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Russian Roulette 
The failure of the comic-opera coup in 
Moscow suggests that the forces required 
to preserve the Soviet Union as a state 
no longer exist. The disintegration of 
the Soviet Union has been accelerated by 
this suggestion. The reaction of Western 
governments and media to these events 
has also suggested that the ability to 
make sense of the state of the world no 
longer exists in the council chambers of 
the West. 
The rapid and uncontrolled dis 

integration of the Soviet Union is a 
political catastrophe without precedent 
in human history. It is creating dangers 
on a scale which the world has never 
known. But the West has greeted it with 
a chorus of ideological triumphalism and 
mindless complacency. 
On August 26 the leader of the Soyuz 

group of deputies in the Soviet 
parliament, Colonel Victor Alksnis, was 
interviewed on the BBC programme 'The 
World At One'. Alksnis is a spokesman 
for that element of Soviet opinion 
which understands the catastrophic 
implications of the disintegration that 
Gorbachev set in train a few years ago. 
He explained that while he was initially 
inclined to sympathise with the declared 
aim of the coup (which was not to 
reverse the economic reforms but to 
restore order and preserve the state as the 
necessary framework of a reformed 
economy), he withdrew his support from 
the junta early on because of its 
unconstitutional behaviour. But he 
insisted that order would need to be 
restored sooner or later. And he reported 
an incident which illustrated this. 

On the Thursday following the coup 
the division between supporters and 
opponents of the junta had reached the 
section of the Soviet nuclear fleet based 
at Archangel. One flotilla of nuclear 
submarines decided to support the junta; 
another flotilla of nuclear submarines 
backed Y eltsin. Think about it. 

The Soviet Union has lost the 
political coherence of a state while 
retaining the military capacity of a super 
power. The Red Army possesses 
thousands of nuclear weapons and 
nuclear bases and these are distributed all 
over the place. The disintegration of the 
Soviet Union is bound to entail the 
disintegration of the Red Army. It is 
already generating violent conflict 
between its component populations, 
there is every reason to expect these 
conflicts to gain in intensity, and there 
is no reason to suppose that the Red 
Army will be able to preserve its own 
unity in the face of them indefinitely. 
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Either the Red Army will launch another 
coup with the purpose of preserving the 
Soviet Union as a viable political 
framework for itself, and do things 
properly the second time round, or it 
will begin to break up. 

The uncontrolled break-up of the Red 
Army will lead to its elements lining up 
on opposite sides in the national and 
communal conflicts which are 
developing all over the place. And it 
will mean that some of these opposing 
sides could find themselves confronting 
one another with nuclear weapons in 
conditions of enormous subjective 
political confusion. 

It now looks unlikely that the Red 
Army will try a second coup. The 
decision to ban the Communist Party 
has almost certainly precluded such an 
attempt, and may well be explained by 
the lucid purpose of pre-empting it. The 
Red Army could not govern the Soviet 
Union by itself. Only a reinvigorated 
Communist Party could do this for it. 
And this has now been ruled out by the 
action of Boris Yeltsin, the current ruler 
of Russia. 

"200 million individuals are 
going to have their ethnic 
identity worked up as their 
political identity. This will 
place millions in impossible 
positions. There will be 
conflict everywhere, and 
democracy will not last in 
these circumstances." 

Russia is the indisputable gainer from 
these events. What is now in prospect is 
the emergence of a sovereign Russian 
state in its own right which can hope to 
attain the status of a major power in a 
decade or two if it can sort itself out in 
the short-term. That this is the case 
must be assumed to have occurred to 
strategically placed individuals within 
what's left of the Soviet power structure, 
especially the KGB. And if the 
substance of the KGB has been 
reasoning along these lines, this may 
well explain the substance of recent 
events. 

The fact that the nominal boss of the 
KGB was involved in the coup attempt 
is neither here nor there. Secret services 
are not run by their nominal bosses, 
least of all when these are appointed 

from outside the service. It is entirely 
possible that the KGB has long been 
aware that the premises on which the 
Soviet Union has been based have 
been quietly crumbling for years and has 
been thinking seriously about the future. 

The Soviet Union was a sequel, and 
in some respects a caricature, of the old 
Tsarist empire rather than a development 
of it. What held the Tsarist empire 
together was the combination of four 
elements: the Tsarist absolute monarchy 
with its state apparatus, including the 
Okhrana (the secret police); the Russian 
aristocracy which was politically 
subordinate to this monarchy; the 
Russian Orthodox Church which 
provided religious legitimation for 
Tsarist rule; and the fact that Tsarist 
Russian imperialism, while experienced 
as oppressive and backward in places 
like Poland, was a progressive force 
with respect to the populations of 
Russia's southern and eastern 
peripheries. 

The Bolsheviks provided effective 
substitutes for these four elements in the 
charismatic leadership of Lenin and 
Stalin, buttressed by the 
Cheka/OGPU/KGB; the new ruling 
class, the proletariat, which was 
maintained in a state of political 
subordination to the state apparatus 
which governed on its behalf much as 
the aristocracy was held subject by the 
monarchy; the Communist Party which 
substituted for both the Romanov 
dynasty and the Orthodox Church; and 
the capacity of this socialist empire to 
precipitate progressive development 
among its backward subjects. 

But the Bolshevik formula began to 
run out of steam in the 1950s. The 
central premise on which the USSR has 
been based has been the vitality of the 
Communist Party and the vigour of its 
leadership, with the former heavily 
dependent on the latter. But the political 
leadership of the CPSU ceased to be 
vigorous in 1953. Its vigour under 
Lenin and Stalin had been a function of 
the fact that they governed as 
revolutionaries committed to realising a 
conception of society derived from a 
metaphysical doctrine. The behaviour of 
Stalin's successors demonstrated that 
they no longer adhered to this doctrine or 
cared a fig for the social conceptions 
derived from it. 

An opportunist pragmatism became 
the medium of policy-making from 
Stalin's death onwards. This oscillated 
between recklessness under Krushchev 
and prudence under Brezhnev, but that is 
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about all the variety that was allowed 
for. And with the leadership no longer 
incarnating the faith, the apparatus and 
rank and file of the CPSU were 
inevitably gangrened by apathy and 
cynicism and, of course, corruption, and 
the CPSU became incompetent to 
discharge its political function of 
holding the USSR together indefinitely. 

If the substance of the KGB has 
reasoned along these lines, it may well 
have decided that the most that can be 
salvaged is a viable Russian state, and 
that such a state will, of course, have a 
use for an apparatus like the KGB. And 
if an understanding has been reached 
with Boris Yeltsin on these matters, we 
can expect that a serious attempt will be 
made in the coming months to subject 
the Red Army to a controlled 
disintegration, in which the dominant 
Russian element of the army is taken 
over by the fledgling Russian state, and 
as many non-Russian units as possible 
are disarmed and disbanded, and, above 
all, a pre-emptive bid is made to 
establish Russian control of the army's 
nuclear capacity everywhere. 

But if this scenario is not in prospect, 
if such an attempted Russian take-over 
is botched, or if the KGB is itself 
fundamentally disrupted rather than 
largely redeployed to service in the 
Russian Republic, then we should 
expect that events will spiral entirely 
out of control, and that there will be hell 
to pay. But you would not think so if 
you relied on British politicians and the 
British media for your understanding of 
events. 
According to that epitome of 

establishment smugness, Sir William 
Rees-Mogg, one certainty we can count 
on is "that the new society, in at least 
the majority of the republics, will 
follow the Western model; it will be 
democratic and will operate an open 
market economic system, based on 
private ownership" (The Independent, 
September 2, 1991). Whatever about 
market economics, there is no reason to 
assume that the new republics will be 
democracies. 
The collapse of the Soviet Union 

entails the collapse of the category of 
Soviet citizenship as the principal 
element of the political identity of the 
individual. Over two hundred million 
individuals are going to have their 
secondary, ethnic-national, identity 
(Russian, Uzbek, Lithuanian, etc.) 
worked up as their primary identity. 
This is not going to happen of its own 
accord. It is going to be developed 
actively by emerging political forces. 
And it is going to involve placing many 
millions of individuals in difficult if not 
impossible positions. What is to be 
done with ethnic Lithuanians or 
Georgians or whatever who have lived in 
Leningrad or Moscow for years on a 
legal par, as Soviet citizens, with their 
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Russian neighbours? What is to be done 
with the millions of Russians scattered 
all over the non-Russian republics? 
Each of these republics is going to be 
governed, if it survives, by a form of 
politics which will be heavily 
nationalist and heavily populist. 
Populist nationalisms are invariably the 
least able to allow for minorities in their 
midst. There is going to be conflict all 
the over the place, and there is 
absolutely no reason to suppose that 
democracy will last long in the 
circumstances. 
The Labour Party and the British trade 

union movement seem neither to 
know nor care what is on the cards in 
the collapsing USSR. It is certain that 
the Labour Party, in its current state, is 
incapable of making the slightest useful 
contribution to the situation. But the 
trade unions are another matter. 

There are now genuine trade unions in 
Russia and in at least some of the 
peripheral republics. It is clearly in the 
interest of British trade unionism that 

the principles of free trade unionism take 
root in the new sovereign states 
emerging from the USSR. The elements 
of such a development already exist. The 
question is whether they can survive the 
explosion of demagogic populist 
nationalism which is now under way. 
The British trade unions should make 

a point of establishing close and strong 
links with these unions as a matter of 
urgency, and should do everything in 
their power to provide effective and 
practical solidarity to these unions in the 
difficult conditions in which they find 
themselves. In the process, Britain's 
unions would be able to find out for 
themselves what is really going on in 
Russia and the other republics, and 
would begin to recover the capacity for 
thinking for themselves about major 
international affairs, and for framing far 
sighted and responsible policies for 
dealing with international affairs, that 
they acquired under Ernest Bevin's 
leadership in the 1930s and have largely 
squandered since his death.□
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Trade Union Law 

As we go to press the T &GWU has 
changed its position on the Tory trade 
union laws and appears to no longer 
want to scrap them entirely. These laws 
are a mixture of common sense and 
vindictiveness, and it is right to keep the 
sensible ones. 
The Tories were able to bring the 

trade unions within the law because 
industrial anarchy had become the norm 
in the late 1970s. I use the term anarchy 
advisedly. Trade union power, which 
was considerable, was being wielded to 
no purpose - such as industrial 
democracy or rationalising pay 
bargaining. Had it been positively used, 
legislation would still have been needed, 
but legislation of a very different kind, a 
kind largely determined by the trade 
unions themselves. 

All of that is now very much water 
under the bridge. We have a framework 
of union law. No party, and now it 
seems no TUC, is going to try to alter 
that fact. More attention can therefore be 
given to altering union legislation to 
eliminate the vindictive laws and restore 
some rights for workers; e.g., . let 
employment rights laws apply after 
three months employment (the old 
system) instead of 2 years; or extend 
picketing rights to cover secondary 
action by employers. 
Once a framework of union law can 

be seen to be helpful to trade unions (as 
well as sometimes annoying them), then 
perhaps unions will begin to think 
positively about the law and start to 
propose changes of its own. Changes 
that will help the advancement of both 
industrial and political democracy. 

A Happy Retirement 

The bare-faced cheek of the bosses of the 
newly privatised companies seems to 
know no bounds. The country has 
watched open-mouthed as these men 
flaunt their massive pay rises - which 
they so obviously never earned. 
Now they want to have their cake and 

eat it. As state employees they had 
entitlement to pensions pegged to their 
then more modest (though still large) 
salaries. Now that they are privatised 
they are insisting on retaining the old 
civil service pension system, though 
now of course related to their new and 
vastly inflated salaries. 

I have the feeling that this is one case 
where we will see genuine Tory 
sympathy for pensioners. 

Union Ballots 

The validity of the recent election for 
General Secretary of the about-to-be 
amalgamated print union (Graphical, 
Paper and Media Union) is being 
challenged by the Electoral Reform 
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Society. 
According to law ballots for union 

leaders must be postal ballots. The 
unions (the NGA and SOGA T) held 
workplace ballots. They got around the 
law because the election concerned a 
union not yet in being, whereas the law 
technically covers unions of one year's 
standing. 

