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“Trust is the cement of non-competitive market 
bargains. It is the means of solving the commitment 
problem - of making people behave apparently against 
their immediate self-interest but in their true long
term interest...trust is dependent upon parties to a deal 
caring about their reputation as moral beings and 
monitoring their own conduct with integrity’ (The State 
We’re In p252)
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Very often when people in public life 
introduce questions of morality into the arid 
world of economics it is to lecture the poor and 
disadvantaged on the need to “accept their 
obligations”. Or to not complain about their 
lot. Meanwhile the affluent show increasing 
reluctance to accept their obligations.

By contrast the impression one gets from 
reading and listening to Will Hutton, the 
Assistant Editor of the Guardian who is 
interviewed in this issue, is of a fundamentally 
decent man. His optimism, energy and 
willingness to take the Right on are invigorating 
at a time when the Labour Party has been 
engaging in retrenchment and adaptation to 
Thatcherism.

For loo long the Left has been made up of 
people for whom “socialism” is a pick and mix 
combination of sectional interests and bigotries. 
The success of Hutton’s book, The State VVi? 're 
In has a lot to do with its elegant and coherent 
world view. This, along with the fact that it is 
written by ajournalist rather than an academic, 
makes it comprehensible to a very wide 
audience.

Another reason for Hutton’s success is,
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legislation”. He said, Uicrc will txi 
changes in the law. So did Alastair 
Darling. Hutton is perfectly right when 
he argues that for all their bluster the 
Right are on the run. If all they’ vc got to 
offer is more Thatcherism then all they 
can expect is more social damage. In 
which ease is it impossibilism to imagine 
that New Labour should show a bit more 
bottle?

bditonal But they tire confident of success. In fact 
bo tli Mandclson and Blair, talk not merely 
of winning an election but of being in 
power for a generation.

Since the Industrial Revolution 
began die relentless expansion of the 
market into more and more areas of life 
has resulted in a huge increase in wealth 
but also grcalsocial dislocation. Libraries 
arc stuffed full of books on this subject. 
B ut New Labour argues that it wants both 
greater competition, a more thorough 
adaptation to the demands of the market, 
people furiously reeducating themselves 
throughout their whole lives and much 
greater social cohesion. There arc few 
details as yet but they seem to have found 
the Holy Grail.

The New Labour project is not 
something which it is possible to be 
relaxed about. A society exhausted by 
die upheaval of the Thatcher revolution 
will not be permitted to have a rest. This 
is hardly surprising given the admiration 
which Blair and Mandelson have for 
Thatcher. A list of some of the tilings that 
Mandelson plans to change is printed on 
pagel5. It includes the political system, 
the Civil Service, the Criminal Justice 
system, the welfare state, employment 
relationships and 
relationships. This seem like a lot of 
change to hike on for an administration 
with almost no governmental experience. 
The project is all the more vulnerable 
because they have abandoned the 
organisational ballast which they once 
had - the trade union movement (which is 
a vested interest.) Mandelson plans to 
change all these tilings without having 
what Hutton has described as “a political 
economy of capitalism”. In other words 
unlike Thatcher lie docs not have a theory 
about what is going on (even one that is 
wrong). That explains why his book is 
such a contradictory j umblcas M ike Craig 
makes clear.

If New Labour arc right - if they 
have found the Holy Grail, politics as we 
know it will be changed forever. But 
until a more convincing explanation 
emerges this magazine would lose its 
integrity if itdid notcontinue to comment 
skeptically on New Labour’s proposals. 
Since it doesn’t have much money its 
integrity is one of the few tilings itlias got 
going for it. Ollier parts of the media who 
are not expressing skepticism about the 
Blair project because they want the'Tories 
out will assist in getting Blair elected but 
they will do the cause of the centre-left no 
good in the long-run.

no

Contentsbusinessmen they meet rather than simply 
kow-towing to them.

Hutton is the most exciting tiling 
around. But he should be put into 
perspective. Like Keynes, who is clearly 
a great influence, he has identified grave 
and systemic problems in capitalism in 
this country and his appeals are lor 
measures which would strengthen not 
weaken thatcapitalism. (Nevertheless he 
has been attacked with ferocity in die 
right-wing press which seems to have a 
very twisted view of it’s own interests.) 
In effect Hutton is only saying what is 
obvious to practically everyone in 
Continental politics - left, right and centre. 
He is explaining to a British audience 
what docs not need to be explained 
elsewhere in Europe. I suspect many 
people in Germany would have difficulty 
seeing the point of his book. Of course 
markets are embedded in and determined 
by social institutions! Of course spot 
market prices cannot be the theology 
which guides their every move!

Hutton was sympathetic to the 
criticisms which we had of New Labour’s 
vision of stakeholding but lie, and others, 
argue that a greater patience must be 
shown. Twenty years ago many people 
now close to B lair believed that it was not 
their job to help save capi talism. 11 wasn’ t 
worth saving. New Labour is now a pro- 
European party, allegedly. We arc in a 
truly sad state if it is “impossibilism” to 
suggest that New Labour should be 
defending a European conception of 
capitalism vigorously and consistently, 
rather than a Thatcherite one. Or even to 
appreciate the difference. There is much 
evidence that at a senior level this 
difference is not appreciated. Some of 
this is provided later in die issue. For the 
moment consider whether a right wing 
Gentian capitalist would be capable of 
saying: “Never must the power of the 
collective exercised through the state be 
allowed to transgress the rights of the 
individual”, [my emphasis] or “This is 
not to delude ourselves that wealth is 
somehow created by governments or 
society. Wealth comes from personal 
effort and entrepreneurial flair”. [p7]

When it comes to making spending 
commitments New Labour is politically 
astute - it remains vague, it leaves its 
options open. When asked about the 
legislative implications of stakcholding 
Blair did not say: “we’II think about it”, 
or “wait until the election,” or “we’ll try 
‘changing the culture’ first by 
‘persuasion’ then we’ll consider

for DSS tenants knowing that Housing 
Benefit provides a steady income in the 
way that the labour market no longer can 
for large swathes of die population. One 
of die most important tilings Hutton has 
done is to focus attention on the 
economically and socially damaging 
cffcclsofjob insecurity. 1 le has described 
eloquently how different sources of 
insecurity - financial market and labour 
market - feed off each other.

This is a subject which is addressed 
by New Labour regularly. But there is an 
important difference in approach. For 
Hutton insecurity is not die mechanism 
for motivating people (as it is for the 
Right). It is corrosive of the social 
relationships which arc vital for all but 
die most mercenary of businesses to 
dirive.

unfortunately, a lack of competition. 
Hutton describes himself as being one 
contributor to a tide of ideas which are 
influencing New Labour and well beyond. 
Butthercare few others. And Thatcherism 
has bitten deep. If further proof were 
needed, Mandclson’s book, reviewed in 
this issue, provides it. Blair and 
Mandelson bodi say diat there is no going 
back to the post-war concensus - the most 
economically successful period in 
Britain’s history. John Gray, the New 
Right theorist, turned Blairite, says social 
democracy is dead. Insofar as breaking 
that consensus was Thatcher’s primary 
aim she has succeeded beyond her wildest 
dreams in die late 70s.

The focus of die interview was a 
discussion of New Labour’s attdtudc to 
stakeholding. It is clear, however, that 
Hutton’s concerns range much wider than 
this. To create a truly enduring change in 
society i t is necessary to bu ild a consensus 
across the political spectrum. He is 
behaving in an extremely polidcal way. 
New Labour arenotBuildingaconsensus 
does not mean being all diings to all men. 
It does not mean peddling die fantasy diat 
dicrc are not opposing interests in society 
which must be reconciled (if dierc were 
not why would anyone bodicr with 
politics?). New Labour, bizarrely, seem 
to be intent on narrowing dieir base of 
support, despite all sorts of simplistic 
talk first about appealing to Middle 
England and now to the whole Nadon. 
The Mandelson book was an exercise in
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The Encouragement of Evil 
Walter Cobb

The stance which diis magazine has 
taken on Blairism has been harsh. The 
review of Mandelson’s book is harsh as 
well. We make no apology for diat. One 
person’s harshness is another person’s 
clarity. This is notscctarianism and nor is 
it because Blairism is rightwing.

We have argued before Uiat New 
Labour cannot be judged in terms of a 
developing political or intellectual 
tradition. They are in a situation 
comparable to die Fabians in die 1890s. 
They are stardng something completely 
new. History has no lessons for diem 
beyond indicating roads diey will not go 
down. (“New Labour dumps the 
ideological baggage of die past to offer 
new soludons” - Mandelson [p21]).

Hutton appeals to models of existing 
and successful societies - Japan and 
Germany. New Labour do not, beyond 
flirting with using an authoritarian city- 
state as having lessons for a mature mixed 
post-industrial economy.

New Labour do not see diemsclvcs 
as moving rightwards along die polidcal 
spectrum - within die intellectual 
framework that politics has been 
conducted in since at least die French 
Revolution. They argue diat diey are 
neither left nor right. “New Labour is a 
new type of politics” (Mandelson p 17). 
It is beyond left and right.

They have rejected class as a 
framework widiin which to diink about 
polidcs. They appeal to all classes. One 
Nadon. New Britain. This is why when 
attempting to discuss die practical impact 
of Blairism in die society Mandclson had 
to resort to describing Ben, Eileen, Peter, 
Laura, Tracy, Bill, Phil, Jane and Cliris 
who are die creations of marketing men. 
When die world is one of atomised 
individuals all we have connecting us is 
our place in die pecking order based on 
our prowess as consumers.

They are against all vested interests. 
(Somcdmes diough Mandclson implies 
dial lie thinks diat vested interests don’t 
exist.) Politics has never been conducted 
in diis way before anywhere in die world, 
ever. It is a daunting task before them.
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REVIEW
The Blair Revolution by 
Peter Mandelson and Roger JLiddle: 
Michael Craig
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New Labour has an ambivalent 
attitude towards job insecurity. 
Sometimes it sounds like an alibi behind 
which diey can shelter. “But in a global 
economy, the old ways won’t do”, 
lectured Blair in Singapore. At other times 
this helplessness is not even something 
to be regretted: “stakeholders in a modem 
economy will today, more frequently than 
ever before, be self-employed or in small 
businesses. We should encourage Uiis”. 
(Singapore) while Mandclson says “die 
opportunities being created in new kinds 
of consumerism, work and lifestyle are 
very exciting.” [p7] and later he 
breadilessly insists that “every European 
company must raise quality, lower costs.. . 
change in almost every respect - to regain 
a compeddve edge.” [pl71] Not even 
Schumpter could be more delighted by 
die creadve destruction of capitalism.

Such enthusiasm for frantic change 
in response to market forces betrays a 
surprising innocence about how business 
actually works which is odd considering 
Mandclson’s lectures: “too many British 
companies are not up to the standards of 
the best”. (Businessmen probably Find 
diis sort of pep talk pretty irritating coming 
from a millionaire businessman like 
Hescldnc but it must be considerably 
worse from a man whose brief experience 
of the world of work was as a t.v. 
producer.) Neidier Mandelson’s book nor 
Blair’s speeches show any awareness of 
die fact that, as J .K. Galbraidi pointed out 
nearly 30 years ago in The New Industrial 
State, most large businesses arc driven 
by bureaucratic as much as market 
relationships. The Mandclson/BIair 
conception is straight out of die Right’s 
caricature. They ought to talk more to die
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very narrow conception of what the interests of the British 
middle classes are represents a threat to civilisation as we know 
it.

Rightwing newspapers which are in the ascendancy in the 
British press do patrol this territory with unforgiving and 
relentless ardour which, when you are a victim of it, makes you 
realise why die top of the Labour leadership are as circumspect 
as they tire. It’s all very well talking in the bar of a local pub about 
why isn’t this said and Uiat said. But when you are up there and 
the victim of it and almost everything you say is produced and 
misinterpreted it is a very sobering experience, [laughs] Of 
course the Right arc going to react in that way - but I don’t think 
they have won die argument.

New Labour and stakeholding
.Guardian "Speaking on BBC TV’s Frost programme, Mr, 

Blair insisted that the slogan stakeholder economy in itself 
did not signal a radical departure for Labour."

STAKEHOLDING AND INDIVIDUALS ‘
Mandelson "The concept of a stakeholder society addresses 
the needs and aspirations of individuals, not interest groups” 
Monks "the basic, stakeholder is the individual"
Blair "Empowering the individual in a strong and cohesive 
society is what the stakeholder economy is all about”.

Hutton 

. uterview
L&TUR - The reason why I was disappointed was that the 
of the word “stakeholding ” wasn ’1 widely accompanied by 

an awareness of the need to promote institutions which lead to 
cooperation and an awareness ofthe tension, whichyou discuss, 
between cooperation and competition. A lot of the people who 
were using the word did not see it as a threat to unfettered 
markets.

Will Hutton is the Assistant Editor of the Guardian and 
author of the economic bestseller The State We're In. He is 
credited with being an important influence on New Labour.

He responded to an open letter by Michael Morrison 
published in the last edition of L&TUR (no.52) A number of 
comments from New labour on the subject of stakeholding, 
some of which were included in the open letter, are printed on 
the opposite page in order to place the interview in context.

