is pretty 
much what Smith is arguing. The 
various religions of the world are 
unanimous in saying that people have 
an obligation to help each other and try 
to be kind to each other. They may 
differ on many points of theology. 
They may teach very different rules 

about sex, diet, prayer etc. But the 
obligation to try to do good is a 
common theme of all of the different 
faiths. And one may suppose that they 
have this common factor for some very 
good reasons - if not God, then surely 
the need for kindness and cooperation 
just in order to keep society alive. 

Smith is not merely a believer in 
Divine Intervention, but someone who 
flatly contradicts most of what is 
believed by other devoutly religious 
people. Even if you see various 
misfortunes as in some way 
contributing towards a greater good, this 
does not relieve you of the obligation to 
try to do something about it. In the 
abstract, Smith' s doctrine may seem 
logical. But what would we say about 
someone who casually watched a 
neighbour's house burn down with the 
whole family inside it, and never 
bothered to raise the alarm? Would it be 
acceptable for the negligent neighbour 
to say that it was really up to God to 
decide if those people lived or died? 

There may be situations in which it is 
wisest to do nothing. If you see 
someone who bas just been run over, 
and you know nothing about first aid, 
you would be well advised not to touch 
them. Well-intentioned attempts at 
healing by an untrained person are more 
likely to kill that to cure. But you 
would have a general obligation to do 
the best you could - such as summoning 
someone who did know what they were 
doing. 

Smith's theory of Divine 
Interventionism is cited by selfish 
people as an excuse for not doing the 
things that they would rather not be 
bothered with. You don't find people 
applying it to things that they want to 
do. Mrs Thatcher applied tbe doctrine of 
the Invisible Hand to unemployment, 
but not to the occupation of the 
Falkland Islands. 

Adam Smith and 
Christianity. 

Formally speaking, Smith was a 
member of the Presbyterian Church of 
Scotland. Privately he was an 18th 
century Deist, a Civilised Pagan who 
looked back to pre-Christian Greece and 
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Rome as a source of enlightenment. 
This was common enough among the 
rich and the well-educated in Western 
Europe in the 18th century. Thus when 
Coleridge visited Germany in the late 
1790s, the advanced thinkers he met 
were very surprised to learn that he was 
a serious believer in Christianity. 

Most of those involved in the 
Enlightenment and the early Romantic 
Movement were lapsed Christians who 
had small regard for the religion of their 
fathers. Indeed, what sense does the 
term 'Enlightenment' make, unless the 
well-established Christianity of earlier 
centuries is seen as part of the darkness? 
How can you speak of an Age of 
Reason, unless you privately feel that 
your predecessors were hardly reasonable 
at all? 

In The Theory of Moral 
Sentiments, Smith refers repeatedly 
to God. He makes it clear that the idea 
of God was very important to him. He 
had a very definite notion of what God 
was doing in the world. But Smith's 
opinions about God are not linked to 
anything at all in the whole of the 
Judeo-Christian tradition. There is only 
a slighting reference to the futility of 
the monastic way of life - a totally safe 
sentiment in an epoch when hatred of 
Roman Catholicism and all its works 
was very much the norm among 
Britons. 

The actual development of Smith's 
thought is uncertain. He could not have 
openly repudiated Christianity without 
making himself an outlaw. But it is 
known that he got into trouble for 
reading the works of David Hume while 
he was a student at Oxford. Hume was 
later to become one of his closest 
friends. And Hume was widely and 
correctly seen as someone who wanted 
to undermine Christian belief. Some 
regarded him as an atheist, which was 
probably wrong. He was most likely a 
Deist, someone who believed in God 

· but not the J udeo-Christian heritage. 
But at times he sounds totally skeptical 
- even the rationalised God of Deism 
strained his belief. His Dialogue on 
Natural Religion examines all 
existing arguments for God and finds 
that none of them are unanswerable. 

Smith, by contrast, was a devout and 

confident Deist. That he was only 
nominally Christian is not to be 
seriously doubted. The topic is simply 
avoided by most commentators. One 
book that does say something Adam 
Smith in his time and ours: 
designing the decent society, by 
Jerry Z. Muller, associate professor of 
history at the Catholic University of 
America. Though keen to see Smith in 
as favourable a light as possible, Muller 
cannot deny Smith's "deistic distaste", 
not just for Catholicism but for 
Christianity in general. 

In a letter to his good friend Alexander 
Wedderburn, Smith said "Poor David 
Hume is dying very fast, but with great 
cheerfulness and good humour and with 
more real resignation to the necessary 
course of things, than any Whining 
Christian ever died with pretended 
resignation to the will of God". 
(Correspondence of Adam Smith, 
Letter 163, Glasgow Edition.) 
Wedderburn, a fellow Scotsman who 
was then Solicitor-General in the 
government of Lord North, is an . 
interesting character in his own right. 
The radical pamphleteer Junius said of 
him "As for Mr Wedderburn, there is 
something about him, which even. 
treachery cannot trust." From the other 
side of the politics of the day, George III 
said upon hearing of W edderbum' s death 
"then he has not left a greater knave 
behind him in my dominions". 
Wedderburn' s earlier role in the 
examination of Benjamin Franklin by 
the Privy Council was described by 
Hume as "most cruel, without being in 
the least blamable" (Letter 140). 
Others have felt that his behaviour on 
this occasion made war with the 
American colonies inevitable. 
Incidentally, Smith's strong support for 
the government of George III against 
the American revolutionaries is another 
of the little details that his boosters say 
nothing about. 

From what Smith says to him, it is 
obvious that W edderbum was as much a 
lapsed Christian as Hume and Smith, 
though the public would not have 
known this. And Smith took a cautious 
attitude towards Hume ls public 
expression of his views. Hume had 
written works that implicitly set out a 
non-Christian philosophy of life. He 
wanted Smith to organise the 

publication of his Di a I o g u e s 
concerning Natural Religion a,;; 

soon as Hume himself was dead (and 
thus immune to prosecution). Hume 
assured Smith that "/ find that nothing 
can he more cautiously and more 
artfully written". But no amount of 
artfulness could produce works that 
would be understood by possible 
converts, hut not by existing 
opponents. Smith, ever cautious for his 
reputation, was unwilling to run such a 
risk. It was left to others to publish 
Hume's Dialogue, along with some 
unpublished essays. (These 
posthumous works included On 
Suicide, which Hume regarded as 
justifiable, though he himself died of 
natural causes.) 