The turnout was impressive - 76% 
NGA and 66% SOGAT - far higher than 
could have been achieved by postal 
ballot. The postal ballot has its place - 
especially in unions such as Equity or 
the Seamen - but a more flexible 
approach is necessary to achieve the 
greatest possible turnout. When it 
comes to formulating Labour's union 
legislation, the requirement that ballots 
should be by post should be removed, 
though the principle of the written secret 
ballot should be retained. 

The Electoral Reform Society is 
going well beyond its brief in making 
this fuss. The ERS is an agitationary 
body with objectives of its own. It is 
therefore, in my opinion, not at all 
qualified to be the overseer in union 
elections. Perhaps the ERS performed a 
useful stop-gap function until now. But 
I believe it has outlived its usefulness. 

Industrial Democracy 

A recent letter in this magazine 
complained about harking back to the 
past. Why do we go on so much about 
the lost opportunities for industrial 
democracy in the 1970s? 

Firstly, what was proposed at that 

time has been all but written out of 
history. Accurate history is vital for 
understanding the present. History is 
what makes us what we are. And if we 
don't understand what we are, we have 
little chance of developing a coherent 
plan of action for the future. 

Can anyone doubt that our movement 
hasn't a clue these days about what it 
was, what it is, and where it is going? 
For the most part it does little more 
than react to the latest Tory jibe or the 
latest Sun editorial. 

Secondly, we believe that the core of 
the policy we supported in the 1970s is 
even more applicable in the 1990s. This 
core is that the working class has 
developed well beyond the point of 
being merely an exploited mass in need 
of protection against wicked employers. 
After 200 years of trade union 
organisation, 70 years of political 
democracy, and over 40 years of general 
education, the welfare state and the 
NHS, the working class is a very 
heterogeneous and complex body indeed. 

It is only at work that the working 
class allows itself to be subservient. In 
practice, of course, employees daily take 
vital decisions - often of necessity 
behind the backs or against the wishes 
of employers. But the work culture is 
still subservient. 'Management's right to 
manage' was promoted by Hugh 
Scanlon, Arthur Scargill, Frank Chapple 
and others in the 1970s. That is not 
'merely' history. Scargill and Co. won 
that battle. Their position is the general 
trade union position today. Trade 
unionism still props up the subservient 
work culture. 
There is still the belief that if a 19th 

century confrontational trade. union 
policy is abandoned, working class 
organisation will collapse and we will 
all be ground down. Well, the victory of 
the free collective bargainers didn't help 
a lot these last 12 years. We suggest it 
caused what has happened these last 12 

The Trade Unions have repudiated Scargill's tactics but not the dogma 
of 'management's right to manage' which he helped to promote. 
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Green Workplaces 
Over the past two years or so the TUC 
has been actively involved in the 
development of environmental policy. 
Since the establishment of its 
Environment Action Group in 1989, a 
number of impressive reports have been 
published on various aspects of the 
environment. 

The latest of these reports, Greening 
the Workplace, launched on 12 
August, is subtitled 'A TUC guide to 
environmental policies and issues at 
work'. It covers a wide range of issues, 
from green agreements, through 
environmental auditing and integrating 
the environment with health and safety 
to green rights at work and green 
pension funds. 

Ten of the twelve sections contain 
supporting arguments as to why trade 
unions should be involved at all levels 
in environmental issues at work and 
raise a number of questions about the 
issues themselves, as well as providing 
valuable background information on key 
environmental areas and existing 
government legislation and regulations. 
The guide is not intended to be read 

from cover to cover - it suffers from the 
kind of turgid prose to be found in 
official government documents - but it 
will prove invaluable as a do-it-yourself 
environment kit for trade unionists. 

'• 

I 

[ 

government. The Commission itself 
would report directly to the Cabinet and 
through it to Parliament. Local input 
into the Executive would be via regional 
advisory forums and regional offices of 
the Executive. 

Ann Taylor tells us that the next 
Labour government's commitment to 
the environment will be guided by four 
principles: pollution prevention; the 
precautionary principle; the 'polluter 
pays' principle; and freedom of 
environmental information. The paper is 
a little over-confident in estimating the 
importance of freedom of information. It 
appears to suggest that people will 
become more environmentally conscious 
if they have access to understandable 
information. Education and knowledge 
are undoubtedly important, but there is 
little sign that people are eager to learn 
the importance of having a clean 
environment. Everyday experience 
shows that few people are bothered by 
dirty streets. And over the past year or 

Labour's Green 'Quango' so anti-social behaviour such as eating 
~abour's . Environment _Prote_ct- and drinking on publi~ transport and 
ion Executive 1s . the latest discuss~on depositing litter on the spot, has crept 
pa,P<?r to be_ published by the Fabian into eveyday life. Fines and sanctions 
Society. Wntten by Ann Taylor, the are necessary in the short term to remind 
Par~y' s spok~sperson on _the people of their personal responsibility 
environment, It sets out fairly for the environment. 
p~rsuasive r~asons as to why we need a The paper contains an interesting 
single, national body . to regulate table showing levels of public concern 

. environmental prot~tion. The about problems associated with the 
MSF and the En~1ron111:ent . Departm?nt of the Environ~e_nt cannot environment. Comparing 1989 with 
MSF (Manufactunng, Science, Fmance) fulfil this role. What Bntam needs, 1986 it shows that chemical emissions 
is one of a small number of trade unions argues the paper, is a body independent into rivers and the sea concern 64% of 
which are_ undertaking pr~ctical work on of goyernment ~hich will press for the the public, an increase of 10%; followed 
the environment. Action on the adoption of radical measures to protect by sewage contamination of beaches and 
Environment, published in June, is a and improve the environment. . bathing waters (1989, 59%; 1986, 37%). 
pack designed to h?lP. MSF members It 1s. proposed that the Environment In 1986 a negligible number of people 
and other trade umomsts to take up Protection Executive should be were concerned about the destruction of 
environmental issues at work. . answer~ble through. a_n Environment the ozone layer. By 1989, 56% expressed 

It contams, among other thmgs, a Protection Commission to the concern. Other concerns which had 
continue from page 4 negligible support in 1986, but featured 
years. capitalist relations of production. Trade strongly in 1989, were destruction of the 
The trade union posinon has in union attitudes only perpetuate capitalist rainforests, the greenhouse effect and the 

practice (and often in theory) been that relations of production. These relations quality of drinking water. Surprisingly, 
the employer is there to screw you and can be replaced by the working class public concern about radioactive waste 
the union is there to screw him. This is assuming that it can have real power at fell from 62% in 1986 to 58% in 1989. 
the essence of the Thatcherite ethos. It is work: through industrial democracy. Undoubtedly, these figures reflect the 
the very antithesis of a socialist ethos. We are not, as has been suggested, extent to which the problems are raised 
And I suggest that the time may be wedded to a particular form of industrial by the media. Generally speaking, 
more than a little overdue for our democracy. We will support all kinds of environmental problems are accorded 
movement to be promoting a socialist proposals and occasionally make a few serious treatment, particularly by 
ethos as against a capitalist ethos. of our own. The important thing now is television, so there is no reason to doubt 
The socialist ethos is that of public to win the battle for industrial the accuracy of these figures. 

service. Goods and services are produced democracy in the unions against the Unemployment, education and the 
primarily for public consumption and class struggle fetishists - then, whenever health service will be key issues in the 
enjoyment - not primarily to provide the an opportunity arises to develop a election campaign, but we should not 
capitalist with profit or the worker with specific agitation, we will be in a underestimate how important having a 
wages. Such a public service spirit position to take it. clean and healthy environment is to 
breaks out all the time in the working The point about the Bullock people, even though they may be 
class. I have had the pleasure of Report is not that we are re-proposing unclear about their own responsibility. 
mentioning it in this column in relation it. It was not proposed. It was offered on In some constituencies it will feature 
to railway workers. Most of us get a plate. The unions had no nerve for this more strongly than in others. The public 
pleasure when a consumer is happy with sort of thing. And a golden opportunity may not be able to grasp fully the 
the product or the service we provide. was lost. We are trying to develop a concept of an Environment Protection 

But there is a limit to the type of trade unionism which will grasp Executive, but if the next Labour 
development of the public service ethos. such opportunities whenever they arise. government is to green Britain its role 
And that limit is precisely in the Hence the history lessons. D will be crucial. D 

Greening the Labour 
Movement 

Dick Barry reviews some receni 
Labour movement publications on the 

environment 

guide to environmental audits, which is 
more detailed than that included in the 
TUC guide, and a policy strategy 
document. There is also a model 
Environment Agreement which MSF 
will be asking companies to sign. The 
policy strategy document is limited in 
its coverage of issues; notable gaps 
include contamination of Britain's 
beaches and bathing waters and the over 
exploitation of the world's natural 
resources. It is, nevertheless, a useful 
contribution to trade union thinking on 
the environment. The pack as a whole 
can be recommended to anyone interested 
in the work of the trade unions and is an 
example others could well follow. 
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~::::::r:rr:~:z:rr:r:~:=::::~ 
Rights and Responsibilities, 
Challenges and Opportunities 
Bill Morris, General-Secretary-elect of the T &GWU, Britain's largest union, talks to Labour & Trade Union Review 
about his vision of the agenda for Trade Unionism in the 1990s 

L&TUR: We would first of all like to 
congratulate you on your election as 
General Secretary of the Transport and 
General Workers Union, and to ask you 
what were the distinctive policies 
promoted by you which led to your 
becoming General Secretary? 

Morris: Thank you for the very kind 
congratulations from your magazine. In 
terms of policies, I took the view that 
we had to sketch out an approach which 
would be our response to Thatcherism, 
and that it was also of great importance 
that we maintain the history, tradition 
and culture of the T&GWU. I said in the 
campaign that we must get back to 
some basic principles. We must put the 
T&G members first, and build a model 
of a strong industrial union that is 
nevertheless alive to change, using 
modem methods but maintaining its 
traditional values. We need a union 
which is absolutely determined to 
maintain its industrial independence, and 
one which creates opportunity for all 
through fairness for all. That was the 
framework within which my election 
campaign was fought. I sketched out a 
whole range of policies on equality, on 
industry, on ensuring that the members' 
rights were protected by a members' 
charter and on seeking to develop and 
maintain the long-established traditions 
of a lay members' union. 

L&TUR: What is your own priority 
now? What is the first thing you want 
to see done? 

Morris: I have four priorities. The first 
is to recognise that the election 
campaign was robustly fought, and to 
set about what I call the healing process 
and the rebuilding of unity. My view is 
that the T &G is a broad church, and I 
want to see the skills and talents of all 
our members (including members of 
staff as well as actual lay members) 
brought together in a common sense of 
purpose. Unity and the reconstruction of 
unity is therefore my first purpose. The 
second priority is to ensure that the 
union's affairs are managed within the 
financial constraints imposed by the 
members' contribution income. The 
third priority is to ensure that we rebuild 
again the numerical strength of our 
union through organising, recruiting and 
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campaigning, as well as pursuing a very 
vigorous strategy on merger and 
amalgamation. My fourth priority is to 
commit the union to work for the return 
of a Labour government. Those are the 
immediate things that I want to be 
doing, and have already made a start on 
doing. 

L&TUR: One of the priorities you 
mentioned was the vigorous strategy on 
mergers. One that particularly interests 
us is the proposal to merge the T &G 
with the NUM. Do you have any plan 
for bringing the UDM and the NUM 
together before that should happen? 

Morris: There is no chance of the 
NUM and UDM coming together 
beforehand. The UDM is a breakaway 
organisation, and I have no role to play 
in talking to a breakaway organisation. 
It is a matter for those two organisations 
to sort themselves out. I have no 
specific plans or strategy for the NUM, 
in particular. What I have got is a 
strategy for mergers, including the 
NUM, and it is based on industrial 
logic: a complementary logic to ensure 
that the organisational interests of the 
T&G, the interests of the industry and 
the interests of the workers are all 
provided for. In my view, it is 
absolutely crucial that there is a merger 
between the T &G and the NUM. It will 
create what I call a safe haven for the 
decent men and women in the mining 
fraternity in the Nottingham coalfield to 
come back home to where they rightly 
belong. 