In the week before we talked to Hutton he had received 
nearly 100 requests to speak or be interviewed. That he found 
time to speak to what is a small magazine which many others 
on the Left prefer to ignore is an indication of a commitment 
to debate which does him much credit. We would like to express 
our thanks to him for that.

L&TUR - Do you see stakeholding in tentis of promoting 
the welfare of “individuals” rather than as being a social 
conception?

Hutton - I think that in a sense you can marry the two 
positions quite easily by saying that if an institutional 
reconfiguration of the British economy and society did not 
promote the betterment of individuals then it wouldn’t be much 
of a reconfiguration. And of course every reform you can think 
of is about the promotion of individual happiness and individual 
self-betterment so in that sense I don’t have a problem with it.

Where I have a problem with it is when the reforms are 
robbed of their intent by trying to cast them in the same language 
as the Right have used over die last 15 years because that is not 
actually what the game is about. It is about putting a reform 
programme to the members of a polity and then it is put in place 
through legislation and institutional reform and quite a number 
of chess pieces on the board are moved around in that.

It does mean a challenge to vested interests, it does mean a 
challenge to concentrations of power in Britain and the end 
result, if the analysis is right (and I think it is) is a great 
improvement in individuals’ lives. But the mechanism for that 
will have been, frankly, an old fashioned reformist left of centre 
position: a party of thcLcft reforms the institutions of capitalism 
to improve the lot of ordinary men and women.

I wasn’t disappointed with the debate in the way that you 
were and I think the winning of arguments in politics is quite a 
subtle business. The control of the agenda, the creation of a 
vocabulary is, in many respects, the first and second tiling you 
have to do before you set up constructing coalitions to achieve 
that objective.

Some people, who were disappointed that within the space 
of 48 hours the raising of the word had not been followed up by 
a kind of radical programme, were living in the world of 
impossibilism.
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TENSION BETWEEN COOPERATION AND 
COMPETITION DISCUSSED?use L&TUR - You say “of course the Right are going to react 

in that way” but is it not perfectly possible to separate the 
interests of the CBI and the interests of the City of London? It 
shouldn 7 necessarily be seen in a right-left framework.

Hutton -1 think that is precisely what is taking place. I think 
that is one of the tilings that is so interesting. The argument is 
increasingly between die advocates of a kind of slash and bum 
shareholder capitalism and die advocates of stakeholder 
capitalism - and within diatsocialising and reforming capitalism, 
which is where die social democratic left has always been.

There are some very interesting allies in that cause. Who 
would have thought 18 months ago that die CBI would have 
launched an investigadon into corporate governance, City- 
industry relations, hurdle rates for new investment and short- 
icnnism? But they have done it, frankly off the back of “The 
Stale We’re In” (well, one of die contributory tilings has been 
‘‘The Slate We’re In”). Behind die scenes many members of die 
CBI national council broadly back die arguments I have come 
up with. However old allegiances to die Conservative Party die 
very hard.

When AdairTurnermadehisslighireferencetostakeholding 
die phones were humming at die CBI widi members direatening 
to break off contributions: - “didn’t diey realise diat die job of die 
CBI was to support die Conservative Party dirough diick and 
diin and never depart from die line”. Adair Turner has been quite 
brave - just in a subordinate clause in a speech.

And nor is is die City itself a homogeneous whole. It’s very 
interesting. Obviously diere are some investment funds which 
do make a living from churning dieir portfolio and arbitraging 
and anticipating bids and deals; and investment banks which 
make huge fees from mergers and acquisitions where obviously 
any change to die current situation is die end of civilisation as 
we know; it. On die odier hand, some of die mutual insurance 
companies, some of die bigger pension funds, one or two people 
on die boards of die clearing banks are quite surprisingly 
sympadietic to die arguments I have come up widi.

The City is leaderless at die moment. The Bank of England 
no longer secures die universal adherence to die line dial it used 
to - in part because dicrc is no line to adhere to. There arc a lot 
of foreign banks and people in die City who are strong believers 
in stakeholder capitalism; odiers who believe in shareholder 
capitalism - diere’s a wide spectrum of interest. There is a 
coalition to be constructed between die stakeholder capitalists 
in die City and stakeholder capitalists in industry. It cross-cuts 
die finance-industry divide.

And yes it is quite surprising how die argument has moved

Mandelson "Competition is the only effective force that 
prevents capitalists opting for a quiet life"

"The danger ... is that it [reform of company law] w'ould 
weaken die external discipline that die Uircat of take-over 
puts on companies to be efficient and profitable.”

"The principle of market testing is in principle a soundHutton - Before die famous chapter in my book and Tony 
B lair’s speech in January I don’t suppose more than 2000 people 
in die country had a clear idea of what stakeholding meant. I’m 
certainly more forgiving dian others.

The Left lacks a political economy of contemporary 
capitalism. Old models diat it has had in its head don’t work. It 
is in die process of constructing a model diat allows it to produce 
an analysis which gives it a reformist programme to bind die 
centre and left togedier. There are a lot of people who see diat 
process in different terms. That doesn’t mean diat isn’t die in 
direction which diey are all headed at various speeds.

I think Peter Mandelson and Roger Liddle’s recent book is 
within that debate. My own book is. That’s actually what die 
terms of discourse arc within the Labour Party and the Liberal 
Democratic Parly at the moment. There is a yearning for an 
explicit socialist programme diat is clear and unambiguous, 
radier like after die Second World War. Even dien diere were

one"

MUTUAL OBLIGATIONS BETWEEN LABOUR AND 
CAPITAL?
Blair ''The idea that we are going to give power back to die 
trade unions is an absurdity"
Monks "dicTUC is clear thatstakeholcling is nota euphemism 
for more employee rights"
Blair "New Labour is die party of business”

• Brown "Labour is the party of small business"
Gillian Shephard "Of course we are told diat under new 
Labour there will be no return to deals over beer and 
sandwiches in the smoke-filled rooms of Downing Street.. 
No, of course..... it would be deals over smoked salmon and 
dry white wine in a smoke-free zone." •:

NEW LABOUR AND WELFARE REFORM
Blair "For Singapore die Central Provident Fund has worked
well"
Mandelson ’’One of die most attractive possibilities on 
which Labour should consider modelling its long-term policy 
is die Singapore scheme of national'Insurance"

GLOBALISATION 
Blair "The old means of achieving that on the Left was 
through redistribution in the tax and benefit regime. But in 
a global economy die old ways won’t do"

LEGISLATION AND STAKEHOLDING
Blair "Wc cannot by legislation guarantee dial a company
will behave in a way conducive to trust and long term
commitment"
Mandelson "Additional laws and bureaucracy should be 
avoided"
Alaslair Darling [Shadow City spokesman] "Labour is 
seeking only cultural changes within companies”. ; 
Andrew Smith (Shadow Chief Secretary to die Treasury]"At 
no dine has Labour stated diat we have been looking at 
offering tax breaks for pension funds thatmaintain investment 
in companies long-term and tax incentives for companies 
favouring investment over dividends,"

huge rifts on die Left about what die construcdon of socialist 
economies might mean and it is hardly surprising that diere will 
be a spectrum of views about what a stakeholder society might 
mean. That doesn’t mean diat it is not underpinned by a clear set 
of values.

If you are asking me would I have liked to have seen some 
of die ideas I have been developing being pushed more clearly, 
dien die answer, of course, is yes. But if you are asking a more 
realistic quesdon - was diat ever likely, - given where we have 
got to? - dien I think one has to be much more forgiving, tolerant 
and open. I don’t think it helps the centre and die centre-left’s 
cause to be sectarian and to immediately be suspicious of die 
good intention and the motives of people who are basically 
travelling in the same direction,-and much more generosity of 
spirit is more creative than one which falls back on the old 
sectarian wrangling.

I

L&TUR - Some of the reactions to your work in the Tory 
press have been a bit hysterical and not very generous.

Hutton - [laughs] There is a very interesdng article in die 
recent edition of Prospect by Ferdinand Mount. He argues diat 
die Right have stopped drinking and I drink he is right and Uiey 
have got themselves onto a very narrow agenda in which any 
departure from privarisation, free markets and low taxes and a Labour and Tnide Union Review page 5
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Labour] saying contradictory things [in interpreting the 
11 stake holding ” concept] would confuse the issue. Although I 
accept there is a need for caution.

Hutton - Again, Sluart Dell, who is the number two to 
Margaret Beckett at Trade and Industry - there is quite a radical 
reform of corporate governance there and the outline of a new 
Company ’ s Act and lie is on record as saying that is going to take 
place. I think one shouldn’t get loo caught up with die idea that 
there is caution. Almost every tiling that I - the kind of vision of 
a stakcholding society dial I and others promote - is dependent 

substantial reform of company law and finance-industry 
relations. 'Hie Labour trade and industry team have got working 
parlies on almost every aspect of it and diey and dicy arc 
moving, sometimes hardly at all, but in all cases diey are moving 
in die direction dial I Uiink it is important to move in. So diere 
is always a debate about whcdicr die hour glass is half full or half 
empty but I have chosen to be generous about it radier dian 
critical about it.

I just diink as a journalist and as an economist you raise 
hurdles - you say diis has got to be jumped over before I can give 
my endorsement or support to diis programme. The typical 
thing in Britain is to set a fresh set of hurdles. You can see Uiat 
die Labour Party arc lumbering up to jump dicse hurdles and it 
really isn’t very clever to say the whole tiling is hopeless and to 
damn it as hopeless before it has even begun.

]over the last 18 months. I find I have a lot of invitations to speak 
at regional CD I conferences, regional Chambers of Commerce 
and, even within the banking community, people arc nothing so 
hostile to me as they were originally.

The argument is moving, equally, in Conservative circles: 
the idea that the only approach to the welfare state is to dismantle 
it and put the onus on self-insurance is also an argument which 
is not making much progress. It is interesting dial people like 
John Redwood arc anxious to sign up to - express dicir undying 
loyalty to - the basic institutions of the welfare state.

And so I think, not so much Hie State We're In, but die 
phcnomcnonal success of the book - it has now sold close to 
150,000 copies in just over a year which docs mean it’s die best 
selling book on political economy this century (apart from 
maybe "The Affluent Society”) - has meant dial a lot of people 
are thinking that, whatever the imperfections of die book, die 
fact that it is being bought in such large numbers gives a sense 
of where the centre of intellectual gravity really is - where die 
wind is blowing. And so dial has led to a lot of people running 
for cover a bit.

The people who run die Daily Express, Daily Mail, die 
Telegraphs and the Murdoch broadsheets - that hasn't come 
through to them yet. They sec dicmsclvcs as defenders of a 
middle class interest, who buy dicir papers, atavistically pro- 
Conscrvad vc, and dicy arc insdnedvely hosdlc to any suggestion 
that the posidons in which we live arc less dial perfect; and only 
imperfect because dicrc is not enough repression. So I am not 
surprised that they have responded like dicy have.

But beyond that widiin civil society I think dicre is quite an 
extraordinary movement. I would never have expected to be one 
of the people asked to speak to die Associadon of Chief Police 
Officers. Police officers say there is absolutely no question dial 
the management of die economy - die subsequent impact on 
social cohesion - and die capacity to maintain public order are 
phenomenally interlinked. It’s absolutely crystal clear. The 
police understand die connections in a way die Tory Right 
refuse to admi l and again di is will express i tscl f in a year or two’s 
lime within the discourse in the Conservative Party.

And so I am absolutely clear I think dicrc is a coalition to 
be built and I think that coalition is going to hold - despite die 
best efforts of Michael Hcscldnc and die Conservative press. I 
think die very big leads which Blair has got in die opinion polls 
arc going to hold. And I think we will be surprised, as we go into 
the election period, just how rock solid it is. And diat reflects 
what is happening in civil society. Now diat should involve New 
Labour’s leadership. On die odicr hand have dicy got diis lead 
because they have been playing it caudously or because dicrc 
axe currents in die civil society desperate to hear die kinds of 
diings which ‘The Suite Wc’rc In” expresses? Now at die 
moment New Labour arc playing it bodi ways and throwing a 
few bones in the dirccdon of die ideas in ‘The State Wc’rc In” 
and keeping it cautious and light - and I diink it behoves people 
in the centre and left of British politics to understand exactly die 
game diat is being played and why. If you were in their position 
would you play it differently, really, having lost four elections? 
It's not a fairy talc world. My job is slightly different from dial 
- I'm free to say and write whatever I like - and I do - but die 
success of it doesn't mean diat it can be ...

[ interview

Hutton - Ycs. Mind you, I think the whole Singapore thing 
has gone off the boil. Chris Smith flew out there to look at it and 
has come back rather more salutary than when he went. 1 don’t 
think we are in for Provident Funds Singapore style-compulsory 
saving on that scale. You don’t have to advocate Singaporean 
structures of welfare to see that you could construct pensions on 
a three pillar basis - first pillar: this is absolutely essential - a 
stale pension which provides a minimum living income. Second 
component: a personal pension but one which you save for by 
making regular contributions across the Post Office counter, 
through a Friendly Society mandated by the State or via a Stale 
fund itself where the charges are explicit, there are no penalties 
if you can’t pay for three months and you can withdraw die 
money without vast penalties - dial would be die Gold Standard.