Though he declined to risk issuing 
Humes heretical works, Smith did 
publish a letter that was actually to 
cause more trouble than the works he 
had refused to touch. Smith was often 
lacking in judgment, as well as being 
inclined to absent-mindedness. He once 
walked into a tanning pit while showing 
some visitors the rising industry of 
Scotland. And on another occasion a 
lady observed him trying to make tea 
using bread and butter, and then 
remarking on how bad it tasted. 
Anyway, he was genuinely surprised by 
the fuss that resulted from his judgment 
of Hume. He had merely said that he 
considered Britain's best-known skeptic 
"both in his lifetime and since his death, 
as approaching as nearly to the idea of a 
perfectly wise and virtuous man, as 
perhaps the nature of human frailty will 
permit". And earlier Smith had quoted 
Hume as follows :- 

'"/ could not well imagine' said he 
{Hume], "what excuse I could make to 
Charon [the Greek god who was 
ferryman of the dead] in order to obtain a 
little delay ... I might still urge 'Have a 
little patience, good Charon. I have 
been endeavouring to open the eyes of 
the Public. If/ live a few years longer. 
I may have the satisfaction ofseeing the 
downfall of some of the prevailing 
systems of superstitions'. But Charon 
would then lose all temper and decency. 
'You loitering rogue, that will not 
havven these many hundred years. Do 
you fancy I will grant you a lease for so 
long a term? Get into the boat this 
instant, you lazy loitering rogue'." 
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"But. though Mr Hume always talked 
of his approaching dissolution with 
great cheerfulness, he never affected to 
make any parade of magnanimity. He 
never mentioned the subject but when 
the conversation naturally led to it ... ". 
(Ibid, letter 178.) 

Coleridge must have had this passage 
in mind when he spoke of the "Scotch 
philosopher who devoted his life to the 
undermining of the Christian religion; 
and expended his his last breath in a 
blasphemous regret that he had not 
survived it ... " (The Statesman's 
Manual , 1816, p 20 in Political 
Tracts of Wordsworth, Coleridge 
and Shelley, Cambridge University 
Press 1953.) Note that in his own 
time, Coleridge was chiet1y famous as a 
thinker and public lecturer. His poetry 
was too odd and disconnected to be 
particularly popular, and Coleridge 
himself lost faith in his poetic talents. 
Even when his poems became famous, 
his philosophical works were also seen 
as very important. It was only towards 
the end of the 19th century that people 
lost interest in Coleridge's non-literary 
productions. 

Coleridge was easily able to see the 
anti-Christian side of Hume - he had 
after all spent many years in the British 
radical movement. Radicalism was 
evenly divided between those like 
Coleridge who took Christianity very 
seriously. and those like Shelley for 
whom the Biblical tradition was 
essentially false. But it seems never to 
have occurred to Coleridge to make any 
link between Hume' s attempts to 
undermine Christianity and the 
economic doctrine that Adam Smith put 
forward. The actual development of 
society under capitalist int1uence has 
certainly fulfilled Humes wish to see 
the "dmv11fall of some of the prevailing 
systems of superstition" in a mere two 
centuries. It has also produced a society 
in which Coleridge's philosophical 
views sound hopelessly old and out of 
touch. While his poems no longer 
seem at all strange, but rather routine 
and conventional. 

Adam Smith reconciled Pagans and 
Puritans in.an admiration for capitalism. 
Not only was his work a piece of 
Economic Theology, it was theology 
that managed to reconcile itself to two 

essentially hostile creeds. A 
reconciliation that was to continue with 
the reborn Tory party that fought and 
won the Napoleonic Wars and oversaw 
the critical early stages of the Age of 
Steam. Smith was a Whig, but of the 
sort who later followed Pitt and Burke 
into a permanent coalition with 
Toryism. Pitt's Whig-Tory coalition 
put into practice many of Smith's ideas, 
just as Lord North had done in an earlier 
era. And Hume, of course, was a Tory 
all along. 

Neither Hume nor Smith belong to 
the tradition of those Whigs who 
followed Fox and gave rise to 19th 
century Liberalism. It was only in the 
early 19th century that Liberalism 
became the name for a political creed, a 
fusion of moderate radicals and those 
Whigs who declined to follow Pitt and 
Burke. The term 'liberal' has been 
applied it retrospectively to Adam 
Smith's beliefs and to his economics. 
But this may well be an historic en-or. 
Thatcher's dogmatic application of free 
market ideas is less of an aberration that 
some traditional Tories have supposed. 
And in seeing these ideas as compatible 
with Christianity. she is merely 
repeating a very old folly. 

Though Hume failed to do very much 
damage to Christianity, it has suffered 
an unprecedented c_ollapse during the 
very period of the rise of industrial 
capitalism. The death of 'contemporary 
superstition' took far less time than the 
centuries Hume bad been expecting. 
But then, the whole growth of industry 
was also much quicker than Smith had 
been expecting. 

With all of the suspicion and 
paranoia, why have the right-wing not 
noticed such obvious links? Because it 
does not suit them to do so, one 
suspects. The collapse of Christian 
values in the society is a perfectly 
reasonable and expected result of placing 
highly un-Christian values at the heart 
of social and economic life. But it's 
much easier and safer to try to shift the 
blame elsewhere. 

Speaking personally, I do not think 
that there was ever as any formal 
conspiracy or plot involved. It could be 
that Hume primed Smith to write a 
work justifying the newly emerging 

forces of industrial capitalism. Hume 
himself had written some interesting 
things about political economy, and it 
is unlikely that the two of them never 
discussed the matter. And whereas 
Hume was viewed with suspicion by a 
large section of the reading public, 
Smith's Theory of Moral 
Sentiments had been widely admired. 
He was exactly the right person to 
spread reassurance and to tell those 
involved in the new economics that they 
were not undermining existing society, 
as many feared that they were. (E.g. 
Goldsmith's famous lines, 'Ill fares the 
land, to lingering ills a prey / When 
wealth accumulates, and men decay") 

In any case, the whole matter soon 
got beyond anyone's control. Though 
Smith and Hume were supporters of the 
18th century ruling class, Smith's ideas 
as set out in The Wealth of 
Nations could be quite easily applied 
elsewhere. And there were many 
struggles - most notably the American 
War of Independence - which cut across 
the covert struggle between Puritans and 
Deists. Both sorts were found on both 
sides of that particular struggle. The 
United States did in fact become the first 
European nation in centuries not to 
make some form of Christianity its 
official creed. It was also the first state 
in history, as far as I know, to have no 
official religion or state cult at all. The 
Declaration of Independence 
speaks of 'nature and nature's God', a 
concept that can mean anything or 
nothing. The Constitution itself 
says nothing about God (and also 
nothing about family values). There is 
just the 2nd amendment, which forbids 
the establishment of any religion. 

It was in the United States of America 
that the most destructive aspects of 
capitalism have been developed, along 
with a loud and hypocritical adherence to 
the externals of Christianity. 