"Under the Tory Act 
employers can extend as 
much solidarity to each 
other as they want, but 
the unions are denied 

that capacity." 

I start from the position of looking at 
Britain's energy needs. We cannot revive 
our manufacturing base unless we have a 
sound, clear strategy for energy into the 
year 2000 and beyond. So far, our 
energy policy has been based on cheap 

Arab oil, and we need tanks and guns to 
enforce it, as we have seen in the Gulf. 
That is no part of a T &G strategy, and 
as far as I am concerned it is immoral 
anyway. It means, therefore, using our 
existing resources at home, particularly 
renewable capacity. I want to see a 
balanced energy policy. My balanced 
energy policy would be coal-led, with 
gas, oil and the 17% nuclear capacity 
that we have at the moment. I want to 
see the political case for coal articulated. 
We are importing coal from South 
Africa, Colombia, Australia, China, 
Poland - everywhere but from the North 
East, Scotland, Wales and the North 
West. We have to break that, and the 
T &G is well placed to lead that debate. 
The political parties, including the 

Labour Party, have been very silent on 
where they stand on coal. Very little 
debate takes place these days in the 
General Council of the TUC on the Plan 
for Coal, except in the Energy 
Committee. So I believe that the miners 
need the T &G and the T &G need the 
miners, and that is my strategy: 
industrial logic, not political prejudice. 

L&TUR: Could we move on to ask 
you about the Tories' trade union laws? 
The Tory legislation is often referred to 
as being anti-trade union. Jn what ways 
do you believe the legislation is 
detrimental to trade unions and their 
members? 

Morris: I don't think that my union's 
policy has ever bracketed every single 
piece of Tory legislation as anti-trade 
union. I don't regard the members' right 
to elect the general secretary by secret 
ballot as being anti-union. I don't regard 
the requirement whereby the union has 
to put together a national membership 
list as anti-trade union. So I make a 
distinction on some of those issues. But 
save for those issues, and one or two 
others, in general terms the 
overwhelming part of the Tory 
legislation for the last twelve years has 
undoubtedly been anti-trade union. 

I know of no other organisation 
which, if it fails to pay a fine, for 
example, finds its organisation closed 
down, sequestrated and the receiver 
moving in, causing it to cease to 
function. When corporate businesses fail 
to meet their fines, all that happens is 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



that there. is an attachment to the bank 
account and the government takes what 
is owed, and that is the end of it. The 
whole question of ex parte injunctions 
is, to quote my General Secretary, a 
matter of waking a judge up in the 
middle of the night, showing him a 
copy of the Sun, giving him a drop of 
brandy and getting him to sign an 
injunction against a trade union. 

And the whole question of trade 
unions not being allowed to extend 
solidarity with each other in struggle, 
can never, ever, be regarded as anything 
but anti-trade union. The whole 
principle of this movement is built on 
solidarity with colleagues and comrades 
in struggle. Under the Tory Act 
employers can extend as much solidarity 
to each other as they want, but the 
unions are denied that capacity. 

So I am not blinding myself by 
making a blanket declaration that 
everything is anti-union. But the 
proposals contained in the latest Green 
Paper certainly are. For example, there 
will have to be a ballot for a dispute if 
there is more than 50 members. Any 
member will at any stage be able to 
walk in here and demand the right to 
inspect all the union's books. And 
workers will be able to join any union 
they like. That is a recipe for 
destabilising trade unions, where they 
pay no regard to Bridlington principles 
in the future. But you have not seen the 
Tories put anything on the Statute Book 
which regulates the way the employers 
behave. It is all about trade unions and 
over ninety per cent of it is blatantly 
anti-trade union, and, as far as I am 
concerned we want to see those bits 
which are blatantly anti-trade union 
repealed. 

L&TUR: Clearly, you believe that the 
balance of power has shifted back to the 
employers. What do you think a Labour 
government ought to do to redress this? 

Morris: Well, I think you have to 
analyse what the Tories have done. I do 
not think you can view the anti-trade 
union laws in isolation from the sort of 
society they want to create. It is about 
how you manage the economy; about 
how you distribute, or don't distribute, 
power; who influences the means of 
production, and so on. The Tory laws, 
which weaken trade unionism, are 
therefore one step towards a subservient 
workforce. 
At the same time they are supposed to 

have liberated industry by removing, for 
example, trades councils. They have 
taken away the collective power of the 
trade unions and the individual rights of 
working people. They have removed the 
protection for women afforded by 
maternity benefit. They have removed 
the Wages Councils. To take a case to 
an industrial tribunal now you must 

have over two years' service. We have 
low wages as a result of ending 
prosecution for employers who do not 
pay Wages Council rates, and trade 
unions which haven't got the industrial 
strength to do anything about it. All 
that to create the laissez-faire society in 
which employers can · do what they like, 
and trade unions cannot do anything. 
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I want the Labour government to 
stand back and ask, "What sort of 
society do we want to create?" I think it 
should be a society in which the 
economy is managed in a way which 
removes poverty and ensures that where 
people are employed at the workplace, 
they have a voice to represent them. So 
a Labour government should frame 
legislation to reflect the sort of 
industrial society that they want to see. 
That means that we must have statutory 
recognition. We need a statutory 
minimum wage. We need to make sure 
that where there is a proper and related 
interest, trade unions can give support to 
their colleagues. We need to make sure 
that if trade unions don't pay their fine - 
of course they have to be fined as per 

the courts - the whole organisation 
should not be closed down. That means 
getting rid of the ex parte injunction, 
and establishing a fair framework of 
laws. 

That framework of laws will carry 
rights as well as responsibilities. My 
union is not asking for a total reversal 
of a laissez-faire society where there is 
no freedom of movement for labour and 
capital. We are asking for fairness, for 
justice and for rights, but we believe 
that that also carries proper obligations. 
We have got to recognise that when we 

do take action, people are at the 
recervmg end of it, and therefore 
whatever action we take, it has to be 
constructive, considered and within a 
framework of rights and obligations. 

L&TUR: The TUC and the Labour 
Party appear to favour a national 
economic assessment, more centralised 
wage bargaining and fixed-term 
bargaining. How do you feel about these 
matters and how they may, or may not, 
jell together? 

Morris: Each and every one of those 
issues is separate, and has its own 
independent identity within the structure 
of the debate. There is not much support 
for coordinated bargaining in my union 
because we think it has not been 
properly thought through. We reject the 
idea that you can synchronise all UK 
bargaining arrangements on a particular 
day: one big arrangement whereby 
national leaders, and the great and the 
good, determine pay, is not how it 
should be done. It weakens the shop 
floor and the shop stewards movement, 
and it removes the whole basis of pay 
being determined as near as possible to 
the point of production, where people 
know better. 

On a national economic assessment 
my Conference has just said Yes, we 
have to have a dialogue. We need to be 
informed how many hospitals and 
schools the nation can afford; what level 
pensions ought to be; how we get 
people out of poverty, and move 
workers to different jobs through 
training. In fact, how we deal with the 
supply side of the economy. 

I am not quite sure what you mean by 
fixed-term bargaining. If you mean a 
bargaining arrangement which is related 
to a particular span of employment, 
that, in fact, happens now. However, we 
believe that permanent employment is, 
and must remain, a trade union 
objective, rather than fixed-term 
contracts and the fixed-term pay that 
goes with it. We wouldn't oppose 
people having the right to make choices. 
We are all about opportunity and choice 
for the future. But in trade union terms 
we believe that people ought not to be 
denied the opportunity for permanent 
employment which gives the sort of 
stability that a lot of people need and 
deserve. 

L&TUR: Do you approve of incomes 
policy? 

Morris: My union's Conference has 
said loudly and clearly that we are not 
interested in an incomes policy. We will 
oppose it, and have no part in it. 

L&TUR: You mentioned earlier the 
importance you attached to permanent 
employment. One of the things that 
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concerns us is that the Labour party does 
not seem to have a policy for full 
employment when it comes to 
government. How do you think the 
Labour Party in government could put 
into effect a policy of full employment? 

Morris: I don't think it is just the 
Labour Party. Governments throughout 
the world now seem to have abandoned 
the notion of a full employment policy. 
However, we, as a union, are determined 
to see the question of full employment 
return to the political agenda, and stay 
on it. 

One of the most important things we 
have to do is to increase investment in 
the infrastructure. I don't understand 
how, as a society, we can have people 
sleeping rough in doorways within a 
short distance of Downing Street, while 
thousands of construction workers who 
could build homes for people are out of 
a job. Public sector infrastructure 
renewal is the key to that. 

But no government is going to solve 
this problem in one, two or even, 
perhaps, three Parliaments. We are 
looking long-term here. Consider what 
the Labour government will inherit. An 
almost bankrupt economy, growth at 
1.5%, if we are extremely lucky, very 
limited amounts of oil revenue, 
privately owned utilities, an education 
system which is being treated 
experimentally, and a national health 
service depleted of resources. And, of 
course, we will inherit a situation where 
there has been no real coordinated 
response to training and re-training in 
British industry. So the Labour 
government will inherit a horrendous 
problem. Nevertheless, I think we have 
to commit ourselves to a full 
employment policy. 
Labour have said that they are going 

to restore the link between pensions and 
average earnings. That means they are 
going to put money in peoples' pockets 
who are going to spend it. Child benefit 
will be improved. Re-skilling the 
nation's workforce will get priority. 
Investment, in terms of pump-priming, 
will get some priority. There will be a 
regional dimension, making sure that we 
don't neglect the North-East, the North 
west, Scotland and so on. But the 
essential thing we want to see is the 
introduction of a minimum wage, which 
will help to ensure that the state no 
longer subsidises low pay and bad 
employers. So, all those are sign-posts 
out of poverty, and once the economy 
starts growing, jobs will be created and 
the first steps towards full employment 
will be made. I'm not looking for it in 
the lifetime of the first Parliament, or of 
the second, but by the third Parliament 
there'll be some questions to answer if 
we haven't moved towards it. 

L&TUR: You have mentioned some 

of the advantages of having a national 
minimum wage. Do you see any 
problems involved in this? 

Morris: Yes, of course. There are 
always problems if you introduce a new 
and radical step. One of the first 
problems that comes to mind is how 
you square the circle between the low 
paid, who will in some instances require 
a fairly substantial percentage increase, 
and the so-called differential between the 
artisan and those who have actually 
worked for their qualification and make a 
major contribution to industry. That is a 
political problem and it will have to be 
addressed. 

"We have been trying to 
promote a public service 
culture for a long time, 
based on quality service. 
But there needs to be a 
national debate. We have 
to raise again the status 

of public service 
workers." 

There are lots of scare stories coming 
from Michael Howard's department 
about the level of the minimum wage. 
We have to destroy that, expose the 
policy for what it is and get back to the 
real debate. In California they have a 
statutory minimum wage, and they have 
just increased it by 25%, and they will 
tell you that they have not lost any 
jobs. Similarly, in France, and 
elsewhere. So I am not seduced by that. 
But we will have to win the political 
argument to make sure people 
understand that it is a myth that a 
minimum wage will cost jobs. It will, 
in fact, create opportunities and will 
stop the subsidy of low pay. 

L&TUR: You spoke earlier about the 
union having a sense of obligation as 
well as demanding its rights. One of the 
things we believe in is the trade unions 
having a sense of public service, which 
should pervade all sectors of the 
economy. Have you given any thought 
to this, and is it something you will 
promote when you become General 
Secretary? 

Morris: We haven't only given 
thought to it, we have been practising 
it. You have to understand that 
privatisation has changed the culture as 
between public service workers and 
those they serve. Transport, for 
example, is no longer a service, it is all 
about a profit-related organisation. 