Britain’s insurance companies on these matters, have close 
to a piratical approach. Their concern is not die welfare of the 
recipients of the pensions but maximisation of short term 
profits. It really is unbelievable. And the third pillar would be 
the company pension as it is at the moment. And that seems to 
me to be a perfectly reasonable approach.

'The second pillar shadows what goes on in Singapore but 
its danger is dial it is not redistributive in the way SERPs was. 
I am a great fan of the Barbara Castle negotiated SERPs in the 
mid-70s and I simply don’t accept that there was a crushing 
burden on the British taxpayer. Unbelievable propaganda! It 
was a scheme I would like to get back to. In the current political 
climate I would settle for an element of mandatory saving 
through Post Offices and through Stale mandated Friendly 
Societies -1 don’t regard that as a sell-out. I think that is quite 
a reasonable approach to pension provision.

rights of trade unions, the funding of pensions, to the structure 
of home ownership - these things arc so disparate. Rates of 
return have diverged not converged, savings and investment 
ratios have diverged not converged. I think you can make a fairly 
good case, leaving aside globalisation of finance, for 
deglobalisation. And I think this offers all kinds of opportunities 
for Left parties.

What it means is dial the kind of stakeholder capitalism I 
advocate is absolutely feasible. As long as you’ve got some kind 
of sound regional governance. It’s unlikely that all British 
multinationals will move production to Asia but they might 
move to low cost Ireland or low cost Spain or low cost Poland. 
You can do something aboutthnt within the governing structures 
of Western Europe. You can limit that process. That’s the big 
argument inside the European Union - the degree to which we 
should settle down around stakeholder or Anglo-Saxon 
shareholder capitalism. And dial’s the big tension in die last 10 
or 15 years and of course its leaning towards stakeholder 
capitalism has been one of the profound sources of tension 
between mainland Europe and Britain under Thatcher.

on

L&TUR - You talk about “leaning towards stakeholder 
capitalism " but in your book you describe relationships between 
employers and employees, businesses and their suppliers, 
business and finance as being trapped in vicious circles - 
implying the creation of a stakeholder society is a very difficult 
project to implement in a gradualist way because the individual 
business finds it a very difficult to defect from the current 
arrangement - but they would all want to.

Hutton - Yes- thedifficulty about constructing a stakeholder 
society, like constructing more longtermism in the City (it’s die 
same issue) is diat diere are huge rewards to those firms diat 
defect from the strategy. The only way you can prevent defection 
is by law. Hint’s why doing it on a voluntary basis is still-born. 
You’ve got to have a legal framework in which these structures 
take place otherwise the rewards are - in game dieory terms - to 
those who defect from the stategy.

L&TUR - One of the points I made in my letter - do you 
think it is wrong that trade unions should operate within a strict 
legal framework as established in the 80s but that there isn 7 a 
corresponding one....

Hutton - Well, I said in my review of die Mandclson book, 
and I’ve said consistently in all my writing diat diere must be a 
symmetry of rights and obligations. It is absolutely wrong dial 
all die accent is on die unemployed, or one parent families, or 
troublemakers in die community. Wherever you want to apply 
a stakeholder framework you have to make sure diat rights are 
exactly balanced by obligations. What makes me angry is die 
notion dial people who think in stakeholder terms don’t think 
symmetrically - dial exactly die same applies to die directors of 
large corporations and diat dicir obligations arc not to be be 
negotiated and should be imposed witii die same rigour as die 
obligations of people who are regarded as at die bottom end of 
die of die income and social scale. Unless you do dial, unless you 
have a symmetry of obligations, unless die diing is indivisible, 
you fall at die first hurdle.

This is where you get into longstanding problems about die 
Left and capitalist structures - tiierc is an appalling tendency to 
bow die knee in front of concentrations of power, partiy because 
dicy are so influential in constructing opinion and actually 
allowing you to govern. On die otiier hand I tiiink die moral 
argument is so strong and I diink die lack of confidence from 
diese power concentrations in what diey are saying means diat 
there is a unique opportunity here - almost like that after 1945 
- and there is a chance to really change the configuration of 
British capitalism and I diink it must be seized.

L&TUR - One of the things you campaign for is to argue 
that the globalisation of capital is overstated. I readMandelson ’s 
book last week and I wonder do you think the Left is lacking 
confidence about that? They see global capital as a barrier to 
any desires they might have.

Hutton - The Mandelson-Liddle book didn’t discuss it 
much... Well, it was an underlying implicit assumption, I think. 
I’m not sure whether Roger Liddle in particular would think 
that. Roger Liddle is a very good man.

Hie globalisation of finance is plain, it’s obvious, there is 
a global capital market. There is a threat to stakeholder capitalism 
from die demands of the capital markets - that’s also clear. But 
if you ask another question - is production becoming globalised? 
Hie evidence is of deglobalisation of capital. So that American 
multinationals are relocating production to Mexico, Japanese 
multinationals to the Asia-Pacific littoral and in Europe 
production is moving to Poland, the Czech Republic, East 
Germany and to a lesser extent to the Mediterranean litterol. 
Thai’s the process which is taking place. It’s regionalisalion 
rather than globalisation.

What’s paradoxical is that you will see someone like John 
Redwood say: “globalisation, globalisation, globalisation” and 
in die next breath say you can’t construct Europe because of the 
different cultures and institutions of contemporary Europe and 
of course he’s completely correct - but one of those two 
statements must be false and the second statement is more 
correct that the first. What’s striking is the disparate nature of 
I •uropcan institutions whether it be the approach to a professional 
army, through to the baccalauriat, through to the negotiating

L&TUR - So presumably there will have to be more 
courage in making this point.

Hutton - Yes, absolutely. It’s astonishing diat diere isn’t. 
Hie curious thing is that the Conservative Party themselves 
have been quite bold in extending law into some of these areas 
- into pension funds, into financial services, employment 
legislation. It’s an interesting aspect - this is an unobserved 
conflict within die Conservative Party. Hie Tory Party have 
been more aggressive about ending ending self-regulation in 
Britain than any administration in the twentieth century. Self- 
regulation of the unions is clear - everyone knows that - nine 
Employment Acts. But there is also self-regulation of die City, 
self-regulation of the police, self-regulation of broadcasting - 
British civil society was always self-regulating and of course die 
law has been extended by Tories into all these areas.

I remember Sarah 1 Iogg in one of those profiles in the New 
Statesman saying the thing she most regretted was having 
taught the Left that they could achieve their aims through 
regulation. And in a way one is inviting the Labour Party to pick 
up the lesson that has been taught.

L&TUR - You mentioned that even John Redwood, even 
where he stands on the political spectrum, makes clear his 
commitment to the welfare state. Does the discussion about the 
Singapore model of welfare concern you?L&TUR - I accept that, but I was worried that [New
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Swwn Jenkins book [ "Accountable to None ” reviewed L&TUR 
no. 52] if you destroy various intermediary institutions in civil 
society what the Right expected to happen - or hoped would 
happen - was an atomisation of society but in fact the role of 
these institutions ended up being undertaken by the State. And

the Right feel a bit confused by that now.
Hutton - Well they do. Ferdinand Mount, Simon Jenkins 

arc two very subtle Englishmen whose instincts are liberal in the 
very best English sense of that and in many respects I share those 
values - tolerance, respecting civil society, privileges should be 
accorded to things which arc happening at a local level, die great 
Victorian tradition of self-betterment - that’s all stuff I strongly

Gwydion M. Williams Reagan tax cutting has tilted things 
heavily in their favour. If society 
no more unfair than it was in mid- 
1970s, the American middle class 
would he doing fine. Buchanan prefers 
to go after soft targets, foreign imports.

Another weakness of the whole 
Christian Right is that they dare not go 
after the people they should really he 
mad at. The Evangelical Right are 
mere Mickey Mouse Puritans; they 
are against unpopular minorities like 
gays rather than againstsex in general.

Christianity, like freedom, Is much 
talked about and little practised in 
America. I low many Americans would 
ever turn the other cheek, as Jesus 
commanded? They’d he much more 
likely to draw a gun. As for Chastity or 
Holy Poverty, forget it. Christianity is 
valued only as the ultimate source of 
respectability. Actually doing what 
the Bible commands is something else.

Major rules Tories OK
“Survival of ihe fittest” in the fierce 

competition of modem politics might be 
xpected to produce the best person to 
lead a national party. But best for what? 
Not best at running the country, nor even 
best at preserving party fortunes. Free 
competition can be expected to favour 
the person who is best at winning that 
particular competition, regardless of 
whether they have any other skills.

Major is in charge because he was very 
cleverat sliding into power when Tliatcher 
fell. lie won an election by completely 
false promises of a “period of 
Stabilization” after the upheavals of the 
Thatcher years. He remains in power 
because he has been good at playing off 
one rival against another. The series of 
leaks and rumours concerning the 
protection of small business made it cletir 
that lleseltine was merely Deputy Dog, 
with Major still very much his master. 
(Nothing serious will be done to protect 
small business, of course.)

was
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Chinese “expansionism”

200 years ago, the Chinese Empire 
was rather larger than Ihe present Peoples 
Republic ol China, and large parts of the 
present United Stales of America 
belonged cither to Indians or to Mexicans.

All through the 1930s and 1940s, die 
USA was hoping to Christianise and 
Americanise China through thcirChincse 
Nationalist allies. But amazingly enough, 
die Chinese showed a preference for 
remaining Chinese. The success of Mao’s 
guerrillas was as much due to their status 
as hard-line nationalists as any sort of 
social revolt.

Faced with a spreading Communist- 
Nationalist synthesis in East Asia, 
America found it wise to be much more 
modest in its demands on the remaining 
non-Communisl Nationalists. They also 
did not give up on Ihe remnants of their 
China policy. They used their l IN veto to 
keep up the absurd pretence that the tiny 
island of Taiwan was the real China, with 
the actual government in Peking not 
acknowledged. 'Ibis was dropped only 
when Nixon decided that America needed 
China as an ally against a USSR that 
seemed to be strong and expansionist.

With the fall of the USSR, the USA 
had a bout of rather inept 
Machiavellianism, trying todiscard allies 
who were “surplus lo requirements”. 'Phe 
End of History having occurred in 1989, 
there was no need to plan for a stable 
future. Only things did not quite work 
out. Rumania went easily enough, but 
the whole power of the USA has not yet 
been able to finish off Saddam Hussein. 
China is also now unwanted, yet far too 
strong to tackle. They arc merely 
pointlcssly annoyed by loose lalk that 
China was next on the list for a “velvet 
revolution”.

If there were a New World Order 
worthy of the name, a large self-governing 
nation like Taiwan would be free todccidc 
its own destiny. But the l ISA has made 
sure (hat International I .aw can never be 
applied against the l ISA. And it therefore

the state, 
problem -
community- aboul coercion and authoritarianism
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," rt If You don’t like it in a democracy you can vole for a 
Ev that will change die balance of rights and obligadons and 
Eon o -is there is redress in die courts and every one has decisive 

c vil liberties drat are written down it won’t be a pathway to 
repression radter it is the route to a good society.

hits nocrcdibiljly with any one else. Who 
can blame the Chinese continuing to play 
power politics in a blatantly unjust world?

Bucnnnibalism
Over in America, the closest 

equivalent to Major is President 
Clinton. There is a consensus that he 
is not much good at running the country 
or enacting serious reform. But he is a 
great campaigner, and looks likely to 
win for that reason.

America is a laud where freedom is 
more talked about than actually 
practised. America is much more ready 
than Britain to interfere with the 
unconventional. It is not really 
supposed to he free except for the 
WASP mainstream. But since the US 
constitution defines itself by abstract 
freedom for all persons regardless of 
race creed or colour, the actual opinions 
of the society do not get enforced. 
Hence the widespread anger that has 
expressed itself through Buchanan.

Mr Patrick Buchanan is no WASP, 
of course. The oldest stratum of the 
society Is no longer able to express 
itself coherently. Their feelings were 
expressed neurotically by Nixon, more 
coherently by Reagan, who was the 
acceptable face of bigotry; 
incoherently through Joe McCarthy 
in the 1950s.

Barry Gold water - a descendant of 
Jewish converts to WASP values - 
began the effective right-wing revolt 
against America’s post-war 
corporatism.
Presidential Candidate in 1964, he lost 
the election but shifted the pattern of 
politics. Shifted it from something 
that worked to something that did not, 
and yet he gets called Conservative. 
Most likely Buchanan hopes that he 
can repeat the trick. But can he?

Contrary to what Buchanan etc. have 
said, the US economy is doing fine. It 
is just that the rich have got almost all 
of Ihe benefits. The whole Nixon /

relate to. strong parallelsThese are areas where you can see very 
between the thinking of someone like myself and the thinking 
of someone like Ferdinand Mount or Simon Jenkins. Whereas 
for me it opens up a fantastic reforming programme, it puts them 
on the horns of a dilemma because it is theirown Party which has 
destroyed all that and the paradox is that you have to look to a 
kind of social democratic Whig, New Labour Party to reinvent 
civil society and reconfigure British capitalism so that the good 
things about English civil society can be retained and entrenched 
and again it is one of the reasons why Blair may be in power for 
a very long time.