Smith spoke of "that great society of 
all sensible and intelligent beings. of 
which God himself is the immediate 
administrator and director." Most 
people in Britain today have some sort 
of notion of some higher supernatural, 
religious or spiritual power. But very 
few of them would be happy with the 
notion that everyone can do as they 
please, relying on God to stop it all 
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from falling into chaos. Yet this does 
seem to have been Smith's actual belief. 
God is Mammon, and love of money is 
the root of all virtue. Not state 
interventionism but divine 
interventionism, which would 
obviously be better if you really believe 
in a God who would behave like that. 

This same idea lies at the heart of 
New Right thinking. Quite possibly 
the New Rightists themselves do not 
quite realise it. You get a vague 

reference to Adam Smith and the 
'invisible hand' - generally assumed to 
be some sort of property of a Free 
Market. The dogmatic and theological 
nature of this belief is overlooked. And 
they are always very very surprised 
when actual history fails to end. When 
the very forces that they have promoted 
destroy all that they· value, they can 
manage nothing better than a winge. 
As T. S. Elliot put it, not with a bang 
but a whimper. 

Silence In Court! 
When the right of silence was ended 

in Northern Ireland law five years ago, it 
was explained officially that this was 
not the establishment of a special, 
inferior kind of law, a law that was not 
quite British, because it was intended in 
the near future to proceed to an abolition 
of the right of silence in English law 
also. 

This explanation was not said very 
loudly in England. And there was reason 
to suppose that there was no serious 
intent of abolishing it in England. That 
feeling was reinforced when a Royal 
Commission recommended that the 
right of silence should be maintained. 

But the Home Secretary, emboldened 
by the Thatcherite revival, has now 
decided to disregard the advice of the 
Royal Commission and extend the 
Northern Ireland rules to England. 

The ending of the right of silence 
seems to have made only a slight 
difference to the conviction rate in 
Northern Ireland. This was to be 
expected because all serious criminal 
trials there are held in special courts 
without juries, and judges have reason 
to be seen to be bending over backwards 
to be fair. They have to bear in mind 
that the public opinion which is 
watching them is a much more potent 
force than English public opinion is. 

So slight has been the effect of ending 
the right of silence in Northern Ireland 
that the Chief Constable there made a 
speech a few months ago demanding an 
end to right of silence. That is, he 

behaved as if the right of silence was 
not already ended. 

The Ulster Unionists (including their 
legal specialist, David Trimble, who is 
a bit of a liberal) wholeheartedly 
supported the ending of the right of 
silence, even though it was obvious that 
its practical effect would be slight. And 
so did those who are now the Ulster 
contingent of Kate Hoey's Democracy 
Now. 

They sold out their English heritage 
on the most trivial grounds - as an 
ideological expression of animosity 
towards the Republican movement - 
thus helping to reinforce the Republican 
case against British rule in the province 
while doing nothing of consequence to 
damage the IRA. 

The present Chief Constable of 
Northern Ireland was not Chief 
Constable when the right of silence was 
ended, and he is not an Ulsterman. 
Perhaps he genuinely did not know that 
the right of silence had been ended, or 
perhaps he knew but treated the form in 
which it was ended as worthless. 

Anyhow he did not mention that it 
had been ended in one form when 
demanding that it should be ended in 
another form. His speech amounted to a 
demand for a comprehensive reversal of 
the burden of proof. The Ulster 
Unionists supported this demand, and 
Kate Hoey's little movement expressed 
no concern about it. 

There is reason to suppose that the 

ending of the right of silence in England 
in the present Northern Ireland form 
would have very much greater effect 
than has been the case in Northern 
Ireland, because the special conditions in 
which the law operates in Northern 
Ireland do not apply in England. The 
random element in the jury system 
would be enhanced, and the scope for 
judges to incite juries would be 
increased. 

The ending of the right of silence 
revokes some principles which have 
been widely declared to be at the basis of 
English law as a guarantee of liberty, 
and to mark England off from "lesser 
breeds without the law". The maxim 
that it is better that ten guilty men 
should go free than that one innocent 
man be convicted is gone. At a moment 
when English law has admitted to 
having convicted many innocent men, 
conviction is to be made easier. The 
Tory Party Conference demanded it, and 
few in the Labour leadership seem 
disposed to oppose it with any vigour. 

The principle that in English law a 
person is innocent until found guilty, 
that it is entirely the business of the 

· prosecution to prove guilt, and that 
nobody is required to make a case 
against himself, goes with the right of 
silence. Once the right of silence is 
ended, a defendant is required to prove 
his innocence. 

"Why should anybody who is 
innocent refuse to answer questions put 
by the police?", it is asked with a 
spurious naivete, as if English law was 
identical with the law in Toytown, and 
as if many innocent people had not lost 
ten or twenty years out of their lives 
because they failed to maintain a rigid 
silence while being questioned by the 
police. 

In a system of law designed to bring 
out the truth in Court - a system in 
which the Court is itself committed to 
seeking the truth, and in which the 
questioning of suspects and witnesses 
preliminary to trial is not left to the 
police - it might be reasonable not only 
to refuse a right of silence such as has 
existed in English law, but to make 
silence an offence in its own right. But 
that kind of law has always been 
prejorativily referred to in England as 
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"inquisitorial law". It is the law of the 
"lesser breeds". 

It is a better kind of law for a 
democracy, and the innocent are less 
likely to be convicted under it, but it is 
most decidedly not English law. English 
law is adversarial. It is a game played 
out, before a judge whose primary 
business is to see to it that it is played 
according to a highly intricate and often 
sophistical set of rules. 

On the one side the police have great 
latitude in preparing the prosecution and 
witholding information from the 
defence, and on the other side the 
defendant is not supposed to incur any 
legal disadvantage from staying silent, 
leaving it to the police to try to make a 
convincing case against him and to his 
lawyer to pick holes in that case. It is 
an expensive and time-wasting kind of 
law, and very hit-and-miss so far as 
establishing the truth of the matter 
goes. 

English law, the Common Law, 
adversarial law, was law for the gentry 
in the first instance. It was later 
extended to the middle class. Only very 
recently was it extended to the working 
class. Despite superficial modifications 
it still retains its original character. It 
was workable as law for the democracy 
as long. as the mass of the people were 
defferential towards their betters - 
overawed or intimidated as the case may 
be. 

Only a generation ago summary 
"justice" was still tolerable to a great 
portion of English society, and a 
policeman's word was taken to be 
gospel even when as an onlooker in the 
public gallery of a magistrates' court 
you could see that he was lying through 
his teeth. In those days law for the 
masses was tacitly understood to be a 
crude device for maintaining order, and 
that it would not do to probe individual 
cases too closely. 

Due to the loss of deference that kind 
of justice fell apart, and vulgar 
commoners began to see themselves as 
having rights no less than their betters 
had. 

. The great majority of people subjected 
to police questioning still do not avail 
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of the right to silence. But it is asserted 
that the minority who do include all the 
serious criminals. And it is no doubt a 
very serious matter when common 
criminals begin to play the law in a way 
that only gentry were intended to. 