People don't serve nowadays, they just 
work. It is like the police, the big debate 
that is moving us from a police service 
to a police force. Public service workers 
fall into that category. 

But we are not deterred by that 
because we understand that it is only 
through recognising that that we will 
take with us those who are on the 
receiving end of the service we provide 
and win, and hold, public support and 
understanding. And we are also 
conscious that when we talk about 
'holding the public' we are talking about 
our members, our brothers, our sisters, 
our neighbours, our sons and daughters. 
The public are not divorced from trade 
unions. We are the public, so there is a 
vested interest here. 

So, yes, we have been trying to 
promote a public service culture for a 
long time, based on quality service. That 
is why some of the experiments going 
on in local authority services like New 
York, for example, are making the 
notion of the 'citizens' charter' a reality. 
John Major is a latecomer to the idea. 
The T &G has been right at the forefront 
in giving support to this and making 
sure it happens. But there needs to be a 
national debate. We have to raise again 
the status of public service workers. 
Look at the teachers. When Kenneth 

Baker became Secretary of State for 
Education, the first thing he did was to 
set about demoralising teachers. He 
sapped their morale, he devalued them, 
he ridiculed them, he took away their 
bargaining rights and forced them into 
dispute after dispute, and tried to tum the 
public and parents against them. Now, 
late in the day, he is making noises 
about raising the status of teachers in 
society and rewarding them better. 

I believe there should be a national 
debate about the role of our public 
servants. But that doesn't mean that 
because public service is public service, 
we don't strive for quality, efficiency, 
delivery and cost competitiveness. We 
have to raise the status of public service, 
and make sure that where less than the 
proper standard is delivered, then there is 
some sort of recompense, some port of 
call to which the aggrieved ratepayer can 
go. We have to build some redress into 
the system. So, yes, we want this 
debate, and I do agree with you that it is 
a debate that we need to have in our own 
organisation, and it is a debate we have 
to push outwards. It started in the T &G 
and we have to give it further 
momentum, and create the public service 
culture. 

L&TUR: In the mid-70s, under the 
leadership of Jack Jones, the T&G was 
in the very forefront of the industrial 
democracy movement. Does the T &G 
have a policy on industrial democracy at 
the moment, and do you have any 
opinions about it? 
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Morris: Yes. I am keen to see the 
debate get going again, and I read the 
Jack Jones interview in your magazine, 
and what he had to say about that. 
However, I think events have moved on. 
We cannot retrace those particular steps. 
There is no more Bullock to be had. I 
think we have to shift the emphasis and 
the cultural debate, and not talk about 
industrial democracy so much in the 
context of trade unions. I think we have 
to talk about it more in the context of 
workers. 

One of the things that I know 
employers recoiled against was when we 
talked about workers having a say in the 
decision-making process - whether it 
was the board, the supervisory or 
management levels, or whatever. The 
employers had visions of trade union 
bureaucrats, like trade union general 
secretaries, storming in and sitting on 
their pension fund boards and sending all 
the money to the Soviet Union. That is 
nonsense. But we did not do anything in 
the 1970s to clarify the debate, distil it 
and give it a qualitative edge. I think we 
can resuscitate that debate, but giving it 
that qualitative edge, to make it clear 
that when we talk about industrial 
democracy, we are talking about 
workers' democracy: the people in their 
own enterprises having a say in the 
decisions affecting their lives. 

I don't think we should prescribe one 
single method. What we have to do is 
lay down a minimum. Then we say that 
any organisation with x numbers of 
employees which does not provide 
information about the corporate strategy, 
about adjustment, about training and re 
training, about the environment, about 
health and safety, about relocation plans, 
and so on, should face some sort of 
sanction, such as a higher level of 
corporation tax. 
We ought to have this debate. I am 

keen to see workers have a voice in 
decisions affecting them, particularly in 
the context of the debate about Europe. 
We have a great debate going on about 
Europe: about economic and political 
union, whether it is about 'federalism' or 
not. But at the moment the debate is 
confined to institutions. Nobody is 
talking about the workers of Europe, or 
about a peoples' democracy within 
Europe. So the trade unions have a 
major task in putting that issue on the 
agenda for debate. But we must do it in a 
way which does not increase the power 
of the bureaucrats. It must be done in a 
way which ensures we are talking about 
the workers in a particular plant or 
enterprise - not necessarily the trade 
union officials. 

L&TUR: Have you given any thought 
to trade unions merging across national 
boundaries within a wider Europe? 

Morris: Well, I have obviously given 

Ron Todd has led the T&GWU through the toughest years of its existence 
since the war. Can Bill Morris lead it into a new period of prosperity? 

it some thought, but I believe before we 
get to that position there is a lot we 
need to sort out. I have just mentioned 
the differences of approach to industrial 
democracy. You have the German 
system, with its two-tier boards - a 
supervisory board and a management 
board - the trade unions having a voice 
at supervisory board level. You have the 
whole system of works councils. We 
had the whole debate about the Berlin 
directives, what that means, and the 
opposition from the CBI and elsewhere. 
This indicates the differences in terms of 
the different stages of development. 
There are cultural differences too. We 

have one national trade union centre 
here. In many parts of Europe there is 
more than one trade union centre. Some 
of it is structured on religious lines. In 
Italy, for example you have more than 
one trade union centre, and it is divided 
on religious lines. It is the same in a 
number of other countries. 

I don't, therefore, see a merger 
tomorrow, but what I do see is a clearer 
sense of what the agenda should be. I 
think there is tremendous scope for the 
improvement of bilateral relations, and 
we have always done that, but the key, 
in terms of the individual workplace, 
which is where a merger will be in fact, 
is for workers to be closer together, 
either on a combine basis or some other 
basis. I see nothing wrong in Ford 
workers in Europe coming together and 
working out a common strategy on 
investment, health and safety and the 
environment. 

I don't see them all sitting down 
together arguing about the bonus 
scheme, because the bonus schemes and 
pay structures differ very much between 

the different countries. There cannot be 
any pay claim that is common to the 
whole of Europe. But unless we get 
together and say to Ford's of Europe, 
"We want your corporate strategy for the 
next five years; we want to know where 
you are planning your next European 
investment", what you will have is a 
recycling of the amount available for 
investment. 

The best example of that was when 
Ford decided that they wanted to increase 
their engine capacity in Bridgend. They 
had laid the floor for the factory, when 
suddenly the Berlin wall came down, and 
they relocated it in Cologne. You don't 
have to be a magician to work out the 
reason for that. There was a reservoir of 
cheap labour coming across from what 
was the GDR into the Federal Republic, 
and Ford saw its chance to reduce its 
labour costs. 

It seems to me that what will happen 
in the future is that workers will have to 
bid for their own jobs, because the 
company will say, "We are planning to 
locate in Europe. These are our 
conditions for the investment going in 
Merseyside, or Scotland, or elsewhere, 
and unless you meet those conditions, 
you are not going to get it". You have a 
recycling process, and therefore there is a 
need for workers to get together to work 
out a common response. 

So this whole question of mergers and 
amalgamation is, I think, a little bit 
down the line. But that does not mean 
that, in the meantime, there is not scope 
for cooperation on specific issues, such 
as I have already mentioned, so that we 
can form a common position and push 
towards getting a common understanding 
from government. 

Page 9 

·- 

Mr Madawc Williams
Text To Speech



Labour's Leadership 
and Student Politics 
Part I: The Rise of Student Unionism 

The form of politics which has taken 
over the Labour Party since Neil 
Kinnock's election to the leadership in 
1983 has never been subject to serious 
analysis. This is the first in a series of 
articles in which Hugh Roberts 
explains how Labour has come to be 
dominated by a peculiar variety of 
student politics, and why the 
implications of this are disastrous. 

In his interview in L&TUR 23 (May 
June 1991), Eric Heffer suggested that 
the way in which Neil Kinnock has led 
the party, involving the comprehensive 
abandonment of virtually all the party's 
long-cherished principles and beliefs and 
the obsessive and ever recurring 
prosecution of a witch-hunt against 
Militant, is explained by the fact that 
"he is still involved in student politics. 
He surrounds himself with a team of 
people, particularly the younger ones, 
who were all involved in student 
politics." Heffer noted that Kinnock in 
earlier days had been "on the left, even, 
in a sense, on the ultra-left," but "then, 
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of course, he began to move, and it 
indicated to me that he was not rooted in 
anything. You must have roots - real 
roots in the movement. And having 
roots in the student movement is not 
quite the same thing." 

Most of this is true, and fair 
comment. But it does not get us very 
far. There are grounds for the view that 
Kinnock's leadership is indeed heavily 
determined by his background, and that 
of his closest collaborators, in the 
student politics of the 1960s and 1970s, 
and that his ascendancy has reflected the 
triumph of student politics within the 
Labour Party at the expense of other 
forms of politics. There are also grounds 
for thinking that this matters a great 
deal, that it has already had disastrous 
consequences for the Labour Party in 
opposition and has still more ominous 
implications for the Labour Party should 
it contrive to get into office. But this 
question deserves to be examined with 
some care, rather than dealt with in a 
couple of pithy remarks. 

"Roots in the movement" is a stirring 
phrase. But what does it mean? Neil 

Kinnock is as much of working class 
origin as Eric Heffer was, and he was 
active in his local CLP from an early 
age, and made his living as a WEA 
lecturer before entering Parliament. 
Kinnock & Co. have self-evidently been 
doing unprecedented things to the 
Labour Party, but Kinnock's personal 
rootlessness is not at all self-evident, 
and in so far as it exists, it is not at all 
unprecedented. 

It cannot be said without qualification 
that Attlee or Gaitskell or even Wilson 
had "roots in the movement". Neither 
Attlee nor Gaitskell were of working 
class origin, and neither came from the 
trade union wing of the movement, any 
more than Wilson did. Attlee's family 
background was upper middle class 
Toryism, Gaitskell's the Indian civil 
service, and Wilson, if of working class 
origins, came from a Liberal not Labour 
household. On the other hand, they had 
all served for some time as Labour MPs 
before becoming leader, and they had 
played various other roles in the wide 
array of activities that might reasonably 
be comprehended in the phrase "the 
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movement" before becoming :MPs. But 
the same can be said of Kinnock. 
It is not self-evident that Kinnock's 

politics have reflected a lack of roots. 
What they have reflected is something 
else altogether, the expansion of student 
politics into the vacuum created by the 
collapse of the form of politics which 
previously oriented the Labour Party. In 
order to understand why this matters, it 
is necessary to consider what student 
politics are about. 

The editorial in the issue of L&TUR 
which carried the Heffer interview 
referred to Eric's remarks on this matter 
with approval, and added: "Kinnock has 
elevated the inconsequential politics of 
the university debating society to the 
highest echelons of the Party." It has to 
be said that this misses the point. It is 
not the politics of university debating 
societies which have come to infect the 
party leadership. It is the politics of 
student unions. 

It is entirely understandable that most 
of the people who produce L&TUR 
should be unaware of this distinction. 
L&TUR is produced by people who 
with only one exception have never had 
anything to do with student politics. It 
would not have its lucid worldview, its 
firm but unsentimental orientation to 
the working class interest, and its 
tenacious grasp of principles if this were 
not the case. But innocence of any 
experience of student politics is bound 
to limit the understanding of the politics 
which now rules the Labour Party. 
Which is why I feel I need to say 
something about the subject, since I am 
the exception I have alluded to. 

Between 1969 and 1973 I was actively 
involved in student politics. In the 
summer of 1969 I spent three months 
closely observing the ebb tide of 
revolutionary student politics in Paris. 
In the autumn of 1969 I went to Oxford 
University and became involved in the 
Oxford Union and the Labour Club, and 
was elected at the end of my first year to 
the Treasurership of the former and the 
Committee of the latter. I later resigned 
from both and became active in the 
Oxford University Student 
Representative Council (SRC), first as 
Chairman of the SRC's Standing 
Committee on University Discipline, 
then as Information Officer on its 
Executive Committee, then as the SRC 
representative for my college, and finally 
as President of the SRC from July to 
mid-December 1972. In the latter 
capacity I initiated and led the university 
wide campaign to transform the SRC 
into a fully-fledged students' union, a 
campaign which was wholly successful, 
as the existence from 1973 to this day of 
the Oxford University Students' Union 
(OUSU) can testify. 