I think the Conservatives and the Right have completely 
blown it and it is one of the reasons why these arguments are so 
important to state right now. The paradox is that you can’t have 
a voluntaristic structure for local government. It has to be the 
case that local government has certain rights and obligations by 
statute and the same is true of coiporations and consultations 
with their workforce. And having got that framework right you 
then let them get on with it - laisser-faire in the longstanding 
English manner. That’s a kind of libertarianism which many 
socialists feel instinctively happy with. The socialist left in 
Britain has got a strong libertarian tendency - the two tilings 
coexist: libertarianism and the desire to keep tilings all at the

L&TUR - My concern would be lessened if there was an 
awareness that this breakdown in social cohesion or in family 
life is caused, yes, by the behaviour of families themselves - but 
it has an awful lot more to do with the disruptive effects of the 
market.

Hutton - Absolutely. Completely. Any discussion of die 
faimly ens.s in Britain - so called family crisis in Britain - must 
include an explosion of part-time work, Uic vast numbers of 
hours dial are worked, die vast numbers of men and women who 
have to work at weekends (I drink it’s 50% of men and 40% of 
women have to work at weekends, a quarter of men - or is ita 
third of men? - work more than 50 hours a week). There’s • 
external pressure in the labour market putting familial reladons 
fh k 1 lCUm&S aS wel1 ** Ule living standards at

e ottom of Britishsociety.Oneof the offencesof contemporary 
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centre.

L&TUR -1 was going to say it's a bit more muddled than 
that isn't it? In the Mandelson book there were, I thought, 
worrying elements of social authoritarianismfor example where 
he talked about parents who aren’t "up to the job” being 
replaced by quasi-parents - a desire for the state to intervene 
even at the family level which the Tories haven’t really done.

Hutton - I’m instinctively liberal on all these points and I 
get uneasy when I hear Jack Straw talking in these terms but 
here’s the “but”: what they are saying is fundamentally right but 
it has to be squared off against entrenched rights and a written 
constitution because it is true that the consequences of poor 
parenting impacton the wider society and it imposes costs on the 
wider society. I f I have ten children and I parent them inadequately 
and they become delinquent and consequently make streets 
unsafe, public parks unpleasant, live on income support and 
themselves get locked into a cycle of poor parenting when they 
become parents that means that my quality of life in this polity 
is substantially reduced and that is a matter of concern to 
There have to be instruments by which the collectivity, however 
we express the social, say to people like that these are costs 
which arc unfair for you to displace onto me. In exactly the same 
way as I would say to parents who send their children to private
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Democracy or 
Plurocracy?

Democracy works when it makes 
decisions for a single preexisting social 
unit. Two nations overlapping in the 
same territory is another matter. The 
norm is for the majority in a given area 
to predominate, hut with a strict 
recognition that this is naturally two 
distinct communities rather than one.

One can have “lMurocracy” - two or 
more distinct communities with the

As Republican

me.
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largest ruling as it will. It has the same 
external forms as democracy, but 
democracy assumes a single people or 
Demos. In Northern Ireland, the two 
communities have much more in 
common with outside groups than with 
each other. An election in Britain 
would be a meaningful choice within a 
single “Demos”. In Northern Ireland, 
it will merely confirm that Protestants 
have a majority, which was never in 
any doubt

Within the United Kingdom, 
England has a comfortable 
predominance and sets the tone for 
British society. Minor nations need 
allowances as the price for accepting 
this unequal union. Scotland would 
certainly be vastly better off if had got 
away in 1970s. Talk of the “West 
Lothian question” - the anomaly of 
Scotland both running its own affairs 
and playing a part in controlling the 
destiny of the whole society - ignores 
the much greater anomaly of several 
nations of very unequal size in a union 
with few formal protections for 
minorities. If Scotland is to stay in 
union with a much larger neighbour, it 
needs substantial compensation.

[ letter

Patrick O'BeirneHutton interview continued from page 8

“Tough on crime, tough on the causes 
of crime” - that sounded like a slick 
slogan. Then during his tenure he spent 
the entire time discussing the causes of 
crime. I think old Jack Straw has lost 
that symmetry and I think he hasn’t 
taken as subtle a position as the one 
Tony Blair took up.

expression of public interest regulatory 
organisations. To excuse teachers from 
that would be an impossible position. 
We’ve already said that tilings are 
indivisible, we’ve already said that there 
should be a symmetry of rights at the 
top and at the bottom and teachers should 
not be excused that.

Tie plain fact is that there is a 
resource problem in British education 
and a structural problem about the 
strength of private schools. I think entry 
into schools should be egalitarian but 
once you are in them I am strongly in 
favour of setting and streaming and 
actually a degree of learning by rote. I 
thought that stuff had been inhibited by 
a lot of second rate thinking and the 
results are there for everyone to see. 
You can see now because of the 
increasing internationalisation of 
schools and die increasing swapping of 
students and professors. People who 
bring their families from Israel or 
Germany or France and attend schools 
say that standards are a year or two 
years behind what they would find 
locally. And there has to be intervention 
to sort it out.

But lliat said, all that said, you 
cannot construct a slate education 
system in Britain with a demoralised 
and underpaid and undervalued teaching 
profession so the quid pro quo for these 
interventions is unquestionably a 
substantial raising of teacher pay, a 
professionalisation and a recognition 
of its professional role and a profound 
respect for what takes place. Tie teacher 
in a society is the transmission agent of, 
notjust skills, qualifications, and all the 
rcstof it, but is almost the most important 
tiling that can happen.

So, my reply to your question is it 
is notan either/or. It is perfectly possible 
to say there should be interventions 
aboutbad teaching. What takes place in 
classrooms cannot be left to the teacher 
anymore than I would want the rules on 
selling life insurance to be left to a life 
insurance salesman. And to say a 
professional high-paid cadre of teachers 
is an essential component of the good 
society. These are not incompatible 
statements. Are they?

New South Wales 
March 3

Letter from

AustraliaI

I
L&TUXk- Thatpoint about"tough 

on crime, tough on the causes of crime ”. 
When Blair was talking about education 
recently a perfectly respectable position 
would have been to talk about the 
socially damaging effects of the market 
and to talk about how teachers should 
try harder. But the emphasis from New 
Labour is simply to attack teachers and 
say they need to be inspected more and 
say they need to be audited more. We 
were talking before about civil society 
- should we not permit teachers to have 
a kind of professional standing that 
would permit them to be motivated...

Hutton - Again I don’t see it as 
eilhcr/or. I think both statements arc 
true. I’ve recently become a governor at 
die LSE and I’m a visiting Fellow at 
Nuffield, a college in Oxford, and I talk 
to academics a lot about the supply of 
“raw material” - undergraduates and it 
is absolutely clear that standards are not 
as high as they should be and not as high 
as they were 20 years ago - that is a 
shared view. Pedagogy - whatever takes 
place in the classroom - ain’t that 
clever. Scrutiny of pedagogical 
techniques, evaluation of performance, 
rewards forgood performance, penalties 
for bad performance are fundamental 
artefacts in any profession.

We expect people who sell life 
assurance policies to be regulated and 
come down hard when they mis-sell. 
We expect professionals like lawyers 
and accountants to be regulated (and I 
want to regulate them both more 
toughly) and, I’m sorry, I don’t think 
you can excuse teachers from the same 
mindset. If I consider the auditing of 
British company accounts to be apublic 
interest question, and I don’t trust 
accountants tosetappropriatestandards, 
even though they are a great profession, 
consider that the self-regulatory 
instruments are too weak and earlier on 
we were acknowledging together, 
sharing the view, that a stakeholder 
conception required a beefed up

Tie Australian Federal elections held 
on March 2 1996 saw the Australian 
Labor Party suffer one of its most serious 
defeats since the party was founded by 
the trade union movement in 1891. In a 
parliament of 149 members Labor has 
won only around 50 seats. A coalition of 
business and farmers now hold the 
remaining 99 seats in the House of 
Representatives.

There have been swings of 10% 
against Labor in New South Wales, the 
mostpopulous, and traditionally (hemost 
labour orientated of all the states, whilst 
in Queensland there have been ant i-Labor 
swings of up to 20%. Remarkably, in the 
states which have conservative slate 
governments the swings have been around 
3%. Tie overall national swing against 
Labor has been around 5%.

Labor’s problem is not that it did 
nothing but rather, as with the Whitlam 
Labor administration in 1975, it did too 
much thereby losing the support of the 
middle ground which the conservatives 
now boast they have “reclaimed”. From 
this it could be concluded that the 
Australian middle class have reverted to 
its predominantly middle-class 
conservatism.

Labor’s attempts to administer 
capitalism have once again proved 
abortive. In the 95 years since Federation, 
Labor has governed for only 33 years, 
but it can take some heart from the fact 
that seven of the ten elections it has won 
have occurred in the last 23 years. Perhaps 
tilings are improving slowly.

Labor is not in disarray and could be 
seen to be already regrouping despite the 
loss of as many as ten ministers, some of 
them senior campaigners for the party, 
but the parly has sufficient talent to 
provideacompctcntOpposition, capable 
of regaining power though the right wing 
is still firmly in control.

Tie Hawkc/Kcating administration 
carried out a most thorough programme

ability”. But Mcnzies, “the drover's dog”, 
actively blocked the development of 
industrialisation, maintaining a Third 
World economy based on the export of 
wool, wheal and minerals. The Frazer 
government, in which the Prime Minister- 
elect, John I loward, wasTrcasurer carried 
on die same economically reactionary 
policies because they feared the 
development of a coherent, skilled 
industrial working class.

Even though Australia waslefl 
virtually widiout an export market when 
Gt. Britain joined die EEC in 1972, the 
conservatives when they came to power 
again in 1975, did nothing to alter our 
Third World economic status. Income 
from manufactured exports now outstrip 
our raw material exports following the 
efforts of Hawke and Keating. This has 
lead to a greater involvement with our 
Asian neighbours, a factor which has 
disturbed many Anglophile Australians.

The Native Titles Act, which 
recognised the rights of the Aboriginal 
people to the land which was filched 
from diem in the period of British colonial 
expansion also disturbed many racists 
and vested interests in the grazing and 
mining industries. Again the 
conservatives have direatencd to repeal 
this Act.

of deregulation and privatisation 
including the internal and overseas 
aviation carriers and the Commonwealth 
Bank. This led to complaints that Labor 
had abandoned its “socialist principles.” 
The sad fact is that Labor never was a 
socialist party. It was a parly set up by the 
trade union movement but unlike the 
British Labour party in was independent 
of the trade unions. The party was 
technically a liberal party and unlike the 
Labour Party in Britain diere was never a 
strong socialist philosophy. Although it 
adopted a socialist programme it never 
attempted to implement it as policy in 
government.

However the deregulation was 
balanced with considerable beneficial 
reforms in the areas of health, social 
welfare, education, labour reform and 
consultation with the trade union 
movement. This was the so-called “access 
and equity” programme. Its unfair 
dismissal laws outraged the conservatives 
and are not likely to be modified. Labor 
has resisted conservative attempts to 
abolish the role of trade unions in 
industrial relations and the placing of 
workers on individual contracts. Already 
there have been disputes around this issue. 
The conservatives claim they are going 
to abolish the powers of the Industrial 
Relations Commission (IRC) which sets 
awards for wages and regulates condiuons 
of employment and dismissal.

At present the only barrier to these 
attacks against workers is the presence of 
one Green and eight (liberal) Democrat 
senators in the upper house. The 
Democrats have also declared themselves 
to be firmly opposed to the partial sell-off 
of Australia’s one remaining sizable 
government enterprise, Telstra, the 
telecommunications giant. Tie national 
shipping line is now also set for the chop.

Much praise has been heaped on 
Menzies, the conservative P.M. during 
the post-war period, for his “political

\
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CyberChic
See Virtual Reality and vomit! The 

brightly-coloured synthetic worlds that 
hit the news a couple of years back turn 
out not to work very well. The human 
brain is not at al 1 happy when the eye says 
one thing and the middle-ear says another. 
The appearance of being stationary on a 
moving ship or train causes nausea, which 
can be eased by looking out the of the 
window and seeing the actual movement. 
The illusion of movement for a sedentary 
visitor to Virtual Reality is even less easy

1
i

j

to cure.
The cynical nastiness of “Cyberpunk” 

is getting swept away now that world
wide communication and cheap 
computers are being used by ordinary 
people. It is no longer a refuge for people 
who cannot cope with ordinary life. 
Ordinary life is gradually colonising it - 
but with what consequences?

AreviewcrsaidthatMicrosoftmagnatc 
Bill Gates’s vision of the future, that it 
u looks much like the present, but with 
more computer application.” Much die 
same could have been said in the 1950s, 
when exactly the same sort of world
wide communication was being forecast. 
Only then it was 1950s social values that 
were supposed to be eternally cherished 
in a bright new ever-changing world.