But the remedy is not to revoke the 
right of silence while retaining the 
general framework of adversarial law. 
That would weaken the defence and 
encourage the police to improve on their 
already impressive record of miscarriage 
of justice. 

If the system of Common Law is 
proving to be inadequate to the 
requirements of justice in a 
non-deferential democracy - and who can 
doubt it - the thing to do is to get rid of 
it and set up a more suitable system. 

340 years ago Parliament voted to 
abolish the Common Law and replace it 
with Mosaic Law, but Cromwell 
overruled it in the interests of the 
gentry. Abolition of the Common Law 
then would have been a leap in the dark. 
But it is not so today, when a system of 
non-adversarial law derived from the 
Code Napoleon has been functioning in 
many continental countries for over a 
century. 

The Home Secretary wants to import 
part of the Continental system in 
distorted form - to have an inquisitorial 
system conducted by the police. That 
would be the worst of all possible 
systems. If we must have part of the 
inquisitorial system, let us demand to 
have all of it. 

Notes on the News 
by Gwydion M. Williams 

Global vigilantes 

Britain's defence needs could be quite 
adequately met by one man and a dog. 
No one is planning to invade us, nor 
likely to. All of that ended with the fall 
of the Soviet Union, which had never 
quite lost its original purpose of 
forcefully imposing Leninism on the 
rest of the world. The logic of our 
armed forces is to allow the Foreign 
Office to mess about in foreign conflicts 
that are not necessarily any of our 
business. 

At the time of the Gulf War, lots of 
people called it "global law 
enforcement". We in the Bevin Society 
insisted that it was not. Bush was 
making up the rules as he went along, 
ignoring such laws and customs as 
already existed. Iraq could probably 
have been negotiated out of Kuwait, but 
for some reason Bush wanted a 
comfortable little war that the US 
military could easily win. Talk about 
stopping their oppression of minorities 
turned out to be just talk. Nothing 
significant has been done for the Marsh 
Arabs, whose way of life goes back to 
the dawn of civilisation, and is now 
being ended by the drainage schemes of 
the Iraqi government. 

There were no plans to do anything 
for the Kurds either, until they 
embarrassed everyone by suffering very 
publicly in front of the television 
cameras. The Kurds are being protected 
for now - but for how long? The 
regime remains essentially the same, 
and Saddam Hussein is still there. The 
only logic to the whole exercise must 
have been to demonstrate that Third 
World armies are nothing like as strong 
as their strength on paper would 
suggest. 

Bush established a pattern of global 
vigilantism - mob action by the 
powerful against anyone who offends 
them, with or without the cover of the 
law. Bush had no international law on 
his side when he invaded Panama, and 
he needed none. East Timor has an 
impeccable legal right to be freed from 
Indonesian rule, but it isn't going to 
happen. Yugoslavia should not have 
been broken up, according to normal 
rules tnat apply everywhere else. But it 
was felt by the · European Community 
that Slovenia and Croatia could be 
profitably incorporated, while the other 
poorer parts of tlle Federation were not 
wanted. So dubious declarations of 
independence were supported, without 
regard for Serb minorities in Croatia. 



But then it was shown that those 
Serb minorities could fight, so the UN 
was put in to create a de facto partition. 
Only this gave Bosnia a key strategic 
significance - if it remained Yugoslav, 
Croatia's overall position would be 
hopelessly weak. So Bosnian Croats 
allied themselves with Bosnian 
Muslims to unilaterally separate, with 
promises of Western support. Naturally, 
the whole place fragmented. The 
Muslim-dominated government was 
treated as a valid legal entity for the 
purpose of starting the war and was 
recognised as sovereign and separate 
from Yugoslavia. But it has ever since 
been treated as just one more faction, 
not allowed to buy arms to put down 
insurgent militias. Bosnian Muslims 
are 'surplus to requirements', and in fact 
not wanted at all. 

Then there was Lockerbie. Up until 
the Gulf Crisis, it was generally 
believed to have been an Syrian 
operation, carried out on behalf of Iran 
as retaliation for the Iranian airliner 
accidentally shot down during the 
previous Gulf Crisis. At that time, 
remember, Iraq and Kuwait were allies, 
and the US was trying to make sure that 
Iraq did not get defeated in its war with 
Iran. But then everything changed, 
Syria became an essential ally in Bush's 
anti-Iraq coalition, so a new truth was 
invented, making Libyans responsible. 

There were proper existing legal 
procedures for securing the extradition of 
the two individuals who were now held 
guilty - but proper legal procedures 
could not be relied upon to produce the 
particular truths that the US and Britain 
now wished to see produced. So state 
blackmail was used instead. Maybe 
Libya should simplify matters by 
inviting in the Ku Kluk Klan to 
organise a lynching! 

Lastly, consider Somalia. The 
government had collapsed, so one 

_faction leader was as good as another. 
The US and UN decided to pick on one 
faction leader and call him a bandit 
criminal. Only he then proved to 
cunning and too popular to be caught, 
so he has once reclassified again and is 
now a statesman, quite possibly the 
future leader of his nation! 

International law? It's enough to 

make a cat laugh! 

Labour and the frigates 

Labour used to have a romantic anti 
military line. Perhaps armies were not 
really needed at all. People used to 
actually cite the Yugoslav model of 
training the whole population in 
guerrilla warfare. For some reason, that 
particular option is no longer much 
mentioned. 

When there was a valid use for British 
armed forced, when it was necessary to 
protect Western Europe against the 
corrupt regimes of Eastern Europe, all 
of us in the Bevin Society supported 
this. This was, after all, a simple 
continuation of the original policy of 
Bevill and Attlee - keep up the wartime 
alliance with the US, once it became 
clear that the USSR was continuing the 
Leninist habit of treating other 
socialists as enemies to be crushed. It 
was worth keeping up the NA TO link, 
despite all of the malignant and 
destructive things that the US were 
doing elsewhere in the world. 

But what now do we need them for? · 
Europe has a democratic framework 
within which clashing national interests 
can be resolved, without the crazy 
destructiveness of warfare. This is a 
much better protection than any army or 
navy could ever be. It would be even 
better if some structure of impartial and 
effective law could be extended to the 
rest of the world. Britain could set a 
good example by unilaterally giving up 
its UN veto. 

The veto is no more than a right to 
ignore such international law as already 
exists. It is obviously unjust that five 
countries have the right to unilaterally 
spoil any resolution of the UN security 
council, without regard to rights and 
wrongs. To give it up would be a 
worthwhile gesture, while not actually 
costing Britain anything, since even 
very small nations can ignore UN 
resolutions as and when they please. 