It was through my role as President of 
the SRC in 1972 and my subsequent 
involvement in the politics of the 

National Union of Students (NUS) that I 
got to know Charles Clarke, the former 
President of the NUS and before that of 
the Cambridge Students' Union who 
became Kinnock's research assistant 
when Kinnock held the shadow 
education portfolio in 1981 and who has 
headed Neil Kinnock's private office 
since 1983. I can therefore speak of 
British student politics of the late 1960s 
and early 1970s, and of its impact on the 
Labour Party, from my own experience 
of those politics and my own knowledge 
of the most influential student politician 
in Kinnock's entourage. Charles Clarke 
and I go back 19 years, and to some 
extent what is at issue between the 
L&TUR and Kinnockism has reflected 
an earlier parting of the ways between 
two student politicians who once worked 
closely together but with very different 
arrieres pensees. 

This will not have been obvious to 
L&TUR readers, since I have never 
referred to my political dealings with 
Charles Clarke before, for various 
reasons, including a residue of good 
will, notwithstanding present 
differences, towards a former political 
ally, and more generally a desire to avoid 
personalising important political 
disagreements. But politics is a very 
specialised business, in which only a 
handful of individuals are engaged full 
time. The relations between these 
individuals are accordingly of some 
importance in explaining the 
developments that occur. And there 
comes a point in most lines of political 
development where personalities as well 
as policies need to be thought about and 
their roles acknowledged, and the 
political differences which have arisen 
between them explained clearly and 
openly. 

"The parting of the ways 
between Charles Clarke and 
myself occurred in the late 

1970s. It reflected the 
percolation to the surface of 
different attitudes to politics 
which had been masked by 
our involvement on the same 
side of the student politics 

of the early 1970s." 

L&TUR has been at least implicitly 
at odds with the political vision of 
Charles Clarke since April 1987, when 
its second issue, which contained an 
editorial criticism of Kinnock's strategy 
in the light of the Greenwich by-election 
fiasco, was published, and I think that 

he has been as aware of this as I have 
been. And I do not doubt that I have him 
as much as Neil Kinnock to thank for 
the fact that the L&TUR has 
encountered a virtually endless series of 
obstacles to its endeavour to get a 
readership in that section of the Labour 
Party which most badly needs political 
and mental invigoration, and which 
might normally be expected to be most 
receptive to informed and reasoned 
political argument, the Parliamentary 
Labour Party. 

The parting of the ways between 
Charles Clarke and myself occurred in 
the late 1970s, although this did not 
become manifest until I launched the 
L&TUR a decade later. It reflected the 
percolation to the surface of the different 
attitudes to politics which had underlain, 
and been temporarily masked by, our 
involvement on the same side in the 
student politics of the early 1970s. This 
difference in underlying attitude had 
several dimensions, but the most 
important of them was undoubtedly an 
affair of roots. 
Charles Clarke is the son of a 

distinguished civil servant and Whitehall 
mandarin, Sir Otto Clarke. That this 
background has equipped him to 
compensate for Neil Kinnock's own 
innocence of any experience of 
Whitehall can be readily understood. 
Whether it has equipped him to 
appreciate and value the Labour Party's 
past achievements and respect its better 
traditions is another matter. All the 
evidence suggests otherwise. But then it 
cannot be said of Charles Clarke that he 
has any roots in the Labour Party or 
Labour Movement whatever. But I have 
roots of this kind. 

I am the son of an upwardly mobile 
Welshman who was himself the son of a 
Welsh miner (and beyond that the 
descendant of generations of highly 
cultured Caernarvonshire carpenters and 
Cardiganshire blacksmiths) and who had 
developed an exceptionally lucid, 
principled and reasonable brand of 
socialist politics and inculcated this in 
his children. In 1950 my father, who had 
by then been living in Yorkshire for 
several years and was at that time a Staff 
Tutor in Economics and Industrial 
Relations at Hull University, contested 
Skipton for Labour in the general 
election. The following year he would 
have been elected to Parliament for 
Labour in the Shipley division of 
Bradford had the Liberal vote not 
collapsed and largely transferred to the 
Conservative candidate. He never fought 
an election again, although he was short 
listed in his native Caerphilly in the 
1960s. But my mother, who had become 
a socialist under his influence, decided to 
have a go for Labour herself in 1955, 
when she contested Bridlington, where 
by all accounts she waved the red flag 
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with style and gusto (which was about 
all that could be done in Bridlington, it 
must be said). 

I grew up in a strongly Labour 
household and the foundation of my 
political outlook was given me by my 
father on the basis of his own experience 
in South Wales during the worst days of 
the mass unemployment, lock-outs and 
blacklists of the 1920s and 1930s, his 
subsequent experience of the 
Communist Party from around 1935 to 
around 1943, and his active involvement 
in the Labour politics of the Attlee 
Bevin period. It is because of this 
particular background that I was 
innoculated against most if not all of the 
varieties of nonsense in student politics, 
and refused, unlike Charles Clarke and to 
his explicit regret at the time, to make a 
career in student politics when a career 
was there for the taking. 

Because I detached myself from 
student politics at precisely the moment 
when Charles Clarke and many others of 
his and my generation were investing 
heavily in them for the future, I 
developed a profoundly sceptical attitude 
to the political seriousness of this 
generation as it began to make its way 
into and up the Labour Party. And since 
this generation has achieved precisely 
nothing of value, and has only an 
endless succession of absurd defeats and 
shameful capitulations to show for all 
its activity, I have no reason to regret 
my decision in 1973 to break 
completely with student politics and do 
something else, and no reason to 
reconsider the reason for this decision, 
which was the opinion I had formed of 
student politics by that time after four 
years of active involvement in it. 

Broadly speaking there were three 
kinds of students politics in existence in 
most British universities in the late 
1960s and early 1970s, which was the 
formative period of most of the 
ambitious young men in Kinnock's 
entourage. 

There was the long established student 
politics of the party political societies, 
the Labour Clubs, Liberal Clubs and 
Conservative Associations, in which 
students committed to these parties 
debated policy issues and learned how to 
get themselves elected on to the 
committees of their respective societies, 
and generally underwent training in 
policy debate, manoeuvre and intrigue to 
prepare them for a party political career. 
This form of student politics had its 
natural extension in the university 
debating societies, where budding 
Labourites, Tories and Liberals would 
confront each other and learn how to 
score points off each other (sharing this 
forum with students who envisaged 
other careers for which an aptitude for 
public speaking was a prerequisite, 
notably in television). 
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Then there was the revolutionary 
student politics of the 'student revolt' 
and its aftermath. At first, this took its 
cue from the 'New Left' and the theories 
of people like Herbert Marcuse and was 
vaguely anarchist in outlook. Models 
available were the Situationists in 
France and especially the spontaneist 
March 22 movement led by Daniel 
Cohn-Bendit in 1968, but these models 
dovetailed quite easily with the hippy 
fringe of the Anti-Vietnam War 
movement in the US and more generally 
the plethora of conceptions and lines of 
patter associated with the notion of an 
'Alternative Society'. But in Britain this 
brand of student radicalism had shallow 
roots and had largely evaporated as a 
political force by 1969; or rather, the 
Marcusian New Left element disappeared 
from the political arena, the hippy 
element simply dropped out, and the 
politically activist element reverted to, 
or condensed into, or was absorbed by, a 
revival of the unorthodox trend of the 
Old Left, namely Trotskyism. At first 
this occurred under the cover of a 
nominally broad-based movement called 
the Revolutionary Socialist Students 
Federation (RSSF). By late 1969 the 
RSSF had fallen apart and its main 
organised underpinnings, the Inter 
national Socialists (IS) and the 
International Marxist Group (IMG), had 
begun to operate in the open on their 
own account. 
The third kind of student politics of 

this period was student unionism. 

"The activities of Labour 
Clubs connected their 

members with the PLP and 
so helped the PLP to 

reproduce itself in each new 
generation. But student 

unionism was not oriented 
to the PLP and fostered a 
cast of mind in activists 

with parliamentary 
ambitions which disposed 

them to wipe out the 
existing tendencies within 
the PLP and remould the 
PLP in their own image." 

A fundamental characteristic of 
student unions is that the essential 
elements of the unions are laid on for 
the elected student officers who are 
temporarily vested with the notional 
responsibility of running them. The 
officers of a student union do not have 
to worry about recruiting members, 
since all members of the student body 
are automatically members of the 
student union. And they do not have to 
worry about collecting membership dues 
either, because these are paid 

automatically to the union by the Local 
Education Authorities as part of the 
students' grants. As for administering 
other activities, most of these actually 
run themselves as self-governing clubs 
and societies, the union's job being 
essentially confined to handling the 
booking of rooms and allocating funds. 
The exceptions are the union's own 
catering facilities, but these are often 
administered by full-time or part-time 
employed staff, over whom the union 
officers exercise a largely nominal 
supervision. 

In short, the administrative side of 
running a student union is largely on 
automatic pilot all the time. Little or no 
real responsibility is vested in its elected 
officers on this score. The running of 
student unions requires little real 
administrative ability and is unlikely to 
develop this in the people who undertake 
the responsibility if they don't possess it 
in the first place. And because it 
requires little administrative ability, it 
requires little in the way of a sense of 
responsibility, and is equally unlikely to 
develop this sense in people who get 
themselves elected to office if they don't 
possess it in the first place. 
None of this mattered very much 

before the late 1960s, because student 
union activity had tended to be 
apolitical, and its characteristics did not 
infect those students with ambitions to 
get somewhere in Labour politics. But 
after 1969 it became highly politicised, 
and the grafting of leftwing politics onto 
student union irresponsibility gave rise 
to a political concoction which has had a 
lethal effect on the Labour Party. 

The student unionism which 
developed around 1969-1971 was a 
genuine innovation in student politics. 
What caught the attention in the 1960s 
were the 'revolutionary' varieties of 
student politics.But while the Marcusian 
spontaneist-anarchist-situationist variety 
was largely something new, and even 
interesting in some ways, it was a flash 
in the pan. As a form of politics it 
lacked vital ingredients and stamina. It 
was the revival of the Old Left varieties 
of revolutionary politics which had 
substance and staying power, but there 
was nothing particularly novel about the 
phenomenon of students being attracted 
to revolutionary Marxist politics. The 
Trotskyism of the late '60s and early 
'70s expressed much the same 
proclivities of a minority of British 
university students as orthodox 
Communism had in the 1930s. 
Novelty and staying power were 

combined only in the third kind of 
student politics, student unionism. This 
did not really exist before 1968-9. Its 
arrival was signalled by the election of 
Jack Straw to the presidency of the 
National Union of Students in 1969 at 
the head of a slate backed by something 
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in the shadows called the Left Caucus'. 
And its existence was consolidated by 
the election of Digby Jacks as Straw's 
successor in 1971. 
Jacks was (and was widely known to 

be) a member of the Communist Party 
of Great Britain, and the guiding force in 
the Left Caucus' from the outset was 
the CPGB. The CPGB's success in 
getting first Straw and then Jacks elected 
to the NUS presidency established 
student unionism as a form of student 
politics with serious leftwing political 
pretensions; it gave to student unionism 
a gravitational pull on ambitious 
leftwing students which it had never 
previously had, and it forced IS and the 
IMG to re-orient themselves to student 
unionism to counter the CPGB's success 
in trus arena, although their presence in 
it merely reinforced the CPGB's 
infhrenee .. 
The m:l:ivity of the CPGB was itself 

guided by a truly novel and complex 
conceptioa of what it was up to in 
launching student unionism on an 
unssspecting generation. But this 
conception bore little relation to what 
the CPGB act.milly achieved. What it 
achieved was a catastrophe. 
In ,the late 1%0s and early 1970s the 

CPGB transtonned British student 
politics. Between 1969 and 1973 student 
unions supplanted Labour Clubs as the 
launching pad for people with ambitions 
in the Labom:- Party. This was not what 
the CP meru:d: lo do, but it is what it 
did. A:n:d the miplicabons have been 
enormous, so enormous that the 
generation of political activists which 
lived t!hrough this change is still not 
able to urn:fileiFStood itself or the society it 
lives in or tlie damage it bas been doing. 