P°SC 10 Labour and Trade Union Review

There were many reasons why Labor 
suffered defeat. One of the main ones
was the failure of the party to develop a 
coherent progressive political philosophy 
which could be disseminated to voters. 
The Australian Labor Party is so 
disgustingly pragmatic and lacking in 
political theory that it is little wonder it 
was blown away with the first concerted 
effort of the conservatives to gain political 
power in years.

With the end of the pragmatic 
Hawke/Kcating era it would seem that 
Tony B lair’s New 1 .abour had better start 
to reappraise their own pragmatic 
approach.

4.3.96
Some of the educational issues 

raised in this interview are taken up in a 
reply to a letter published on page 18.
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expanded, at the expense of actual
individuals who exist within real societies.
Gun freedom is part of this, and 
drifting towards the American concept 
of personal “defence”, a return to 
tribalism. No one should have 
withoulsome very gcxxl reason for having 
it. Freedom to own a gun for private
purposes contradicts the freedom of others
not to be shot - or have their children shot.

Almost anyone can feel oppressed. 
The worst sot of people are those with no 
ability to see their own act ions as wrong, 
regardless. Myra Ilindlcy feels herself 
oppressed at still being kept in prison, for 
instance.

equation dial they can not be blamed for. 
Louts, who have the option of doing 
something about their own loulishness, 
prefer to concentrate on social evils - 
even though few of them bother to vote. 
Ministers, who could do plenty about the 
social causes of evil, prefer to talk about 
die individual aspect, die thing dial diey 
can not change and also can not be held 
responsible for.

One can not get rid of die lunatic 
fringe of gun-owners without abolishing 
die enure culture of privately held guns. 
The aim should be to squeeze gun- 
endiusiasm out of culture. There is 
need to demonise existing gun-owners, 
and this will indeed be counter
productive, since most people will known 
at least one gun-cndiusiast who is a decent 
enough person in most ways. But if, say, 
one in ten thousand gun enthusiast is a 
lunatic killer, doubling die number of 
legitimate enthusiasts also doubles 
number of lunatics. Halving die one 
should halve the other, and squeezing 
diat particular culture out of existence 
ought to get rid of a crime that in past 
times did not occur in Britain.

There has been talk about “character 
references” for gun owners. This is 
unlikely to do much good. For it is not 
just loners who can go on mad gun- 
rampages. A family man is of course 
more likely to shoot his wife or mother- 
in-law,or whoever else the rampagec sees 
as the main immediate source of 
annoyance and perceived injustice. But 
Lee Harvey Oswald had a wife and a 
house and a regular job. Fred West was 
a family man and an enterprising small 
businessman. Mass-murderers as a group 
turn out to include much die same mix of 
loners and sociable fellows and couples 
and family men as are found in die general 
population.

Pragmatically, it might be wiser to 
accept die exisdng rights of exisung gun 
owners. Unstable characters widi guns 
should be persuaded gently to discard 
them, if possible. But one could also stop 
die numbers multiplying, and create a 
climate in which the possession of 
firearms would gradually come to be 
seen as a very nasty habit. There arc 
alternative oudets - paintball shoodng, 
for instance. And endiusiasdc hunters 
could use bows and arrows - no 
crossbows, since these are also lethal and 
were banned as cdiictdly hideous when 
first introduced into mediaeval warfare. 
Hundng widi ordinary bows would be 
environmentally more friendly, and give 
die poor animals a sporting chance. Flint 
spears would be even better.

The whole guns-as-virtue American

Walter Cobb culture has invaded us and needs to be 
pushed out again. It is a nasty habit that 
people need to be weaned away from. In 
the 18th century, most people in both 
Britain and America owned some sort of 
weapon, knife or sword or gun. Britain 
managed to disarm its population and 
make die whole place much safer and 
more civilised - while still able to fight 
hard when the need arose. America went 
the other way, enshrining and glorifying 
gun use, multiplying the numbers of 
murders and suicides and accidental 
killings by panicky householders.

People talk about die number of 
illegal guns that would still be out dicre 
regardless of any legal curbs. Personally, 
I tun much less worried about guns owned 
by professional criminals than guns 
owned by enthusiasts. Professional 
criminals usually kill for fairly rational 
reasons, to advance their career in crime, 
which means dial they mostly kill other 
criminals. And a general absence of guns 
means that only die very heaviest sort of 
criminals carry diem. Burglars in Britain 
know dial they will get much longer 
sentences if caught widi firearms, whereas 
encountering an armed householder is 
very unlikely. But if large numbers of 
law-abiding persons of impeccable 
character started keeping guns for 
legitimate self-defence, the balance of 
criminal self-interest would shift and 
armed crime would become very much 
more widespread.

There is also the nature of the 
weapons diemselves. Knives are misty 
enough, but more likely to lead to a 
stand-off than to sudden death. Common 
items like chairs and stools and dustbin 
lids can be used as emergency protection. 
There is no defence against a gun except 
to takccovcr or else shoot die gun-wielder. 
Widi guns, the strong temptation is to 
play safe and shoot a possible enemy 
before Uicy can shoot you. They may of 
course turn out to be unarmed, ora friend 
or relative that you have mis-rccogniscd 
in your panic. That sort of tiling happens 
all die time in die USA, and one must 
expect to sec it spreading over here.

Criminals hardly likely to reject guns 
until mainstream culture does so. 
Criminal culture in Britain did used lobe 
gun-free. It was not dial razor-gangs and 
die like were nice people, but diere was 
an understood framework. It kept crime 
within some limits, up until the time 
when die generation of die Kray Twins 
started copying die American gun-culture 
diat diey had seen at die movies. And 
even they were a transitional generation; 
the characters who succeeded diem were 
distinctly worse and more prone to use

lethal force. Still, diere still arc limits, 
and only the lop ranks of the underworld 
are in the habit of carrying guns. There is 
also a strong desire to keep an unarmed 
police force - no one wants the US pattern 
where cops are likely to enforce a crude 
sort of street or death-squad justice.

Evil is banal. Violent and aggressive 
impulses are common and widespread, 
and usually restrained. One would not 
see anything remarkable about a fellow 
who trips on his own feet and falls into 
die gutter. There is always an internal 
battle widiin each individual to remain 
decently human. An evil person is usually 
no splendid monster, but just someone 
who loses that internal battle in a 
spectacular fashion. And some of die 
really evil characters have all sorts of 
ways of finding dun it was someone 
else's fault.

Individual responsibility does not 
apply only to one’s own deeds. We shape 
each other all the lime. While the 
individual criminal is certainly guilty, 
die rest of us are not diereby auiomaucally 
innocent. Far loo many law-abiding 
citizens tire keen to go along the US road 
of high crime, savage punishment, high 
prison population and extremely 
dangerous streets. Yet die I iamilton case 
is yet another example of die total 
irrelevance of punishment for the worst 
sort of crime - the man executed himself, 
after all.

The
Encouragement 

of Evil

we are

a gun

Why both guns and self-righteous legal pomposity are a threat to civilised human
life - and not just because of Dunblane

Ihe world is a global village, but 
most of us do not live there. Media hype 
decides who becomes a global villager, 
who remains part of the unnoticed 
background. And any fool knows that a 
really evil deed is the quickest route to 
fame. That is the first way in which the 
whole society is guilty of the 
encouragement of evil.

To encourage a crime is never as bad 
as actually committing it, obviously. The 
encouragement may even be ignorant 
and free from ill intent. Rape, murder, 
massacre and horror sell newspapers, 
after all. The founders of “Yellow 
Journalism” may genuinely have believe 
that diey would not have any influence 
on people’s conduct. And yet - on all 
sorts of odier matters, they did and still 
do believe that they can encourage or 
discourage things. Mostly, they 
overesdmate dieir own power. It is only 
when diey arc confronted widi a challenge 
to highly-profi table “Yellow Journalism” 
that they suddenly forget what they 
believe most of die time.

But I would also count die media as 
minor villains. They may fan the flames, 
but only if those flames are burning in the 
first place. And Dunblane killer Thomas 
Hamilton seems from his letters to have 
shared the wider culture of guns, 
punishment and self-righteous rhetoric.
Not the same, certainly. But similar 
enough to make it clear what and whom 
he looked to for encouragement and self- 
justification.

The late Thomas I lamilton certainly 
had a very unhealthy attitude to children.
Butitsccms this never extended to actual 
sex or sexual molesting. I Ic was rejected 
by Scouts as dangerous and irresponsible, 
not over alleged sexual misconduct. And 
- weirdly enough - it seems there was no 
regular or legal way to slop him setting 
up as a child-care expert. You need a 
licence to run a pub. You have to pass a 
test to drive a car. But you can set 
yourself up to run the lives of vulnerable 
children with no qualifications at all.
And Hamilton even got a favourable 
ruling from the Ombudsman after a local 
council tried to slop him leasing school

halls. CIndependent, 16lli March.)
'fhere is a need to make child care a 

subsidised and well-paid profession 
carried out by well-vetted people. It 
should be done by personality, not pajx;r 
qualifications, which test only skill at 
handing paper. Access to and power 
over other people’s children should be 
seen as a privilege, not a right or a forum 
for volunteers. This is the only real long
term solution. But no doubt thcad vocatcs 
of “family values” will fiercely resist any 
notion of eilherexpcndilureor regulation, 
despite the obvious mess of the present 
system. Blatantly unsuitable volunteers 
will still be welcomed as relieving any 
danger of burden to the taxpayers. Money 
in the hands of rich people is seen as far 
more important than the welfare of 
children. The Scottish Secretary Michael 
Forsyth even sent Hamilton a letter 
congratulating him after the got his 
favourable judgment from the 
Ombudsman. (Independent, ibid.)

No formal means exists to keep 
people like Hamilton away from boys. 
So in typical British fashion, the whole 
matter was dealt with by smear and 
innuendo. It was done informally, in a 
manner dial would lead any reasonable 
person to suppose that the man had been 
abusing children in his charge, which 
was in fact untrue. This was the basis for 
Hamilton’s claim that he was being 
persecuted - and personal vengeance is 
widely romanticised.

Personal violence is the oldest, 
crudest and most commonly unjust 
system of enforcing some basic standard 
on a human society. In a tribe, anyone 
may try to enforce what they see as 
proper conduct on anyone else. But both 
the facts and the common rules of culture 
are open to dispute. When civilisation 
tries to bind together many tribes, some 
more formal rules arc necessary. Law 
was invented, not as a means to perfection, 
but simply to curb the brutal and 
destructive pattern of the blood-feud.

Personal vengeance is something we 
should have moved beyond, but recent 
drift has l>ccn all the wrong way. I ;rccdom 
of abstract isolated individuals has been

no

British culture is currently dominated
by the dregs of I liberalism. The historic 
task of Liberalism was to destroy 
Christian civilisation as it has been 
understood up until the 18th century. We 
no longer stone adulterers or bum witches, 
and those who talk about “Christian 
values” have no desire to return to self- 
styled “Christian values” as they were 
actually practised in the 16th and 17th 
centuries, 'rims far, Liberalism was a 
great step forward. But the very 
reasonable desire to expand the range of 
human freedom has led to a naive and 
dangerous belief that “proper people” 
need no controls. Only a few cranks will 
try applying this wholeheartedly - though 
The Economist has been campaigning for 
the decriminalisalion of all drugs, 
including heroin and crack cocaine. In 
general most people - including The 
Economist on most topics - justify some 
controls for the “prevention of 
wickedness”. This has the corollary that 
any necessary social control brands 
person being controlled as not a proper 
person, and very probably wicked and 
unfit to live.

There is such a thing as evil. I do not 
propose to say much about its likely 
original causes, which are utterly obscure 
and beyond our present knowledge of the 
human brain. Some people stay nice 
even in worst circumstances. Some
people go wrong despite having had every
possible advantage. 'Hie reason for such 
differences is not the main point, nor arc 
we yet knowledgeable enough to tell 
why one human brain works differently 
from another. It could be inheritance, 
trauma, chemicals, the Infernal Lord 
Lucifer, whatever. The point is, even 
after one has recognised personal evil, 
one should not avoid the separate question 
of how such evils may be cured or 
encouraged.

When it comes to evils like crime, 
riots and looting, the louts and the 
ministers each concentrate on side ol the

One is also gelling a drift towards 
the American attitude to law, where it is 
all about formal rules and not actual 
deeds. All unwanted judgments are seen 
as injustice, and an immediate correction 
is demanded. And there is indeed some 
grounds for suspicion. In the case of the 
Birmingham Six .one could only conclude 
that British justice secs merit in having 
someone to blame for every evil, even if 
it is in fact the wrong person. For me - 
and for many other British people - that 
case saw the definite end of any belief 
tliat die judges were honestly doing their 
best according to their own lights. A 
bunch of right-wing cowboys on the 
judicial bench have succeeded in doing 
what generations of radicals could not do 
- they have destroyed the faith of Britons 
in the venerable peculiarities of their 
own legal system.