Unfortunately the Foreign Office 
retains its old traditions of cheating, 
conniving and messing about where it 
has no business to mess. As ever, they 
represent folly backed by great 

cleverness and sophistication. They and 
their political masters still want Britain 
to be 'a player on the world stage', even 
though no real British interest is served, 
and even though we lack the wealth to 
be much good at it. We cannot afford a 
decent health service or education 
system or investment in industry or a 
coal industry. But a world-class military 
establishment is treated as a necessity, a 
military establishment large enough to 
fight all of the wars that the Foreign 
Office can imagine. And Labour is 
going along with it. Frigates seem now 
to count for more than jobs. 

The best possible use of Britain's 
armed forces would be to storm the 
British Foreign Office and bum it to a 
pile of rubble. The individuals who 
currently make up the Foreign Office 
could then be dispersed to other 
occupations - some of them are very 
talented and might do a lot of good in 
some other sphere of life. But 
collectively they have been a liability 
and a danger, all through the 20th 
century. Under their guidance, Britain 
has experienced a gradual, costly and 
immensely painful decline from being 
first in the world to being third or fourth 
in Europe. 

They got us into the Great War, when 
it would have done us no harm to let 
Germany break up the Tsarist Russian 
Empire. They kept us out of a war with 
Hitler until it was very nearly 
unwinable. They organised the Suez 
Invasion, without realising that the US 
was likely to spoil all of their deep-laid 
plans. They have floated a whole series 
of schemes for Northern Ireland, which 
have had the result of reassuring the 
IRA that it is worth carrying on the 
fight, because influential characters at 
the heart of the Establishment are quite 
willing to let them win. They failed to 
communicate to Argentina that it would 
not be acceptable to grab the Falkland 
Islands. They failed to communicate to 
Iraq that it would not be acceptable to 
grab Kuwait. And what good have they 
done, to set against all of the damage? 
You tell me! 

Slush Grey and the Seven 
Dwarves 

Lady Thatcher's "immaculate 
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collection" is now on sale. She heaps 
scorn on all of those politicians who 
came to the fore during her period of 
rule, and who am I to disagree with her. 
They are indeed an unimpressive lot. 

Maybe Spitting Image will now do 
them up as Slush Grey and the Seven 
Dwarves; Fatty, Creepy, Dreary, Bossy, 
Shady, Bastard and Crazy. 

Lady Thatcher seems never to have 
learned that loyalty is a two-way street. 
It might seem very nice to ask other 
people to make sacrifices for you, while 
never bothering to make sacrifices for 
them. Like most Thatcherite ideas, it is 
working out rather badly in the long 
run. 

(The war of words kept alive by Mrs. 
Thatcher bears an uncanny resemblence 
to that following the Lloyd George and 
Asquith rift in the early years of this 
century. The Tories would do well to 
remember the consequences that had for 
the Liberal Party!) 

Brutish Nationalists 

Chess wars 

Chess championships used to be 
about chess. But now, in line with 
everything else, they are about money. 
We are seeing the completion of two 
separate World Chess Championships. 
Kasparov has just defeated Short for the 
title of leading player in a league which 
only has one other member. Most 
players have stuck with the existing 
framework, which seems likely to 
restore Karpov as champion. 

And then what? The best the could 
be hoped for. is a Unification 
Championship. Or the whole thing 
could remain split, like boxing. All in 
all, a total mess. And it's a great pity, 
because the chess itself was actually 
very good. 

The Anti-Nazi League is a front for 
the Socialist Workers Party, whose main 
purpose in life is holding rowdy 
demonstrations and talking about 
revolution. Like all other branches of 
Trotskyism, they have none of the 
ruthlessness or self-discipline that would 
be needed for serious revolution. After 
more than sixty years of independent 
political activity, Trotskyism has 
produced no revolutions and no serious 
insurgences. It is just not in their 
nature. 

But violent street demos are their 
natural way of life. And it would be 
just like them to bitterly resent the fact 
that Britain's immigrant minorities are 
slowly and painfully adjusting 
themselves to existing society. For the 
"Socialist Workers", minorities are 
supposed to hang around as a 
discontented mass waiting for the 
Trotskyists vanguard to lead them to 
revolution. 

ANL retentives 

There was obviously a lot of media 
hype about the black policeman who 
was singled out for attack by white 
demonstrators. But knowing those 
characters, it is all too likely that things 
did happen as the media reported it. 

What about the people the ANL 
crowd were demonstrating against? The 
"British" National Party is a regrouping 

of the same elements that made up the 
National Front. As ever, the core are 
eccentric Nazi-worshippers. Britain has 
enough crazy nastiness in its own 
traditions, but these characters have to 
copy the failed German version of 
radical nationalism, limiting their long 
term potential. 

Grouped around this hard-core are 
discontented ordinary people who 
suspect that no one much cares what 
happens to them. The Isle of Dogs had 
never been much of an area for 
immigrants, unlike other parts of the 
East End. Its local industry, the docks, 
were destroyed as part of the Tory union 
busting policies. Docklands was 
intended as a development that would 
really finish them off - a prosperous 
financial centre that would have created a 
periphery of up-market areas, pushing 
out both recent immigrants and long 
established communities. 

The Thatcherites managed to plan 
Docklands without proper transport 
either by road or by rail, so the whole 
thing exists in a sort of frozen chaos. 
The amazing thing is that things are not 
far worse. 

When Does the Equality Start? 
by Angela Clifford 

When are feminists going to start 
treating women as the equal of men? 
Activists recently identified a number of 
attitudes in society that they wish to 
alter. Two of these were that "Women 
are inferior to men", and "Women 
cannot take a proper place in social and 
economic life" (Barry Knight, 
"Voluntary Action", p204). But two 
recent incidents show that the feminist 
ideology is producing effects quite the 
opposite of what they seek to achieve. 

In the Donnellan rape case, a young 
woman was asking a man to take 
responsibility for her actions while she 
made herself incapable; and in the 
Shadow Cabinet elections, feminist 
parliamentarians showed a pained 
reaction to the perfectly defensible 
voting behaviour of their fellow Party 
members. 

In both instances feminists are 
seeking to apply double-standards. 
Instead of providing women with a view 
of society which would enable them to 
inter-relate with others to their own 
benefit and the advancement of their 
fellows, the feminists have encouraged 
self-indulgence and subjectivist 
introspection. 

And, rather than assist women to 
develop their abilities, the feminists 
demand that the conditions of social life 
be altered to take account of any 
inadequacy. They demand a slanted 
playing field-with the women playing 
downhill all the time (the corollary, of 
course, is that the men are playing 
uphill). But athletes intent on winning 
in competitions do not seek out easy 
conditions to train in-quite the 
contrary. 
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The female parliamentarians who are 
so angry that three women have been 
elected to the Shadow Cabinet, instead 
of the prescribed four, must be asked, 
what are their priorities? Do they want 
to see a Labour Government--or is their 
real fight with the Labour Party itself in 
an arid search for gender equality? 