In the old days the function of 
university Labour -all!bs was to enable 
students interested i:n a political career in 
the Labour Party to learn the ropes. 
Labour Club activists were not oriented 
to student representative politics at all, 
but to the outside world, and above all 
Parliament, and the Parliamentary 
Labour Party, as the central iostinitions 
for dealing politically with the outside 
world, whether at home or abroad .. They 
did not spend their time debating what 
policy to adopt on matters such as 
university discipline or curriculum 
reform or the level of student grants, but 
the case for further measures of 
nationalisation or incomes policy or 
comprehensive education or unilateral 
disarmament and so on. 
This orientation led them to develop a 

respectful attitude towards MPs, learning 
from them, modeJling themselves on 
them, cultivating them, making contacts 
that would stand them in good stead in 
their initial careers, etc. The short-term 
ambition of every Labour Club activist 
was to get elected to the Club's 
Committee and eventually to become its 

Jack Straw's election as NUS President in 1969 
signalled the arrival of student unionism 

Chairman, because the Chairman had the 
privilege of choosing the Club's 'card' of 
guest speakers for the coming term and 
so was able to choose the political 
celebrities he wished to cultivate. At 
Oxford and Cambridge (and no doubt 
elsewhere too), the supreme ambition of 
Labour hopefuls was to obtain the 
presidency of the Union (that is, the 
university debating society) in addition 
to the chairmanship of the Labour Club 
so that they might choose two 'cards' 
full of MPs and other celebrities and so 
get off to the fastest possible start in 
their careers. 
This orientation implied and 

developed a serious measure of respect 
for the PLP. A chairman of leftwing 
views would invite members of the 
Tribune Group to address the Club, 
because these were the MPs he had an 
interest in developing links with; a 
rightwing chairman would invite MPs 
like Tony Crosland and Brian Walden or 
Roy Hattersley to speak for the same 
reasons, and so it went on. In other 
words, the routine activities of Labour 
Clubs tended to connect their active 
members with the various factions or 
tendencies within the PLP. In doing so, 
they kept these factions and tendencies 
topped up with new blood and so 
enabled the PLP to reproduce itself in 
each new generation. 

Student unionism had a totally 
different effect on leftwing activists. 
Through student unionism they became 
absorbed in student and university 
affairs. They were not oriented to the 
outside world at all, except in so far as 
events in the outside world furnished 
pretexts for flowery resolutions. 
Student unionist activity did not develop 
any interest in Parliament in those who 
engaged in it, and no orientation to the 
PLP as such. In so far as student union 
activists were oriented to the outside 
world for any practical purposes, this 
was to the government itself rather than 
the PLP, that is to the Ministry of 
Higher Education and Science as the 
antagonist to be defeated in the annual 
grants campaign or in the campaign to 

preserve student union autonomy in 
respect of how they allocated their funds 
(in opposition to the government's 
attempt to prevent what it called ultra 
vires payments, that is, the allocation of 
funds by student unions to purposes 
outside their proper authority, e.g. 
grants to political causes). 

Because student unionism was not 
oriented to the PLP, it actually tended to 
develop a dismissive attitude towards the 
PLP. By attracting ambitious leftwing 
students who would otherwise have 
operated inside the Labour Clubs, 
student unionism tended to preclude 
student politicians from functioning 
later to invigorate the constituent 
elements of PLP. It developed no 
interest whatsoever amongst its active 
participants in the issues which were the 
stuff of internal Labour Party policy 
debates, and so it precluded people from 
reflecting on the policy dilemmas which 
had confronted previous Labour 
governments and the policy options 
which a future Labour government 
would have to think about. It developed 
a thorough-going lack of interest in the 
history of the Labour Party in or out of 
government and so a cast of mind in 
which all informed historical perspective 
was conspicuous for its absence. 
And because it had the effect of 

disconnecting these leftwing students 
from the PLP, and disabled them from 
relating effectively to the PLP through 
its constituent tendencies and factions, it 
actually tended to develop in them a 
predisposition to supplant and supercede 
these constituent tendencies inside the 
PLP. Whereas the Labour Clubs tended 
to ensure the reproduction of the 
constituent elements of the PLP, student 
unionism fostered a cast of mind 
amongst those activists with 
parliamentary ambitions which disposed 
them to wipe out the existing tendencies 
within the PLP and remould the PLP in 
their own image, the image of student 
union activists. 

Another effect of student unionism 
was that it developed in its active 
participants an interest in manoeuvring 
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for office within the apparatus to a far 
greater extent than had been true of 
Labour .Clubs, while precluding the 
development of any aptitude for the 
business of political recruitment or 
prose I ytising. 

Because, unlike Labour Clubs, 
student unions had their memberships 
laid on for them, no student unionist 
needed to bother about recruiting 
members to the union. But every 
Labour Club activist with career 
ambitions had an immediate interest in 
recruiting new members to the Club. 
The Club did not have any members laid 
on for it at all. Its membership was a 
function, over and above the general 
factor of the Labour Party's national 
standing and appeal, of the energetic 
recruiting engaged in by its own active 
members. These members had an 
interest in doing this, in that it was the 
way in which they could build up 
personal followings in the Club's 
membership. 

I was an active member of the Oxford 
University Labour Club in 1969-1970 
and was able to observe the game at 
close quarters. The way to make 
headway in the OULC was to become 
the OULC representative for your own 
college, and then coax and cajole 
(bribery was not unheard of) as many 
members of your college as possible to 
take out Club membership. This gave 
you a block vote with which to bargain 
with your counterparts in other colleges 
in the negotiations which went on in the 
formation of unofficial slates or tickets 
in the end-of-term elections for the 
Club's officers. I dare say that this sort 
of thing made for a certain cynicism, but 
all politics have their seamy side, and at 
least this business developed certain 
practical aptitudes which future Labour 
MPs would need. 

And, in addition to recruiting student 
members for the Labour Club, student 
activists would regularly canvass for the 
nearest Constituency Labour Party in 
local and general elections, and develop 
useful skills in the process. 

None of this applied to student 
unionism. Student unionists developed 
no aptitude for recruitment or 
proselytising, let alone canvassing the 
general public, at all. What they 
developed instead was an exaggerated and 
unhealthily premature taste for 
competition for bureaucratic jobs. 

The offices in a Labour Club were 
normally of one term's duration only, 
made minimal demands on a student's 
time, and carried no material rewards 
whatever. While people competed for 
them, it was merely as stepping stones 
towards the only office that was really 
worth having, the chairmanship itself, 
and this was sought only as the jumping 
off point for a political career in the 
outside world. In student unions, on the 
other hand, at least one post, the 
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Presidency, was a full-time job which 
lasted for an entire academic year and 
was accordingly accompanied by a 
sabbatical from academic work. In some 
student unions by the early 1970s, there 
were sabbatical vice-presidencies as well, 
sometimes two or three. These offices 
were hotly contested, because they were 
real prizes in themselves, carrying with 
them, apart from various other perks, 
what amounted to an extra year's grant. 
In some student unions, notably that of 
the Polytechnic of North London, 
certain activists managed the tour de 
force of getting themselves elected and re 
elected to sabbatical posts several years 
in succession. (I think it was Terry 
Povey, a leading IS member at PNL in 
the early 1970s, who established the 
record of four years, but I may be 
wrong.) 

"The constitutional 
changes of 1980-1981 were 
the first great victory of the 
political generation which 

had been formed by 
the new student unionism 
and which was animated by 
the contempt which student 
unionism had engendered 
for parliamentary politics in 
general and the PIP in 

particular." 

In the Labour Clubs, competition for 
office developed recruitment and 
bargaining skills and was competition 
for access to stepping stones to a future 
career in the PLP. In student unions, 
competition for office was more intense 
because the immediate material prizes 
were greater, but relied not at all on 
recruitment and bargaining skills but 
almost entirely upon cut-throat 
manoeuvre and intrigue. And the offices 
won in a university or polytechnic 
student union were not stepping stones 
to a career in the PLP, but to a career in 
the NUS if anything. They therefore 
prolonged the activist's narrow 
preoccupation with student affairs and 
postponed his graduation to the political 
world outside higher education, and 
tended to deflect him from involvement 
with the PLP. 

But while the rise of student 
unionism did anything but prepare 
leftwing activists to make a useful 
contribution to the ranks of the PLP, it 
also prevented the products of the 
Labour Clubs from doing so. 

The Oxford University Labour Club 
has produced many Labour MPs. At 
one time to become its Chairman was as 
good a starting point for a political 
career as you could hope for: Michael 
Foot, Tony Crosland, Roy Jenkins, 
Tony Benn, Brian Walden - the list is 

long and impressive. It is striking, then, 
that none of the chairmen of the OULC 
in 1969-1972 became MPs. When I first 
joined it its Chairman was David 
Lipsey, who was widely tipped for a 
parliamentary career. He began well, 
getting taken on by Tony Crosland as a 
research assistant. But that is as far as 
he got in politics; he eventually settled 
for a career in journalism instead. His 
successor was a certain Godfrey Stadlen, 
an impressively intelligent, thoughtful 
and principled person. He ended up in 
the civil service. Even the less high 
minded figures, who were more adept at 
manoeuvring than at arguing for 
coherent policy positions, but whose 
political skills, such as they were, 
would normally have taken them far, 
appear to have got virtually nowhere. A 
couple of them have made it as far as 
Prospective Parliamentary Candidates, 
but no further. The rise of student 
unionism .blocked off their avenue into 
high politics. (It was only when the 
OULC had itself got involved in the 
politics of student unionism from 1973 
onwards that it began once again to 
function as a launching pad for Labour 
careerists. But by then it had been 
infected by its involvement with student 
unionism, and had largely ceased to be 
what it was meant to be.) 

Within a mere twelve years of the 
birth of student unionism with Jack 
Straw's election to the NUS presidency 
in 1969, the Parliamentary Labour Party 
had been deprived of its crucial 
prerogative to choose the Party's leader. 
The premise of everything which has 
been done to the Labour Party by Neil 
Kinnock is the event which occurred two 
years before he became leader, the 
emasculation of the PLP by the 
adoption of mandatory reselection of 
MPs and above all the creation of the 
electoral college in 1980-1981. 

It should already be clear in what way 
the rise of student unionism had prepared 
the ground for this development. The 
constitutional changes of 1980-1981 
were the first great victory of the 
political generation which had been 
formed by the new student unionism and 
which was animated by the contempt 
which student unionism engendered for 
parliamentary politics in general and the 
PLP in particular. But this victory 
simply cleared the ground for other 
developments, in which student 
unionism, as it came into its own inside 
the Labour Party, spread its wings with 
a vengeance. 
The worst effects of student unionism 

remain to be described. They cannot be 
described properly except in conjunction 
with an account of what the CPGB 
thought it was up to in promoting this 
political fashion. 

(To be continued) 
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Paschal Ranaghan reviews the Plant 
Report on Electoral Reform and argues 
that it offers no solid grounds for the 
idea that Labour should adopt electoral 
reform as a policy commitment. 

One question you might expect a report 
on Electoral Reform to answer is why 
such reform might be necessary, and in 
the context of this report, why it might 
be necessary for a Labour government to 
introduce it. 

In the coerse of conversations with 
ordinary Labour Party members whose 
view is that reform is necessary, I have 
found that the most common reason 
advanced is that a more proportional 
electoral system would prevent the 
Tories from ever again securing an 
unbroken and untrammelled run of 
twelve (or more) years in power. At 
least under PR a minority Tory 
Government would have to negotiate a 
coalition and this would curb its worst 
excesses. 
This is oom an honest argument and a 

political one. If accepted, it follows that 
Labour too would find it impossible to 
form a government alone, but this 
disadvantage is outweighed in the minds 
of its proponents by the dread thought 
that Thatcherism or something like it 
might return. 
The Plant Report, however, 

mysteriously omits to mention this or 
any o!.IJ.er political argument for or 
against the notion of electoral reform. 