While the old norms have collapsed, 
no "natural” system 1ms sprung up to 
replace it. Rhetoric about freedom means 
that people can not be controlled without 
demonising and dehumanising them. 
Those you demonise may occasionally 
decide to become demons, of course. 
And that is the worst sort of 
encouragement of evil.
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Mandclson of inconsistency. Which is 
why his thoughts on political theory echo 
this Fundamentalist anti-tax position:

"Never must the power of the 
collective, exercised through die state, 
be allowed to transgress the fundamental 
rights of die individual." [pl93]

Economic intervention
“NL needs to avoid any repetition of 

boom and bust.” [p71] This is starting to 
make me angry now. To diink that all 
those politicians since die beginning of 
die Industrial Revolution all over die 
world have been running dieir economies 
(without limiting markets, obviously) 
widi unnecessary booms and busts! Thank 
God NL are here now to stop diis madness.

However “die scope for successful 
national economic management has 
narrowed” [p79]

“For government to set itself die task 
of actively managing demand in order to 
maintain growth of money (not real) 
incomes and expenditure on a steady 
path is the classic New Keynesian 
position..” [p79] Oh, is it. Mandy doesn’t 
actually say if diat is what he recommends. 
I suppose diat is only a detail.

approach to incomes policy could be the 
key to die social cohesion which is at die 
heart of New Britain.

Mandclson
then.) Thank God this “redundant and 
outdated economic doctrine” [p52] was 
ditched to permit the development of this 
clear, consistent and, in my view, election 
winning rcgulation/deregulation strategy.

So, we need more effective 
regulation. But, beware, there’s a danger 
“Individual regulators wield enormous 

over the future of whole

m
Michael Craig The Blair revolution

Industrial strategy
Unusually Harold Wilson gets a 

mention here. Despite initial promises 
dicre's very little history in diis book .. 
Certainly not history as ancient as 30 
years prc-B lair. Only one Prime Minister 
is spoken of widi admiration and she only 
gets a couple of pages. Anyway, Wilson 
is attacked for “die inadequacy of die 
government’s industrial strategy” [p 10]

“NL rejects the notion that 
centralised planning and slate control are 
die route to economic success.” [p21 ]. Of 
course it does. Transport strategics are 
die route to economic failure. So are 
energy policies. We must “dump die 
ideological baggage of die past.” [p21]

Social chapter
“companies are also concerned about 

die costs diatEU governments choose to 
place on diem to secure social objccuvcs.”

“No one is in favour of introducing 
rigid costly rules and impordng to Britain 
inefficient praedees which will harm our 
competitiveness and deter inward 
investment” [pl71] Clearly therearesome 
unwelcome old Labour types meddling 
from Brussels. What die Euro-scepdcs in 
die Tory Party don’t understand is that 
you’ve got to be inside die tiling if you 
want to change it.

A summary of the ambitions of the low 
tax, balanced budget, anti-inflation 
party:

The Blair Revolution£
<D
>(D Peter Mandelson 

Roger Liddle
P4 "root-and-branch refonn of our political 

system" [p3]
"far-reaching programme of 
constitutional reform" [208]
"New Labour gives immediate priority 
to investment - both public and private” 
[pi7]
"The first priority is to raise general 
educational standards" fp92]
"the welfare state is in need of thorough 
going shake-up” Cp70)
"totally revamped employment service"
tp23J
"Regulatory reform should be high on 
New Labour’s agenda" [p83]
"The situation requires a radical change 
in the criminal justice system for young 
people." [pl36]
"nodiing less than a mass mobilisation of 
every local community to counter social 
breakdown and crime'* [pl40J 
"a radical renegotiation of the 
employment relationship" [pi52] [the 
Tories have had 9 Employment Acts] 
"constitution should be constantly in 
evolution" [a novel conception of a 
constitution] [p209]
"firm economic strategies to avoid any 
repetition of boom and bust" (p 72] 
"Some have complained that the party is 
engaged in a‘permanent revolution.' But 
what is wrong with that? ...The simple 
truth is that it is an absence of change that 
should be alarming to the true radical”
[p228]
"Ways of meeting public need ... must 
and should change from the municipal 
socialism and centralised nationalisation 
of the past." [p27]
"changing the machinery of government 
to deliver its programme [is] the final 
ingredient of the Blair revolution” [p59]

power
industries.” [p82] Who do these people 
think they are?! The government? The 
market?

Moo
CQ Faber and Faber, £7.99 (1996)

Worryingly “The regulatory process 
has been inconsistent and ad hoc, andMr Mandelson's publication is, in his own words,“not an easy hook to describe. 

Part political philosophy and part social commentary, part history and part policy 
analysis, it aims to offer the most complete picture so far of the transformation of 
the Labour Party ” [pvii]
/ present a brief guide to that magical wonderland- New Britain

lacking in transparency and any real 
accountability.” |p82] Clearly what is 
needed is a regulator for regulators - 
OfRcg.

Since people need substantial 
rewards to be motivated the head of OIReg
should be paid about £1()0K. May be even 
that is not enough lor what Icxiks like a 
tough job: Mandy argues that the whole 
scope of regulation should be expanded. 
It’s not just the utilities hut “growing 
businesses need a policy framework for 
competition” |p831 and “they need 
competition regulators with lough powers 
to investigate and act - independently, if 
necessary, in a way that upsets there 
political masters.” [p84J Of course their 
political masters should be upset in an 
accountable and transparent way. And 
remember this increased regulation mu# 
occur without limiting markets. That was 
old Labour’s way.

Aim
“New labour [NIJ must aim to 

construct in the country a broad coalition 
of centre and left support for radical 
change with a clear consistency of 
direction” [pl8] (all emphasises are mine)

Principles
Let’s get some things straight to 

begin with:
“It [New Labour] does not seek to 

limit markets” [p4]
“New Labour welcomes the rigour 

of dynamic markets as the most efficient 
means of anticipating and supplying 
consumer’s wants, offering choice and 
stimulating innovation.” (Wonder why 
there isn’t enough investment then?)

“Competition is the only effective 
force that prevents capitalists opting for 
the quiet life.” fp22]

personal spending power are the 
inevitable consequence of the existence 
of markets." |p22]. Thai’s a good point, 
now that I think of it.

How foolish that Major chap is (I 
don’t think lie had enough high-quality 
education of the sort that NI, will provide)

Major
“lie fails to see the connection 

between increasing social division and 
his own government’s policy that actively 
promote deregulation” [pi5] Mandy 
seems to have penetrated right to the 
heart of the problem.

And so onto New Labour’s thoughts 
on deregulation: -

Unemployment
New Keynesians seem to have 

changed their minds in the crowding out 
debate:

“the costs of such deliberate job 
creation would need to be met either by 
consumers through higher prices or by 
citizens through higher taxes ... 
competitiveness will suffer, and the net 
gain in employment in the long-run may 
be small.”

“Roughly llic same logic applies to 
schemes for compulsory work-sharing” 
[pi00] Oh dear. That’s it then. You just 
can’t buck the market.

“It is a crucial NL commitment that 
society must accept a serious obligation 
to find work for \he young unemployed.” 
[pi02] You can’t buck tlie market but 
there must be a serious obligation anyway.

£Taxation
“Labour wants to see a progressive 

income tax, with a low starting-rate for 
the low paid. Not only is this fair, it will 
also improve incentives to work at the 
bottom end” [p 108] That’ til! That’s why 
there is such high unemployment. 'Hie 
poor need to be taxed more to improve 
tlicir incentives. Taxation of tiicir income 
could be used to fund improvements in 
the incentives for “top salaried 
management” who, as a result of old 
Labour’s “penal tax” policies suffered 
from “poor rewards.” [p23] The whinging 
critics are wrong - New Labour has not 
abandoned redistributive tax policies.

Welfare state
“If parents can contribute a mortgage 

deposit, itavoids the/torrtfrsofhigh-cost, 
poor-quality rented accommodation.” 
[p 127] If you want my opinion anyone 
who could be so unspeakably vulgar,its to 
permit tiicir offspring to live in rented 
accommodation should be subject to a 
special vulgarity tax (without any 
loopholes at all). Up to now this tax has 
been limited to die directors of privatised

Economic philosophy
“This is not to delude ourselves that 

wealth is somehow created by 
governments or society. Wealth comes 
from personal effort and entrepreneurial 
flair”. [p8] This is a truly earth-shattering 
observation. Why have no political 
thinkers come up with it before? IF wealth 
is a product only of personal effort then 
taxation is legalised theft. Gordon Brown, 
morally speaking, should ditch his 1 Op in 
the pound tax plans. New labour should 
go from being the low lax party to being 
the no lax party (that could be the 
soundbite).

And if wealth creation is independent 
of society Peter Mandelson could take 
his spin doctoring or t.v. production skills 
to say, the Amazon jungle or aboriginal 
Australia and magically through his 
personal effort be just as wealthy as he is 

! (Clearly he has talent in die field of 
management consultancy as well:

"too many British companies are not 
up to llie standards of the best" Ip711 be 
lectures sternly.)

Deregulation
Those foolish Tories just haven’t 

done enough of it!
“instead of operating under the 

disciplines of dynamic competition, the 
privatised industries now languish under 
ineffective but increasingly bureaucratic 
regulation” [p821

If only the Tories knew anything 
about how markets work they would 
have had the sense to get rid of 
bureaucratic regulation and replace it 
with leaner, fitter, possibly privatised 
regulation.

“New I ^ibour believes that the social 
objectives which once led to the call for 
the utilities to be nationalised can now be 
met through more effective regulation” 
[p24] although presumably this is only 
within the overall framework which of 
course accepts tiiat “Competition is the 
only effective force that prevents 
capitalists opting for thequicl life.” [p22] 
as was clearly outlined two pages earlier.

“'Hie battle to revise Clause IV ... 
was the essence of New Labour and 
Blair’s leadership is about”, [pi91 
(Wonder why he didn’t think to mention 
it in his expensive leadership campaign

Thatcher
“Margaret Thatcher was asking some 

of the right questions about Britain’s 
problems when she first came to power” 
[p 13] but her “work was in essence 
destructive” [pi6]

Nevertheless, “Its [New Labour’s] 
strategy is to move forward from where 
Margaret Thatcher left off.” [pi J

Incomes policy
This is fairly straightforward: 
“government must take a view on of 

the acceptable level of pay rises in the 
economy as a whole” but that view is 
completely academic since “[New 
Labour] does not seek to limit markets”

“Also, New Labour should promote 
increased flexibility in the setting of 
employee rewards lliat genuinely relate 
pay to performance” but tiiat promotion 
is completely academic since “[New 
Labour] does not seek to limit markets” 
[p4] The overall pattern is beginning to 
emerge. I think this clear and consistent

Equality
“The more secure, more cohesive 

and, as a result, more equal our society, 
the better our chances of economic [p4]
success.” [p7]

That sounds like talk you’d expect 
from Marxist tax-raising, election-losers 
like John Smith but, naturally somcpcoplc 
arc more equal than others:“New 
Labour’s belief in the dynamic market 
economy involves recognition that 
substantial personal incentives are 
necessary in order to encourage risk- 
taking and enireprcncurialism.” |p22J

and “Differences in income and

. :
Mandelson advises sensibly " a more 
deliberative legislative style that ensures 
dial new laws are made to last" [plS], 
Absolutely.

now

Mamlclsou review continued on page 17
Political philosophy

Now, no-one could accuse Mr.
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Mandelson 1Bloinpcak [
stuffed as well). The rented sector has 
expanded (also partly temporary in that 
people arc renting houses they can’t sell) 

Instead of welcoming this Blair 
attacks the government for not stoking 
up house prices (this is despite the fact 
dial he supposedly believes in markets) 

Last year Tony Blair described 
inflation as the number one enemy 
(despite die fact dial for die first time in 
two generations deflation is a real risk). 
Curious dicn diat he should be in favour 
of inflation in die housing market.

Of course things aren’t quite as 
simple as just being pro-home owners:

“labour is back in touch - the party 
of social housing but the party ofprivate 
housing too.”

Aldiough dicre is some loose talk 
about social cohesion and community 
from New Labour in fact Blair is not in 
favour of stability in the housing market. 
On die one hand he wants to promote 
price rises which is a product of people 
moving house lots - starting up housing 
chains. Also, reported in \hzIndependent 
on Sunday:

“Lab our believes that the financial 
markets have been slow to adapt to the 
change in work patterns.” (3 Mar)

So, it is not a question of reducing 
instablity it is a question of facilitating it. 
In fact as 1 lesellinc pointed out, widi die 
airofonc teaching adull pupil, diemarket 
already provides flexible mortgages. But 
mortgage lenders arc not charities - 
anodicr feature of die market, I suppose. 
They are unlikely to respond to lectures 
from die Leader of die Opposidon. They 
will provide flexible mortgages (a) more 
expensively dian unflexiblc ones and (b) 
to people who have well paid insecure 
jobs - like politicians. They are unlikely 
to be so generous to people who have 
badly paid insecurejobs - a rising section 
of die population which used to be known 
as die working class.

Aldiough I have devoted some space 
to this policy announcement itis probably 
not dial important one way or die odier 
since it will not be accompanied by any 
money (low tax party) and “no legislation 
is planned (ibid) However, lest you 
feel Blair may as well have made his 
contribution to die debate privately radier 
dian splashing it over die newspapers 
The Guardian reports:

“Party sources later even suggested 
there might be “league tables of 
mortgage lenders*performances. ”(Mar

Part 2: Autocracy

At the Scottish Labour Party 
conference, having been accused of 
being autocratice Blair, who had 
recently publicly humiliated Ron 
Davies and before that Clare Short, 
made a joke out of it.