The Parliamentary Labour Party voted 
on merit in those elections, and that is 
how it has to be if the Tories are to be 
beaten. The Tories are not selecting a 
quota of women to govern the country 
and put forward their policies. They 
appoint people strictly on 
merit-people who have scrambled up 
the greasy pole of politics. 

What is the point of putting anything 
but the best up against them on the 
Labour side? And the Brian Waldens of 
this world are not going to give our 
women leaders an easier run when they 
put them through the mill on the 
television analysis programmes: the 
people who aspire to govern the country 
must be capable of coming out on top 
in these and other difficult 
situations-not for the sake of their 
own self-esteem, but for the sake of the 
Party which is needed in government. 

There is a war for the hearts and the 
minds of the people being fought and it 
is incumbent on Labour to put out its 
best. Barbara Castle has been cited as a 
parliamentarian who formerly opposed 
quotas, but who has now come round to 
the idea. Perhaps that is so. But I 
know of no other woman politician on 
the Labour side with her political 
qualities. 

Those skills were won in a bard 
school. She had to play up tl1e bill. It 
is said that she only got on the 
parliamentary short list of her 
Constituency when the women 
members threatened to stop making the 
tea if she weren't put on. Women 
nowadays find such opportunities easier 

· to come by. But surely it is then up to 
each person to win further advancement 
by ability? 

The plaintiff in the Donnellan Case, 
who comes from a well-off background, 
exhibits all the self-indulgence of a 
person who thinks the world must 

revolve around their whims. And the 
feminist lobby has created a situation in 
which the subjectivism of such people 
is confirmed and given social 
endorsement. 

The very fact that such a feeble case 
went to the Central Criminal Court, the 
Old Bailey, is a testimony to the 
cultural influence of the feminist lobby. 
The accused-a working class boy 
whose family circumstances are 
particularly difficult-was put through a 
traumatic ordeal for no good reason. It 
is worthy of note that he managed to 
pass his exams in that situation, while 
the girl has had to re-take them. 

The feminists put forward the view 
that rape occurs when a woman 
withdraws her consent to sex, at 
whatever point that may be. This is an 
unreal and anti-social demand. It 
encourages the subjectivism of women. 
In the real world it is the woman who 
should be the decisive element in sexual 
matters-after all, she will bear the 
consequences if she is not. 

She should have decided very early in 
an encounter how far it is to go--or at 
least she should have decided where it is 
not to go. It is not doing women any 
favour to demand their right to be 
indecisive until the very moment of 
ejaculation. The plaintiff in the 
Donnellan case went only slighly 
further than the feminists: she withdrew 
consent after the event. But the 
authorities were still willing to 
prosecute. 

I would not go along with calling 
this lady a "victim", as some feminists 
would like: they do not seem to 
understand the legal implications, nor be 
concerned about fair trials. It seems to 
me that, if a plaintiff is to be called a 
victim from the outset, we should drop 
the pretence of having a trial and just 
imprison accused men. And to call an 
unsuccessful plaintiff a victim is as bad. 
It falsifies the process of a trial. 
Society is either governed by the law or 
not. If it is, then the law must be 
objective and impartial. 

If anyone was the 'victim' in this 
case, it was the defendant, 
who=-judging by the reports-has been 

positively Griselda-like in the face of 
utterly capricious behaviour. The 
plaintiff declared that Austen Donnellan 
should not have had intercourse with 
her, because he knew she found him 
physically repulsive, and that she had 
confined their previous encounters to 
passionate kissing! 

The prosecution in the Donnellan case 
argued that the plaintiff "was unable to 
consent to having sex or resist it after a 
heavy drinking session" (Sunday Times, 
17.10.93). In other words, Austen 
Donnellan should have made the 
decision for the woman that she was too 
drunk to make an informed decision to 
have sex. But surely that is to treat this 
person as though she were a child? 
After all, she had drunk as much as she 
thought was good for her, and she was 
inviting him to bed. 

If the prosecution had won its case, a 
woman would be put in the exact 
position of a child who sometimes 
wants things that are not good for it, 

. but whom adults restrict for it;' own 
good. The next stage surely would be 
that barmen will be instructed not to 
serve women who have clearly had more 
than is good for them. 

That is where the general drift of 
feminist ideology leads. The 
justification of feminine irresponsibility 
also leads to the idea that nothing a 
woman does or does not do contributes 
to the occurrence of a 'rape'-that it is 
totally and invariably the responsibility 
of the man. Judge Geoffrey Grigson 
fortunately insisted on retaining women 
in the adult world. When charging the 
jury he said- 

"A considerable amount of alcohol 
can lead women to behave in a way that 
they would not otherwise do, that they 
come to regret and are loath to admit. A 
person who is drunk, and because she is 
drunk consents to an act which should 
would not when sober, still consents." 
(Irish Times 20.10.93. These words 
seem very apposite with regard to 
another recent court case in which a lady 
who had casual sex with a man she met 
in a pub then accused a colleague at 
work of rape: a cast-iron alibi did not 
save him from six days of intense police 
questioning; one wonders what would 
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have happened if he had not been so 
fortunate, Sun, 27.10.1993.) 

Those words of Judge Grigson are 
absolutely to the point. Women should 

not-for thesake of their own personal 
development-be allowed to establish a 
lesser standard of social behaviour and 
competence than men: not in social life 
and not in political life. 

OMOV 
by David Morrison 

Trade Unions and CLPs are the 
"members" of the Labour Party 
according to its Constitution and, not 
unreasonably, their weight in the 
councils of the Party is expressed by 
means of a "block vote" of varying size. 
The "block vote" is an inevitable 
consequence of the federal character of 
the Labour Party and it is entirely 
defensible if you believe in a coalition 
of Trade Unions and CLPs. 

The Wednesday of this year's Labour 
Party Conference, September 29th, will 
probably be remembered as a turning 
point in the relations between the 
Labour Party and the Trade Union 
movement. Not as a step on the road to 
breaking the institutional connections 
between Labour and the Trade Unions at 
the behest of the "modernisers" in the 
party but as the occasion on which the 
"modernisers" were told thus far and no 
farther. 

Trade Unions may have lost their say 
in the selection of Parliamentary 
candidates but they retain their say at 
Party Conference and in the election of 
the Party Leader. 

On September 29th a rule change 
proposed by the National Executive 
Committee at the insistence of John 
Smith was passed by a whisker at Party 
Conference. That change ended the 
direct involvement of affiliated Trade 
Unions in the selection of Labour Party 
Parliamentary candidates; henceforth the 
Labour Party candidate in a' constituency 
will be chosen by a postal ballot of the 
individual Labour Party members in that 
constituency, that is, by one (individual) 
member one vote. 