The report is divided into seven 
sections, the second of which purports 
to examine l:be context in which the 
report is being produced. The point is 
made at the beginning of this section 
that "It is comparatively rare for 
electoral systems to be fundamentally 
reformed except under conditions of 
crisis or other sorts of disruption." 

True enough. So where is the crisis? 
We are not told, Instead, the authors go 
on to explain that Labour's proposed 
constitutional reforms, including 
Scottish devolution (to be enacted 
within the first year of a Labour 
government), the Welsh Assembly and 
regional assemblies in England, together 
with a reformed House of Lords, mean 
that a general evaluation of possible 
electoral systems is necessary. 

It is difficult to argue with that, but it 
by no means follows, as the report off 
handedly argues, that the system for 
electing members to the House of 
Commons should also change simply 
because everything else will be changing 
around it. 

Another factor which allegedly forms 
part of the context of the report is 'the 
European dimension'. At the moment 
British MEPs are elected under the first 
past-the-post system (except in Northern 
Ireland) and a committee of the European 
Parliament is working on proposals for 
a uniform system of election for its 
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members throughout the EC. Again it is 
difficult to see how this has any direct 
implication for Westminster elections. 

The general point is made that, in 
respect of PR, Britain is now out of step 
with the rest of Europe, including the 
newly emerging states of Eastern 
Europe. But again it is difficult to see 
how this has the remotest bearing on 
matters within the United Kingdom, 
which has its own distinct parliamentary 
tradition. How can electoral systems 
devised for countries emerging out of 
Europe's periodic 20th century 
convulsions be compared with the 
electoral system, developed over time, of 
a country whose last internal convulsion 
took place over three hundred years ago? 

The bulk of the rest of this report 
consists of a thorough academic 
investigation of possible voting 
systems. It looks at different ways of 
evaluating these systems according to 
the functions of the legislatures they are 
designed to produce and the degree of 
'fairness' with which they treat various 
sections of the electorate and various 
political groupings around the world. 

We are, in fact, treated to nothing 
less than a world tour of electoral 
systems, and by the end of the report's 
100 pages the head fairly swims with 
the jargon of the professional 
psephologist. Single Transferable Vote 
systems vie with Alternative Vote 
systems and Additional Member systems 
with List systems, not to mention the 
common-or-garden plurality system, or 
first-past-the-post to you and me. 

Will Labour, having 
won an overall majority, 
then enact legislation 

which will ensure that it 
never wins an overall 

majority again? 

It seems, indeed, that of those 
countries which can be bothered to have 
electoral systems at all, no two are 
identical. The pros and cons of each one 
are considered according to the criteria of 
fairness and function laid down earlier on 
but, infuriatingly, not one concrete 
conclusion is established. This is after 
all only an interim report. We will 
unfortunately have to wade through 
another, final, report before finding out 

what the Labour Party policy is likely 
to be. 

It is possible to draw one conclusion, 
however, and that is that of all the 
systems discussed there is not one which 
is without serious drawbacks and there 
does not appear to be one which .offers 
any appreciable advantage· over. the 
present system for elections to 
Westminster, whatever their suitability 
for elections to other bodies. 

This is a point which is carefully 
obscured in the report. It pretends to deal 
with the fundamental question of 
elections to Westminster,. but instead 
loses us in a welter of detail about 
systems devised for other bodies. 

One damning fault in the report is 
that it does not consider in any way the 
tactical questions and interests which are 
of immediate concern to members of the 
party. What effect will devolution have 
on Scottish over-representation in the 
Commons, for example? 

The campaign for electoral reform 
within the Labour Party started out as 
the pet preoccupation of certain trendy 
media types not a million miles away 
from the New Statesman or the 
Guardian/Marxism Today axis, but 
has gradually gained strength within the 
party membership. 

It is clear that many rank and file 
members of the party have given up 
hope that the party can, by itself, 
consistently win an overall majority in 
the House of Commons under the 
present system. In the light of this they 
are prepared to countenance coalition 
under a PR system in order to keep the 
Tories out. 

The irony is that an overall majority 
will be necessary in order to put 
Labour's myriad constitutional proposals 
into effect. As George Foulkes MP 
among others points out, Labour, 
having achieved an overall majority, 
will enact legislation which will ensure 
that it will never win an overall 
majority again. 

This report, by ignoring the central 
brute fact which has led to calls for 
reform, does Labour Party members a 
disservice. Had the parliamentary 
leadership of the party at any time 
during the last twelve years looked like 
it was confident and capable of winning 
elections under the present system, the 
calls for electoral reform would have 
been restricted to the Liberal Democrats. 

The authors of this report, while 
ignoring this, do inadvertently give the 
game away with talk of reforms being 
necessary after periods of crisis. After 
twelve years of Thatcherism and two 
deep recessions, and with the Tories 
brazenly privatising the NHS in the 
teeth of public hostility to this policy, 
Labour under Kinnock cannot maintain 
an opinion poll lead over the Tories 
within sight of the election. Crisis? 
There's a crisis all right. □
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Talking Peace 
Train Blues 
The unanimous support of British 
politicians and the British media for the 
recent Brooke talks in Northern Ireland 
was simply the latest expression of the 
British establishment's determination to 
cling to a fatuous illusion, as Michael 
Robinson explains. 

If a political commentator in Britain 
were to suggest that instead of arguing, 
Neil Kinnock and John Major should 
'get round the table' and try to resolve 
their differences, it would be considered 
fanciful if not embarrassingly naive. 

Apart from the Liberal Democrats and 
a few advocates of Proportional 
Representation, everyone seems to 
realise that the strength of parliamentary 
democracy in Great Britain lies in the 
two-party system. It is considered the 
duty of the Opposition to examine 
critically and if necessary challenge 
vigorously any policy or bill advanced 
by the Government. The Government 
exercises power in the knowledge that to 
overreach its mandate or become 
unpopular with the electorate will spell 
defeat and the election of the 
Opposition. That is the consensus 
which exists amongst most 
commentators. 
When it comes to Northern Ireland, 

however, there is a very different 
'consensus'. It is based on the inherited 
belief that Northern Ireland is a place 
apart with a people preoccupied by 
different concerns from those of the 
people in the rest of the United 
Kingdom. They are a troublesome 
people, so divided within themselves 
that it is best that they govern 
themselves and pursue those different 
concerns in their own parliament, 
isolated from developments in Britain. 

So it was then that the British media 
whipped themselves into a frenzy of 
delight at the prospect of the Brooke 
talks, because then 'all men and women 
of goodwill' would 'get round the table' 
and 'engage in dialogue'. Local 
clergymen were dragged on TV to tell us 
that they were praying for peace and 
praying for 'the men of violence' to give 
up. 

All the national newspapers carried 
editorials declaring the talks to be 'a 
good thing' and welcomed them as 
'progress' towards a power-sharing 
government. The media circusarrived at 
Stormont complete with caravans and 
lighting rigs as the civil servants 
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working in the rest of building looked 
on bemused. Kurds on the hillsides of 
Iraq dropped their American ham 
sandwiches and tuned into their short 
wave radios to catch the latest 
momentous news. 

But in the sea of indifference that is 
Northern Ireland all the hysteria seemed 
very curious. 

Here were normally astute political 
commentators declaring that a 
Government with Ian Paisley or Jim 
Molyneaux as prime minister and 
perhaps Seamus Mallon in charge of 
security would bring peace and stability 
and encourage the rival para-militaries to 
lay down their arms. 

The consensus of British politics that 
good government requires a solid 
opposition waiting in the wings was 
replaced by the notion that Northern 
Ireland should be governed in perpetuity 
by a party whose popular mandate was 
derived from the fact that it was 
Protestant by religion. The opposition 
parties being Catholic would have to 
content themselves with a few crumbs 
from the Unionist table. And the Provos 
could be expected to lay down their arms 
for this. 

f'f; British establ~hment would prefer to see 
fan Paisley as Prime Minister of Northern 

Ireland than allow the province to take part in 
normal British politics. 

This consensus is the most 
reactionary and racist nonsense. It is not 
shared by the people of Northern Ireland, 
who time after time in a variety of 
opinion polls have declared that they 
share the everyday concerns of the 
people of the rest of the UK and wish to 
participate in the normal political 
conflict of Labour versus Conservative. 

Trade unionists in Northern Ireland, 
most notably in the AEU, have 
overwhelmingly declared their support 
for Labour Party organisation there. The 
ultimate in power-sharing for the people 
of Northern Ireland will be the day when 
Protestant and Catholic workers line up 
side by side in the Labour Party as they 
do every day in the trade unions. 

No tears were shed in Northern Ireland 
when the Brooke talks collapsed under 
the strain of their own internal 
contradictions. The latest in a series of 
attempts by the British establishment, 
since the proroguing of Stormont in 
1972, to absolve itself of all political 
responsibility for Northern Ireland has 
failed. 

But the consensus required to let the 
British parties off the hook is 
maintained by small groups like that 
which organised the so-called 'Peace 
Train' venture and the appropriately 
named 'Northern Consensus'. 

A prime mover in these organisations 
is the Workers' Party of Ireland, for 
which any government, even bad 
government, for Northern Ireland is 
preferable to a reconciliation of Catholic 
and Protestant on the basis of class 
politics through the organisation of the 
Tories and of the British Labour Party 
there. For the Workers' Party the 
resolution of the 'constitutional 
question' remains 'unfinished business' 
and takes priority indefinitely over the 
ending of communal politics in 
Northern Ireland. 

Keen to support such consensus, and 
despite the Workers' Party's well 
documented links with the still active 
Official IRA, the Government has given 
£8,500 from what Brian Mawhinney 
MP enigmatically referred to as its 
"central committee for community 
relations" (whatever that may be) to 
encourage the 'Peace Train' initiative. 
And the Provos have had a field day 
pointing it out. 

Currently the media have left 
Northern Ireland and have turned their 
gaze towards the USSR, where 
communal politics and ethnic violence 
are just beginning to get going in 
earnest. It is a new experience for many 
Soviet citizens who must be bewildered 
by it all. How fortunate, then, that the 
British media have a theory and a 
consensus view to cover it. All they 
need do is change the names of the 
warring ethnic parties.□
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Dick Spring - likes to make 
policy ex cathedra 

Pat Maloney is a prominent trade 
unionist in Cork City and the editor of 
the fortnightly paper Labour 
Comment. As a resident of the Irish 
Republic he is also able to be a member 
of the UK Labour Party, unlike trade 
unionists in Northern Ireland. Jn this 
article he describes how proportional 
representation guarantees the weakness 
of Labour politics in the Irish Republic, 
and explains the bankrupt nationalism 
underlying the Eire Labour Party's 
cynical attitude to the Northern Ireland 
working class. 

In the 1987 Eire General Election, the 
Deputy Prime Minister, and Leader of 
the Labour Party, Dick Spring retained 
his Kerry North seat by four votes. 

Despite being extremely supportive of 
a two-candidate strategy in this year's 
Local Government elections, Mr Spring 
was determined not to repeat the history 
of 1987: he decided to run on his own for 
Tralee County Council, topping the poll 
and exceeding the quota of 1,812 by 1,148 - 
more than adequate to secure the 

election of a second Labour Party 
candidate in this four-seat electorate. Mr 
Spring's limp excuse was that no other 
Labour member was interested in 
running in this, the most industrialised 
area of County Kerry, despite the party 
running dual candidates in both 
Killarney and Listowel. 

A similar situation occurred in the 
city of Waterford, when the Labour 
Party parliamentary spokesman on 

Labour in the 
Irish Republic 

education, Deputy Brian O'Shea, 
exceeded the quota by 500 votes but 
without a running mate, enabling the 
Workers' Party of Ireland to take two 
seats in the same ward. 