At the same conference lie said a 
Labour government could not afford 
to renationalise any public utilities. 
"Only if we show ourselves capable of 
making them [hard choices about 
renationalisation] in opposition will we 
deserve to be elected to government 
Thus, if a motion were carried at a 
future conference in support of 
rcnationallsation the Tories would he 
able to claim that the Labour Party's 
own leader had declared it mint for 
government.

The Guardian reported "Mr 
Blair's address was often more u 
lecture than a speech."

Michael Morrison in bricks and mortar. That capital 
should at least in part be mobilised to 
spread wealth between a family’s 
generations - to pay for long-term care 
for die elderly, to invest in children’s 
or grandchildren’s education and 
training, to give young people a better 
start to married life.” Exactly. The 
Tories say dial NL can’t afford all of 
its policy commitments while being 
the low tax party. But they don’t 
understand Middle England. They 
thinks dial a more vicious dog-eat- 
dog, atomised, socially fragmented, 
market based society creates cynical 
and selfish people. Rubbish. Middle 
England is bursting with social 
cohesion and altruism if only it can be 
freed from die dead hand of the Slate. 
Once diat happens they’ 11 be chucking 
money at their relatives like it's water.

"it is not practicable to return to 
some 1945 ‘New Jerusalem* that never 
really was”. That’s where the whole 
problem started, in facL These old 
Labour types thought they were being 
so clever but they just didn’t understand 
die realities of an ever changing, 
modern, up-to-date world that is 
increasingly compcdtive. Therefore 
NL will: “uphold the goal of a welfare 
state which is universal in its reach but 
no longer universal in what it offers.” 
[pl43] If only Alice had thought of a 
universal welfare state that was not 
universal in what it offered. New 
I^abour really ought to have a re-think 
on who its heroes arc.

“The complex web of means- 
tested benefits weakens incentives.” 
[p72] Quite right.

“Initial resources will initially 
need to be focused in die clear priority 
areas”. [p!50] Quite right.

MamJejson review coulinuod from page 15

"BlairspeakM
utilities and possibly a small number of 
people who are unspeakably rich. Mandy 
goes on to recommend that parents "help 
out widi die heavy costs of setting up a 
home in terms of carpets, curtains, 
furniture” [pi27]

Cunningly, this parenl-givcs-money- 
lo-child concept of welfare is at no cost to 
the Treasury. But Mandy fails to see die 
full implications. I think even he may be 
blinkered by some vestiges of old Labour 
"stadst” diinking. Surely this is die route 
to getting rid of die “burden” and the 
"drag on die economy” (to quote the 
Leader) of wel fare spending of a staggering 
£90 billion a year. People need a hand-up 
not a hand-out. 'Ilicy don’t want welfare. 
They want to be independent. Its "vested 
interests” who are making diem think 
they want it.

"informal care by one member of a 
family for another is the mainstay of social 
support in diis country. The main issue in 
social policy is how to help people to help 
each other... This is what people want. 
The role of the state is as provider of last 
resort”. [pl29] Tliat’s it in a nutshell. 
That’s how to develop social cohesion - 
get people to look after dicir sick relatives 
freed from die morally corrosive effect of 
the Nanny State. And what’s diis "last 
resort” stuff - it sounds bad for 
"incendvcs”?

"'Hie public arc rightly skeptical of 
bureaucratic, institutional solutions to 
social problems”, [pi30] 'Hint’s what old 
Labour just couldn’t understand. It’s more 
dian just tax. People just don’t want to be 
helped by an interfering state. The state 
should just piss off and leave diem alone. 
Socialism - what a wrong turning dial 
was!

^ ■

K ■ /•
/Lit analysis of Now Labour's policy making 
mechanism

Part l:Housing

have a superior insight into how 
markets work dian seems to be normal, 
or we had no money at die dine can feel 
a certain pleasure at die almost moral 
characteristics of a market which seem to 
attack people who diink dicy have finally 
figured out die route to die much sought 
after exhange: “somcdiing for nodiing”. 
B ut a lot of the people who bought houses 
and subsequently got stuffed bought 
houses because the government for 
ideological reasons had given diem no 
choice.

It ought to be dear by now that New 
Labour believes in llie market. It really 
docs. Now, economists have spent a very 
long lime thinking about markets. Boras 
long as Uicrc has been economics, in fact. 
They sdll haven’t figured it out. One 
thing that comes as close to a law as you 
get in social sciences is: “what goes up 
must come down." In fact, some people 
argue once all die buyers diink it is going 
to go up - that’s die time when it will go 
down.

we

Part 3: The Environment
Britain used to be a country dial was 

mercifully free of a lot of diis uncertainty 
- housing, food, health, transport, 
pensions, defence and a great many jobs 
involved in diem were well sheltered 
from the market. Thatcher, in 
reintroducing the dynamism or vigour or 
rigour did so in quite a sly way for one 
who was supposedly straight talking. By 
selling off natural monopolies (some 
would call it confiscating) for 
considerably less than they were wordi 
she encouraged die extremely un-frcc 
market ideas among a naive public diat 
(a) you should hold a very narrow range 
of shares and allied to this (b) share prices 
always rise.

Similarly with housing. She 
redistributed money from die ptxir (via 
an increasingly regressive tax system) to 
the better off in the form of tax subsidies 
for houses. She kept the values high by 
preventing either local or central 
government from building houses. She 
encouraged people to invest in one very 
large asset and did not discourage die 
belief dial die price would always go up 
(and. with a deregulated financial market 
they could borrow money on the rising 
value and buy imported gixxls with it.) 
One feature of booms is that there are 
often more people widi an interest in 
convincing the public that prices will 
keep rising - lenders, polidcians, anyone 
who wants to sell their house, anyone 
with borrowings against house price 
values.

Thatcher, certainly in die later, 
madder part of her reign wished to turn us 
all into atoms (or maybe families) 
furiously responding to market forces. 
B lair now urges the same thing. I Ie argues 
it should l>ea matter of "national purpose 
and national pride.” But die trouble is 
dial labour is nowhere near as flexible as 
capital. One reason for diis is diat people 
don’t like being uprooted from families, 
communities, workplaces and schools 
dial dicy have grown accustomed to. 
Thai is the sort of sentimental tosh which 
stands between us and efficiency. 
I lowcvcr anodicr reason is diat people 
can’t move home in a country where die 
rented sector has been deliberately 
undermined.

Clearly people who have been stuffed 
arc not happy. A lot of diem live in die 
Soudi East. Many of diem arc articulate. 
Some of diem write for newspapers.'Hicy 
can’t be expected to look at die situation 
from a social viewpoint. Unfortunately, 
despite talking about "One Nation 
Labour”, neither can Tony Blair.

Accidental diough it may be die 
situation we have at die moment is much 
healthier dian the 80s. The value of 
MIRAS has been reduced (diis is partly a 
temporary result of lower interest rates). 
Y oung people arc very wary about buying 
houses - first-time buyers arc more likely 
to lie in their 30s. Houses arc becoming 
more like dicy arc in civilised countries 
like Germany - somcdiing to live in not 
an appreciating capital asset (diis means, 
regrettably, dial estate agents will be

As with housing, environmental 
polidcs is a game played widiout conflict:

“I want to move away from the 
argument that when it comes to 
protecting the environment something 
or someone always loses out”

The naive among you may have 
thought dial while capitalism has brought 
unprecedented wealth to unprcccndcnlly 
large numbers of people it has also been 
responsible for a vast, international, 
industrialised rape of the earth’s 
resources. Not really.

“high environmental standards 
could improve rather than damage our 
competiveness. ”

If we stopped using fossil fuels would 
it would improve our competitiveness? 
If we stopped driving cars?

If we stopped transporting goods 
diousands of miles between production 
and consumption? (As Blair rcccndy 
pointed out in Singapore “an open 
economy is a pre-condition of 
efficiency.”) In this speech to the Royal 
Society given in late February he said: 

"we we need to ensure that we look 
closely at all our policies and 

that

Maybe die market can help here as 
well? (In a socially cohesive sort of way):

"Contractual payments by working 
parents to grandparents and other relatives 
who undertake family childcare 
responsibilities could be allowed against 
the parent’s lax” [pi30] and "Perhaps a 
new form of two-sided savings contract is 
needed between die generations” [pl31] 
That’s one tip I’ve got to pass on. I’ve 
found any time your Mum is a bit slack 
when it comes to getting die tea on the 
table to the correct quality standards - 
threaten to sue her. It may seem harsh but 
its for her own good and it docs wonders 
for raising produedvity. Your Dad should 
be market-tested regularly (especially if 
die bastard doesn’t give you money for a 
mortgage, furniture etc.)

"Many empty-ncsicns in their fifties 
and sixties not only enjoy reasonable 
incomes with low commitments, but are 
silting on significant equity capital lied up

New Labour
"New Labour is fundamentally 

different from old Labour in its 
economic, social and political 
approach”. [p4] (though obviously it 
has not "abandoned i is basic principles 
and convictions"). [p2 ]

NewLabour’s
"enemies":

"the inefficient who let the 
community down and impede its 
success”. [p20] Ihcsc people must be 
idcndfied and helped. Preferably when 
diey are young. They must be taken 
away from dieir parents (who are 
probably “not up to the job”) and re
educated before it is too late. They 
must not be allowed to hold back 
"ordinary working families who work 
hard and play by die rules.”

Young Britain! New Britain!

Lubour and Trade Union Review page 17

more 
ensure
considerationsareproperly integrated."

Another plan he has for improving 
environmental standards is a "reform of 
the CAP" as well as the expansion of the 
European Union eastwards forcing 
hundreds of thousands and maybe 
millions off the land and encouraging the 
growth of larger scale farming with 
greater use of chemicals in die food chain, 
amd die sort of "efficient" fanning that 
has led to the BSE scandal..

environ mental

6).
Which magazine had better prepare 

itself - a hostile takeover could be on die 
cards.

Those of us who were not stuffed by 
die house price collapse, either because
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letters
A reply from Michael

Morrison [ lettersLetters to 

the editor
expect professionals like lawyers and 
accountants to be regulated" lie argued. 
Of course we do. But the state has 
delegated almost all of this regulation to 
accountants and lawyers.(More 
accurately, it has never taken it away 
from them.) Hutton’s desire to have the 
regulation of teachers done by agents of 
the state - in the form of, presumably ex- 
tcachers employed by Ofsted, seems to 
me to jar with the rest of his thinking. He 
argues passionately for the creation of 
institutions which expand the non-maricet, 
social methods of governing behaviour 
within business organisations, at the 
expense of the the myopic and external 
financial markets. Thai does not mean 
that companies are not subject to legal or 
social pressure but it docs mean that 
ways of giving them discretion to act in 
their own long-term interests are 
promoted.

Teachers are to be denied this internal 
responsibility as far as is possible. Yet 
clsehcre it is assumed that professionals 
have an interest in preserving the integrity 
of their profession (that is unless the term 
professional is simply used to mean some 
kind of sedentary, white collar job). 
Teachers cannot, therefore, be 
professionals in this sense because, unlike 
lawyers and accountants it seems they 
are not to be trusted. On the contrary I 
would argue that the teaching 
“profession" should be regarded as an 
ally in getting rid of bad teachers. For the 
reasons I discussed in my article they arc 
more likely to able to identify bad teaching 
than anyone else. Instead B lairhas chosen 
to alienate them because of a very crude 
calculation that the interests of 
“producers" - teachers, are directly 
opposed to the interests of “consumers" 
- parents who read the Daily Mail.

This strikes me as an extremely 
superficial reading of what civil society 
is - something which Hutton, for one, is 
very conscious of. How can one talk 
meaningfully about decentralisation 
unless there is something to decentralise 
to? Why can teachers not be trusted to 
impose a (socially determined and agreed) 
view of what leaching is on members of 
their “profession."

Blair has not been showing signs of 
appreciating what civil society is.Gvil 
society is not the state. Sometimes he 
denies that vested interests exist. He 
therefore docs not appreciate the need to 
seek the support of civil society. This 
makes me doubt whether he will be able 
to govern in any manner other than an 
authoritarian one. Clearly there is much 
more to be said on this subject and I hope 
die L&TUR can be a forum fordoing so.

Yours fraternally,

would be to get involved in their local 
school rather than opting out. Thai is 
what the much abused term “community" 
means in practice. For many members it 
is what being in the Labour Party is all 
about. It is the only option for most 
parents outside London. That is why the 
Hannan issue resulted in hundreds of 
people resigning their membership in 
frustration.

I have some sympathy with your 
view that a bright child will benefit from 
being surrounded by otherbright children 
(though for some reason the middle 
classes seem to feel that their children 
must be disproportionately gifted and 
any problems they encounter are therefore 
the teacher’s fault). There is no reason 
why this is incompatible with 
comprehensive status. Streaming within 
comprehensive schools is very common. 
Bright children can prosper in this 
environment. I refer you to Jack Lane's 
letter on the subject (L&TUR - Jan/Feb 
’95) in which he observes that a child at 
die comprehensive school where he is a 
govenor, got 9 starred A’s at G CS E level. 
I’m afraid I am cynical of the motives of 
ambitious parents who explain their 
concerns for their children purely in terms 
of expected GCSE results. The second 
Hannan child was only the subject of 
controversy because he failed to get in to 
the elite Catholic Oratory school where 
he could mix with people who had 
influential parents.