To sweeten the pill, the rule change 
allowed political levy paying members 
of affiliated Trade Unions to become 
individual Labour Party members, and 
therefore eligible to participate in 
candidate selection, for a mere £3 per 
year on top of the political levy paid to 
their Union. 

(Previously, selection was by an 
electoral college in which Trade Unions 
affiliated to a Constituency Labour 
Party had up to 40% of the vote). 

In the run up to the Parliamentary 
Election last year it was clear that 

Kinnock and those who surrounded him 
were intent upon breaking the links 
between the Party and the Trade Unions. 
There was only one difficulty in the way 
and that was the small matter of the 
money which the Trade Unions paid 
into Labour Party coffers on a regular 
basis in affiliation fees, not to mention 
the huge additional amounts contributed 
at election time. The solution was to 
be public funding of political parties 
legislated for after election victory. 

But the expected election victory did 
not arise. And instead of questioning 
their conduct of the campaign the 
Kinnock circle blamed the Trade Union 
connection for its own failure, despite 
the fact that the Trade Union movement 
was assiduously hidden during the 
campaign. The pressure was on for the 
erosion of the links with the Trade 
Union movement in the name of 
"modernisation" to ensure election 
victory next time. 

The "block vote" was said to be an 
anachronism taking up the theme that 
has been parroted by the Tory press for a 
generation and more. A "modern" 
democratic party couldn't maintain the 
practice whereby a few trade union 
general secretaries cast large blocks of 
votes at Labour Party conference, it was 
said; one member one vote was the only 
valid principle for a "modern" 
democratic party. 

That slogan ignored the fundamental 
fact that the Labour Party is, and has 
been since 1918, a federation of Trade 
Unions with millions of political levy 
paying members and a few 100,000 
individual Labour Party members 
organised in Constituency Labour 
Parties (plus a few Socialist Societies, 
for example, the Fabian Society and the 
Labour Party Irish Society). 

How else can the relative size of a big 
Trade Union like the TGWU with a 
million or so political levy paying 
members and a CLP with only a few 
members be represented with any 
semblance of fairness in the internal 
democracy of the Party? For that reason 
all affiliates, CLPs and Socialist 
Societies as well as Trade Unions, have 
a block vote at Labour Party conference 
(and until this year in the election of the 
Party leader also). 

Anybody who says that all things in 
the Labour Party must from now on be 
determined by one member one vote (by 
which is always meant one individual 
member one vote - the acronym should 
be OIMOV) is demanding that the Trade 
Unions have no say at all any more. 
That cannot be done without ending the 
federal character of the Labour Party and 
making it a party of individual members 
like the Liberal Democrats with no 
institutional connection with the Trade 
Union movement. You cannot have a 
federation in which the section 
providing the bulk of the funds is denied 
any say. Even the AEEU under its 
present leadership would not put up 
with that for ever. 

The size of Trade Union's block vote 
at Labour Party conference used to be 
determined by the number of political 
levy paying members for whom it paid 
affiliation fees to the Labour Party. If a 
Trade Union paid the Labour Party the 
appropriate fees for the affiliation of 
800,000 members, then it had a block 
vote of 800,000. Theoretically a 
CLP's block vote was determined by the 
number of individual members it had, 
but since the minimum affiliation was 
for 1000 members and few if any ever 
had more than 1000 members, CLPs 
always had a block vote of 1000. 

In other words, the total CLP vote at 
conference was about 650,000, that is, 
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about 3 times the total number of 
individual Labour Party members but 
less than that of one big union and less 
than 10% of the total vote at conference. 
The balance between Trade Unions and 
CLPs was changed dramatically for this 
year's conference: the CLP section now 
has 30% of the total vote at conference 
(which broadly speaking reflects the 
proportion of affiliation fees now paid 
by CLPs). 

There is no obviously fair method of 
determining the proper balance between 
Trade Unions and CLPs in the Labour 
Party, between political levy paying 
trade unionists and individual Labour 
Party members. It used to be that one 
individual member bad the same weight 
at conference as 3 political levy payers; 
the factor now appears to be about 10. 
But clearly if the Labour Party is to 
continue to be a federation of Trade 
Unions and individual member 
organised in CLPs the Trade Unions 
must continue to have a major say in 
the Party by way of block voie, 

1~ 

vote as a _ 
Union deemed itself 
of a proposition iJ. coold 
block i:n favour and 
against. Th.is doesn't make much sense: 
once a policy position is determined in 
any organisation through its own policy 
making procedures it is normal for the 
organisation to put its full weight 
behind it publicly. That's the normal 
rule in a representative democracy. 

Nevertheless the Labour Party has 
provided for Trade Unions to split their 
block at future Party conferences: at 
next year's conference, instead of an 80 
member union delegation having a 
single card for, say, 800,000 votes, 
which is cast by the delegation leader 
(normally the union general secretary) in 
accordance with union policy, each 
union delegate will have a card of 
·10,000 votes and theoretically he/she 
will be able to cast his/her vote 
independently. 

On the Sunday of conference .l ohn 
Edmonds of the GMB was seen on TV 
putting a large card with 800,000 
written on it into a dustbin in Brighton. 
This was supposed to demonstrate to the 

world that the days of the block vote 
were at an end, that in future be, John 
Edmonds, would not be casting the 
GMB 's block vote at Labour Party 
conference. 

It is, of course, more than likely that 
all GMB 's delegates will cast their 
individual share of the GMB's 800,000 
block in the same direction in 
accordance with GMB policy - which 
will have the same effect in practice. 

The Trade Union say in the selection 
of Labour Party General Election 
candidates has gone. In future individual 
Labour Party members in a constituency 
will choose the Labour Party candidate 
by postal ballot. But Trade Unions 
continue to be connected to the Party 
locally through the affiliation of local 
Trade Union branches to CLPs, which 
gives them representation on the GC 
(General Committee) of CLPs. 

ince the GC is responsible for 
shortlisting Parliamentary candidates, 
Trade Unions will continue to have a 

in the selection process - and in 
other decision of the CLP. In the 

-Kinuock era the GC bad full 
ponsibility for the selection of 

cmdidates subject to the endorsement of 
me ~ and it's a great pity the method 
of selection was ever changed. 

There's a lot to be said for the 
activists choosing the candidate since 
they are the people who will have to 
work with the candidate to get him/her 
elected. Failing that, if it is be the 
preserve of individual members then the 
very least that should be required of 
them is that they tum up to a meeting 
to listen to and question the candidates 
before casting their vote. 

Trade Unions continue to be 
represented in the Labour Party 
nationally; (a) at Party Conference, 
where they have about 70% of the vote, 
(b) on the NEC, where they elect 12 of 
the members, and vote for the 5 reserved 
for women, and (c) in the Party 
leadership which is now done by an 
electoral college drawn equally from 
Trade Unions, individual Labour Party 
members and MPs. 