As for llic matter of underperforming 
teachers I really think this should be 
placed in some kind of perspective. The 
reason why people wish to become 
teachers in die first place, aside from die 
now deeply unfashionable notion of 
public service, is Uiat it is not die simple 
matter Tony Blair or even Ofsted like to 
pretend it is. You appear to have 
acknowledged diis fact. A teacher must 
be called upon to exercise judgments. A 
facility for diis, like most difficult things 
in life, comes with experience.

I accept dial your letter does not 
necessarily reflect all your views on 
education but you do seem narrowly 
focused on die question of grades. It is 
wordi remembering that education is a 
broad social and cultural process and the 
growing importance of league tables 
should not result in us ignoring that fact.

Of course dierc are bad teachers. 
But diey are a minor problem compared 
to die money or lack of it spent on 
education. As New Labour no longer has 
diecourage to appeal for greater col lccd vc 
provision of services it cannot make diis 
point and so die role of bad teachers must 
be exaggerated. This neatly creates a 
problem which New Labour claims it can 
solve simply by unleashing Chris

Tlic purpose oTD'ic aruclctowi^ 
you refer (L&TUR no. 51)was to 
demonstrate diat New Labour’s so-called 
policy on education is not implementable 
because it was nodiing more dian ill- 
dioughlout prejudices and petty teacher- 
bashing. I suspect it was simply meant to 
gamer die headlines in die Tory press for 
a few days. We are agreed in our critical 
attitude to diis behaviour.

Petulant lectures in die Daily Mail 
do not create an atmosphere which is 
conducive to a sensible and calm 
discussion of education policy. Nor docs 
the behaviour of Tony Blair and dicn 
I Iarricl 1 human, who undermined one of 
die few aspects of Labour policy which 
people could gel their heads around. 
Meanwhile Mandclson is in favour of 
both choice and comprehensive 
education. More recently Blunkctt has 
been attacking comprchensives. It seems 
dial cvcrydiing is up in die air.

However, I do not accept your 
reasoning which says dial unless policy 
suggestions arc made die Labour policy 
machine will inevitably come out with 
the sort of naive nonsense which we bodi 
disagree widi. This implies dial dicrc 
must be some sort of activity - purposeful 
or not. Bear in mind that schools have 
been turned upside down by the 
megalomaniac impulses of Ken Baker 
whose overblown Education Act

Woodhcad at Ofsted. Mr. Woodhcad 
seems to be responding by calling for 
quality reports at llic level of the individual 
teacher widiout any of die discussion of 
his mcdiodology which I was calling for.

As well as bad teachers dierc are 
demotivated teachers, frustrated at the 
paperwork and frustrated at having their 
lives changed according to every whim 
of the Secretary of State; frustrated at 
being underpaid and frustrated at being 
insulted into the bargain. I don’t think 
they can be wholly separated from bad 
teachers in die manner which you suggest.

There are also bad car mechanics, 
bad computer programmers, bad 
management consultants and bad lawyers. 
Hopefully dierc are few bad doctors 
because they can kill people. Frank Lloyd 
Wright said “bad doctors can at least 
bury die dead - all a bad architect can do 
is advise plandng vines".

Any job even slightly more 
complicated than basic labouring has 
some elements of insider informadon. In 
odier words, it is difficult for a manager 
or other outsider to tell what is going on 
widi certainty. Moresubdc methods dian 
simply accusing someone of being “bad" 
and sacking them arc employed 
practically everywhere outside the 
simplicities of naive economic models.

As I discussed, teaching is a subtle 
business. There is no general agreement 
about what best practice is. This an 
ongoing debate and one in which die 
wider public should be involved in.

I'm afraid I sec little potential in your 
suggestion of student questionnaires for 
the obvious reasons that pupils do not 
necessarily know what teaching in dieir 
own long-term interest is and secondly it 
would be naive to imagine their comments 
would solely be a reflection of dicir 
judgement of the teacher's performance 
such as it is.

Hoof, hype, hypocrisy and helping Harman
14 February Comprehensive in Middlesbrough (3% 

A-Cs) this tendency must be 
overwhelming. I suspect that many 
Labour supporters critical of Ms I lannan 
have actually solved Uicir own problem 
through ‘selection by estate agent’ or by 
supplementing poor school performance 
with private tuition. No one would have 
noticed if Ms Harman had used citiicr of 
these solutions. And I have not 
encountered any proposals in die Labour 
Party for seriously comprchensivising 
higher education which is rampantly 
competitive.

It seems to me diat it is incumbent on 
critics such as Michael Morrison to offer 
some help to parents such as Ms. I lannan 
who would like to send Uicir children to

From Mark Cowling

I read Michael Morrison’s piece 
(‘Blair’s education revolution’) at die 
same time as the I larrict I lannan scandal 
broke. Many of the same issues arc raised 
by both the scandal and die article.

Michael Morrison’s general 
approach makes a lot of sense: I am 
convinced that many Labour Party 
members object to new policies 
apparentiy being invented on die hoof 
and then announced, rather than being 
reached through debate in the Party. I 
agree with him that it is not easy to 
identify ‘bad’ or ‘failing’ teachers, and 
that threatening people with the sack on 
unclear grounds is inhumane and 
impractical.

That said, he docs not provide very 
much by way of practical proposals for 
assessing the quality of teaching or for 
improving it; many of his worries about 
whether teachers arc good at teaching or 
good at impressing inspectors, about die 
problems of finding ‘good’ teachers to 
replace those in 'failed' schools etc. arc 
sound, but do not add up to an alternative 
proposal to Blair’s ill thought out 
‘radicalism’.

It is at this point dial I larrict 1 barman 
comes in. According to The Guardian, if 
she simply sent her son to the local 
comprehensive, he would be attending a 
school which achieves 6% A-C grade 
GCSEs. Her reaction was that she docs 
not have the right to sacrifice her child to 
her political beliefs. I have much 
sympathy with her concern; it is fine to 
support comprehensive education and 
social mixing if every child has a 
reasonable chance to excel, but in a school 
where only 6% of pupils attain 5 A-C 
passes the sort of child who wants to get 
nine A* GCSEs and go to a good sixdi 
form and university is going to slick out 
like a sore thumb. Boys in die local 
comprehensive which my daughter 
attends (22% A-C GCSEs) have a strong 
tendency to play the fool in order not to 
stand out, and therefore underachieve. In 
a school such as Ms. Hannan’s local 
comprehensive or, say, Langbaurgh

die local school: how would he propose 
to improve a school which performs so 
far below die English average of 43.5% 
A-Cs? As it stands, he is offering a lot of 
criticism of naive proposals but little 
positive.

A school is obviously much more 
than its individual teachers or its

produced die biggest revolution in schools 
since 1944. He complained tiiatcducation 
needed to have a “Napoleon" or a 
“Bismark". (And diis from a so-called 
Tory!)

examination performance, but slicking 
widi tiicse for die moment, as a parent I 
have certainly encountered teachers widi 
whom my children have made little 
progress over die year; and talking to 
otiier parents the problem seems to be 
general in diosc teachers’ classes. I 
suspect readers with children will 
recognise the sort of problem I am 
describing. I would like to think diat 
some mechanism was in place where 
such teachers could be identified by the 
school and tiicn helped to improve. Most 
universities, forcxamplc, now use student 
questionnaires on teaching as one 
measure of whether it is satisfactory. 
Would tiicrc be any virtue in a school 
version of this technique? The 
underperforming teachers I have in mind 
arc not devoid of talent or idle, but dicir 
performance seems under par. Could 
Michael Morrison come up widi current 
best practice or with his own proposals 
for dealing widi diis sort of problem?

Unless people like Michael Morrison 
can come up widi something positive, 
die Labour Parly on education will remain 
a mixture of hoof, hype and hypocrisy,

I do not share yoursympadiy for Ms. 
Harman’s plight. It is an intolerable 
suggestion dial being a inotiicr (or a 
fadicr) should be a license for anti-social 
behaviour. Consider what diis would
mean if widely applied. I have no doubt 
dial “many Labour supporters critical of 
Ms. Harman" have resorted to moving 
house or private tuition. At least by these 
covert means tiiese people were showing 
some signs of guilt. What makes 
I Iarman’s behaviour so much worse was 
her innocence (despite die fuss about 
Blair’s kid) - itdid nolcross her mind dial 
she would upset people. This indicates a 
lack of political acumen which is worrying 
for a woman who will soon hold one of 
die major offices of state.

Y ou are clearly cynical about people 
in die Labour Parly, and not widiout 
justification given die behaviour of its 
most senior members. However, I think 
die response of die vast bulk of Labour 
activists in die position you describe

You seem frustrated by my alleged 
failure to provide a “mechanism" for 
dealing with die “sort of problem" which 
you describe. Yet you failed to comment 
on die conclusion to my article which 
argued that since education cannot tic 
subject to spot market forces and I have 
little faith in die inspection process (until 
persuaded otherwise) that leaves 2 
options: a public service ctiiic which has 
been derided by Thatcherism and now is 
ignored by Blairism which I regard as 
regrettable, or a professional ediic. My 
caution in coming to the conclusion I did 
arose from an awareness that teachers are 
not publicly united in dicir view of what 
good teaching is but they are likely to 
become more united in die face of external 
abuse.Yours fral., Tliis brings me to a point 1 was 
discussing with I Iutton (see page 8). “WeP*i«18 Labour and Trade Union Review
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How did Labour “afford it” in 1945?
Speaking at the Scottish Labour conference Tony Blair explainedbe bSe? sSenln31 

the renationahsation of the utilities could not be aff orded and that the ies nmri-r.Pen ?n
education or health. This has been the chief Blairite argument for failinS.l° J t®Jks 0,n,llule
privatised utilities with action that would convince the public that a p^uld hc
significantly different in its approach, as details of a different regulatoiy i g , T . , J C1ged.

The plea “we can’t afford it” affects all areas of New Labour’s thinking. It must do. It is the low tax party.
11 AtthSc^rwrilln?there San internal debate between Blair and Prescott and Clare Short and Brian 

Wilson about what practical effect the commitment to “public ownership and public accountability lor the 
railway system has. Brown and Blair have both said in the past that this docs not amount to ^nationalisation. 
Prescott has said that Labour will buy back a controlling interest in Raillrack. They have had years to decide 
what their position on this is. Why did the great Clause 4 debate not result in a policy emerging?

A principled stand would have permitted them to influence the conduct of the sell-off, as many people in 
the Labour Party realised. Some months ago Angela Clifford (L&TUR no. 46) attacked New Labour for their 
lily-livered approach to the fragmentation of what was previously one of the most clficicnt railway systems 
in the world. She demonstrated that the talk about not being able to afford renalionalisation was the specious 
nonsense of people who did not know the difference between a household and a society; people who did not 
know how to behave either as socialists or capitalists. They talk about wanting "investment" but regard public 
ownership of utility and railway assets as a simply a "cost". She went on to suggest that if a principled stand 
was taken before the franchises were sold potential investors could have no cause for complaint if their shares 
were replaced with interest bearing bonds. It is now too late for that.

In what sense will having a railway system which is a paradise for lawyers and accountants and 
managment consultants “save money”? Is it really only a question of money? This lack of courage (and sense) 
is made all the more galling by the fact that Labour mounted an extremely effective campaign against the 
absurdities of railway privatisation led by Brian Wilson.

Labour

Britai n is three times richer than it was in 1950. It was Atlcc and Dalton and Bcvin and Bevan who couldn’t 
afford it. Having recklessly got Britain into a war which it was ill prepared to fight Churchill was willing to 
do anything to cling on until the Russians and Americans were able to come to his rescue. Six years of total 
war left Britain devastated and mortgaged up to the hilt to the U.S.

Britain had acquired overseas debts of £3.5 billion. The ’45 government was faced with a chronic shortage 
of dollars. It was faced with a chronic shortage of fuel. 1947 was one of the coldest winters this century. 
500,000 houses were desmoyed in the Blitz. 250,000 were badly damaged. Rebuilding them was hampered 
by the lack of manpower. It took time to demobilise thousands of soldiers and sailors and airmen. The 
economy had to be shifted from a wai to a civilian oi ientation. Britain still had major overseas commitments. 
It was responsible for governing part of occupied Germany. It had troops in Egypt Libya Cyprus, 
Somaliland, Sudan, the Far East and Jamaica. Britain was a superpower and had a global Empire

The ’45 government nationalised the railways when there were tens of thousands of miles more track than 
there arc now Obviously a more clear-thinking Prime Minister than Atlcc would have realised that vve 
couldn t afford it. In 1945 the Bank of England was nationalised. In 1946 the first health system in the 
Western society to o ler tree mcdica care to the whole population on demand was introduced. We definitely 
couldn t afiord that. 35 000 new teachers were trained and 928 new primary schools were built to

and then take credil for the achievement. or rho old o„o he argued.
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