In the latter the vote in the Trade 
Union section for each leadership 

candidate will be determined by 
accumulating the votes for each 
candidate in a postal ballot of the 
political levy paying members in each 
Union; previously, the Trade Union 
section in this electoral college was 
determined by each Union deciding 
which candidate it supported and casting 
its block accordingly. Similarly, the 
old CLP section has been replaced by a 
ballot of all individual members. The 
block votes of both Trade Unions and 
CLPs have been abolished in the 
election of the Party leader. 

As the Tories were not slow to point 
out after Conference, the Labour Party's 
Trade Union link remains at every level. 
Why John Smith put his political life 
on the line in pursuit of the relatively 
minor change to end the Trade Union's 
say in the selection of Parliamentary 
candidates is a mystery. He won by a 
fluke which was nothing to do with the 
issue itself (or with John Prescott's 
speech in his favour). 

It so happened that the rule change 
which included OIMOV for the selection 
of Parliamentary candidates also included 
the reservation of Parliamentary 
candidatures for women in 50% of the 
winnable seats - and one couldn't vote 
for one without the other. This 
persuaded one woman on the MSF 
delegation to switch to favour the rule 
change which was sufficient to produce 
a majority for the rule change on the 
MSF delegation and to cause the MSF 
block to be cast in favour of the rule 
change rather than against. 

John Prescott's speech was important 
not because he won the day for John 
Smith but because as a well known 
supporter of the Party's Trade Union 
connection he was asked to speak by 
Smith and because when spoke he began 
by making a thinly veiled attack on the 
Kinnock clique who after they had 
managed to lose the General Election 
against all the odds last year had turned 
on the Trade Unions as a scapegoat for 
their own political incompetence. 

It must be assumed that this was said 
with Smith's blessing and signalled the 
end to further monkeying around with 
the Trade Union connection in the name 
of "modernisation" under Smith's 
leadership. 
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So the Trade Union connection will 
have to be defended against Tory attack 
in a way that very few in the Party have 
been prepared to do since Kinnock 
became leader in 1983. It is time to 
resuscitate the notion that political 
parties based on social interest are a 
good thing in principle. 

The anchor of social interest prevents 
a party from being carried away by the 
latest fad or by the _whim of an 
individual leader and makes for a more 
stable party. (It also removes the 
necessity Lo raise funds by selling 
political favours). Political parties based 
on social interest coupled with the first 
past the post electoral system have 
provided Britain with a stable democratic 
system with the potential for evolution. 

Thanks to Margaret Thatcher the 
Trade Union connection is easier to 

defend than it ever was. Because of her 
legislation, the existence of a political 
fund in each Trade Union had to be 
sanctioned by postal ballot of individual 
members of the Union. 

In every Trade Union with an existing 
· political fund the ballot to retain it was 
won, generally speaking, by a very large 
majority, so there can be no doubt about 
the democratic legitimacy of the 
political funds of the Trade Union 
affiliated to the Labour Party. 
Furthermore, again thanks to Margaret 
Thatcher, the National Executives of 
Trade Unions are now elected by postal 
ballot, so when a National Executive 
issues instructions to the Union 
representatives in the councils of the 
Labour Party, there is a good chance 
that it is expressing the will of the 
Union membership. 

Trade Union 
Diary 

by Dave Chapel 
The recent one-day strike by 
civil servants was impressive 
for its turnouta .nd for the 
sentiments expressed in 
interviews on picket lines . 

The spirit of public service 
is clearly not dead -yet. It is 
that spirit that makes the 
difference between mere 
office work and the work of 
public servants. 

The government is doing 
everything in its power to 
undermine that spirit, to 
replace social motivation 
with the motivation of greed 
at every level of society. 
Even in public service we 
see corruption in agencies, 
asset stripping in hived off 
companies and recruitment 
of high paid executives and 
not medical staff in the NHS. 

The problem is has the 
process gone to far for the 
rest of society to under 
stand and support the Civil 
Servants? 

A Worm Turns? 
Amidst the din of the ongoing 

Thatcherite ranting at the Tory Party 
Conference was the faint sound of what 
seemed like a worm turning. At a fringe 
meeting, Douglas Hurd appeared to be 
saying it was time to call a halt to 
Thatcherism, and prevent a British 
version of Mao's cultural revolution. 

That revolution had many virtues. 
One was self-criticism. Douglas might 
very usefully consider applying some of 
it to himself. Apart from being good for 
the soul, if one exists in Hurd's case 
that is extremely doubtful, it could be a 
very effective way of showing the . 
shallowness of Thatcherism. 

It could be Hurd's most useful 
contribution to stopping Thatcherism. 
He came from the MacMillan/Heath 
stable, but decided at a certain point to 
ditch their world view for the sake of 
office under Thatcher. His particular 
contribution was to give an air of 
gravitas and profoundity to the most 
capricious and todying foreign policy 
ever seen in Britain. 

How much of it did he believe? Has 
he reached the limits of the cynicism 
necessary to maintain the pose? 

We will not be told and we cannot 
assume that these considerations have 
begun to give Douglas sleepless nights. 

He gave a hint of what really bothered 
him and what might finally have got to 
him. 

He referred to the necessity of a Civil 
Service. His only job having been a 
civil servant, he probably appreciates 
that Thatcherism applied to the Civil 
Service will eventually destroy it. "New 
Steps", market testing, privatisation, 
etc. inevitably lead to this. 

After all, if there is no such thing as 
society there is no need for a State and 
its machinery. And a Foreign Office 
really is a foreign office to this view of 
the world. Foreigners are there to be put 
up with at best, insulted and bombed 
more or less as the fancy takes you. And 
you do not need a Foreign Office for 
that. 

If the Inland Revenue .can be marked 
down for privatisation so can the 
Foreign Office. What is the need for a 
repository of knowledge about .various 
countries in the world when you are 
already quite certain about what is good 
for them? 

There are plenty consultants and 
academics ready and willing to give 
suitable bits of wisdom as and when 
required. And a good PR man plus a 
good caterer could do all that is required 
of ambassadors. 

This is the kind of future for the 
Foreign Office that may have got to 
Hurd, but that is probably giving him 
too much credit. 

On the privatisation of the Civil 
Service - why is the Ministry of 
Defence still allowed to exist? By all 
market standards, a mercenary army is 
by far the best arrangement. Look at the 
savings in overheads, widows pensions, 
etc., etc.! 

The pool of available candidates is 
increasing by the day, so the price is 
bound to be right. And if they do their 
job too well, i.e. commit war crimes, 
they can be disowned and struck off the 
tenders list. 

Why doesn't the Right really follow 
through their logic in such obvious 
ways? 