In Cork city, the party put forward 
eight candidates, won six seats - a gain 
of one - but made little advance by way 
of expanding the party's electoral base. 
In the 1985 elections, Labour put 
forward 12 candidates. 
The local party machine in its 

endeavour to ride roughshod over local 
party workers had no compunction 
whatsoever in creating a paper 'branch'. 
Pleas to Dick Spring for an enquiry fell 
on deaf ears. This led to the resignation 
of a number of prominent and long 
standing active members, including the 
present writer, who publishes the only 
regular Labour paper in the Republic, 
Labour Comment. The outcome of 
the election and the increased vote for 
Labour vindicated the stand taken by 
those who resigned. 

"The Eire Labour Party used 
to take its aspiration to a 

united Ireland seriously and 
organised in the North. But 
since 1970 it has left the 
Northern working class to 
the tender mercies of the 
middle-class SDLP, which 
contains no Labour Party 
element and welcomed 

Thatcher's victory in 1987." 
If the Irish Labour Party is to assert 

its authority on the Left in Ireland, it 
must demonstrate much more political 
nerve and mettle. It is sheer political 
folly to deny a disgruntled electorate the 
necessary Labour Party candidates, and, 
through caution, timidity and naked 
careerism see votes destined for Labour 
go straight to the Workers' Party and 
Independent Left candidates, thus further 
fragmenting the Left vote in Eire. 
The very nature of the Eire electoral 

system - multiple-member seats based 
on Proportional Representation and the 
Single Transferable Vote (STV) - almost 
ensures that Eire Labour will never 
develop into much more than a minor 
party in the state. 

A serious study of that system by our 
comrades in UK Labour might compel 
them to look at their own "first-past-the 
post" system more sympathetically, 

before embracing any alternative system 
based on PR. In recent months, 
individuals from various parties in the 
Republic have been highlighting · the 
urgent need to reform the electoral 
system, but the Irish Labour Party, the 
Workers' Party of Ireland and the left in 
general are totally opposed to such a 
reform. 

The bane of political development in 
Eire lies to a great extent in the present 
PR multiple-member seat system. The 
state is divided into 42 electoral areas of 
constitutncies, each of which elects from 
three to five members according to its 
population. It is a total political cop 
out. A loyal Labour Party supporter in 
Cork North-Central (five seats), if he is 
to exercise his full political franchise 
my have no choice but to vote for 
Labour, Workers' Party Fianna Fail, 
Fine Gael and Sin Fein. 
Whilst a single-member seat based on 

PR could initially cost the Eire Labour 
Party seats, in the long term, such a 
system can only benefit the party and 
develop a greater Labour consciousness 
amongst the electorate, by making them 
either choose Labour or the others; at 
present they can have both. 

The Eire Labour Party often 
complains that it is not taken seriously 
enough by Irish voters. But does Irish 
Labour ever take itself seriously? Many 
workers and democrats would say no. 
The Eire Labour Party, which was 
founded by Connolly and Larkin, 
amongst others, in 1912, claimed itself 
as a distinctive, independent political 
party with its own programme and ideals 
representing the interests of all workers. 
It aimed "to win control by democratic 
means the machinery of the state in 
order to establish an all-Ireland 
democratic workers' republic based on 
socialist principles." 

At the National Conference of the 
party held in Killarney last April, it 
took party leader Dick Spring less than 
one hour to overturn completely the old 
aims and ideals of the party in order to 
present a more 'corporate image' of the 
party in the future. The true feelings of 
the present leadership were spelt out by 
Cork North-Central deputy, Gerry 
O'Sullivan: "the party has shed its 
narrow working class image which ... has 
stunted its electoral progress over the 
years." 

The reality of life for Eire Labour, of 
course, is that they have never at any 
time in the history of the state succeeded 
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in gaining a major share of the 'narrow 
working-class' vote. The bulk of the 
working-class vote .has gone to Fianna 
Fail. The highest vote the Labour Party 
has ever attained was in 1969 with 
17.02%. 

Recently, the party spokesman on 
Justice, Deputy Michael Bell (Louth) 
caused a mild political ripple amongst 
the more 'sophisticated' Catholic 
nationalists when he declared that those 
in Northern Ireland who do not want to 
work towards a united Ireland should "go 
back to the British mainland". Deputy 
Bell continues, "The British are 
responsible for the problems in Northern 
Ireland; they stole the land from the Irish 
people. No matter how long or short the 
present situation continues the fact 
remains that the Northern part of this 
country is part of the Irish nation and 
will always remain so." 
The party leader, Dick Spring, 

reckoned that his parliamentary 
colleague, Bell, "went over the top" but, 
in truth, Bell was only blurting out in 
blunt fashion what party leaders like 
Spring, Quinn and Barry Desmond MEP 
have been muttering for years. But a 
different viewpoint has been expressed 
by the party vice-chairman, and Mayor 
of Limerick, Deputy Jim Kemmy. As 
reported in The Cork Examiner 
(19.8/91), "Mayor Kemmy said there 
was no such thing as 'the historic Irish 
nation'. The border was based on the 
economic realities of the situation and 
not on historical fiction. The myth of an 
'historic Irish nation' was created by 
projecting backwards through the 

centuries the Catholic nation that 
emerged no further back than the year 
1840. The partition of Ireland was the 
outcome of the growth of two distinct 
Irish communities, each with its own 
economic life and culture, its own 
religion and view of history and each 
with its own closely-knit identity." 
For the past decade a virtual gag has 

been applied at every Party conference to 
prevent any serious debate on the 
Northern Ireland issue. Dick Spring 
alone speaks ex cathedra on the 
National Question. It was three years 
before he has the courage actually to 
place the 1985 Anglo-Irish Agreement 
before a national conference of the party 
and even then he had not the courage or 
confidence to put it honestly and 
directly. 
Until the 1960s, the Eire Labour Party 

took its own constitutional aspiration 
towards a united Ireland seriously by 
organising in Northern Ireland, albeit in 
predominantly nationalist areas such as 
Derry, Newry and West Belfast. But 
since that time and, more particularly, 
since 1970, it has left the Northern 
Ireland working class to the tender 
mercies of the Social Democratic and 
Labour Party (SDLP). 

The SDLP is the party of comfortable 
middle-class nationalism which risks 
nothing for its objectives. There is no 
Labour Party element in the SDLP. In 
recent British General Elections its 
deputy-leader, Seamus Mallon MP, has 
expressed the wish that Mrs Thatcher 
and the Tories should be returned - their 
return, of course, being in the interest of 
Catholic Nationalism. 

Along with the SDLP, the Eire 
Labour Party is emphatically opposed to 
the UK Labour Party organising in 
Northern Ireland. The presence of the 
UK Labour Party might threaten the 
sectarian basis on which the SDLP 
survives. It is incredible that thousands 
of workers in Belfast and Derry have no 
difficulty belonging to trade unions, 
most of which are affiliated to the DK 
Labour Party, and that tens of thousands 
Catholic and Protestant workers 'opt in' 
to pay the political levy, yet these same 
workers are denied the right to join the 
Labour Party which will ultimately 
govern their own lives and that of their 
families. 

Before Clare Short MP once again 
advocates that Northern Ireland trade 
unionists should vote SDLP, and then 
wonders why they do not, she should 
visit Dublin around party conference 
time. She will see the 'socialist' SDLP 
being welcomed one week as a fraternal 
sister party by Irish Labour at their 
conference. The following week she 
would see the SDLP deputy-leader, Mr 
Mallon, being welcomed by Mr 
Haughey as a fraternal delegate to the 
Fianna Fail conference. On the third 
week Clare Short would see the SDLP 
leader, John Hume MP, being welcomed 
as a fraternal delegate by the even more 
Tory Fine Gael Party. 

It would appear that Catholic 
Nationalism has the insidious capacity 
to fool most British socialists all of the 
time. It certainly doesn't fool Protestant 
workers, or, indeed, the great majority of 
Catholic workers in Northern Ireland.□

Letter to the Editor 

Sir, 
Northern Ireland's unionists have over a 
period of many years claimed a right to 
belong to the United Kingdom. Or, to 
put it another way, a right of 
association. Such claims have been 
made often before in history by those 
pursuing narrow national objectives. 

It is generally accepted, albeit 
informally, by all the advanced nations 
of the world that, all nations have, at 
least in theory, a right of self 
determination. What does it mean? It 
means the right of all nations to govern 
themselves, and includes the right to 
secede. 

If a right of self-determination is 
accepted then there can be no other 
rights in relations between nations, and 
certainly not a right of association. All 
other arrangements between nations 
would be through negotiation and 
agreement. 

If I may give an example. Take four 
nations in alliance. To accept that one of 
those nations has a right of association 

Page 18 

would mean depriving all the others of 
the right to secede. If nation A has the 
right of association, then it follows that 
nations B, C and D cannot have the 
right to secede. And, likewise, if nations 
B, C and D have a right to secede, 
nation A cannot have a right of 
association. In a word, a right of self 
determination and a right of association 
cannot co-exist. One cancels out the 
other. 

I will leave it to someone with better 
academic qualifications than myself to 
draw the necessary conclusion as to 
how, and to what extent, unionist 
strategy in dealing with the nationalist 
challenges over the years has been 
influenced by the false assumptions of 
an ill-informed leadership. 

Yours sincerely 
Gerry Golden 
London Nl 

Editorial comment: this letter raises an 
issue which has never arisen in this 

magazine. L&TUR does not deal in 
abstract or absolute rights. It deals in 
political interest, realities and choices. 
What is at issue in Northern Ireland is 

not at all the abstract theoretical 
question which preoccupies this 
correspondent. Whether or not there is a 
'right of association', there is certainly a 
right of a region of a state to be 
governed properly through involvement 
in the political system of that state. 

Northern Ireland is a region of the 
United Kingdom which is excluded from 
participation in the political system by 
which England, Scotland and Wales are 
given representative government. 
It will remain so excluded for as long 

as the Labour Party continues to welsh 
on its obligation to the electors of 
Northern Ireland to seek a mandate from 
them by contesting elections in the 
province. 

This is the central issue of Northern 
Ireland politics. We welcome further 
letters which address this issue, but will 
feel under no obligation to publish 
letters which raise red herrings.□
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Changes in the European political 
structure, the Gulf war and Bush's vision 
of a new world order, have initiated a 
major rethink among the Western Allies 
concerning matters of defence. 

The collapse of the Warsaw Pact and 
the subsequent withdrawal of Soviet 
forces from Poland, Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary and the eastern part of Germany 
make it extremely unlikely that a full 
scale war (on which NATO defence 
policy has been based) will occur. 

NATO's proposals for a new defence 
policy were outlined in May and should 
be settled by October of this year. The 
proposed changes mean that not only is 
the substance of policy changing but 
also its outward manifestation, foreign 
policy, and therefore defence policy. 

Within the European framework the 
picture is potentially more complex. 
The Europeans are divided between those 
who want to maintain the primacy of 
NATO and the alliance, led by Britain 
and Holland, and those who want to 
bolster European political union by 
introducing a defence element, led by 
France. 

The most ardent supporter of a 
European defence component is Jaques 
Delors, President of the EC 
Commission. In a speech at the Institute 
for Strategic Studies in London he put 
forward a vision of a fully fledged 
defence dimension for the European 
community, once again putting him on 
a collision course with the British 
government. 

Many European governments want 
the EC to take over the Western 
European Union as its own defence 
agency, something the British 
government opposes bitterly. This 
makes double, or possibly triple, hatting 
a real possibility. 

The primary prerequisite of any new 
defence policy is that it must be 
supportive of and complementary to the 
foreign policy required by the USA for 
the new world order and Europe post 
1992. Defence policy deals with the 
capabilities and problems which foreign 
policy has defined as goals. At the 
moment the driving force behind foreign 
policy decisions is who, or what, is 
threatening to European and American 
interests, both domestically and 
internationally. 

The proposed doctrine now being put 
forward for the defence of European 
interests is that of a non-provocative, 
but flexible, defence policy orchestrated 
through NATO and other organisations. 
According to Trevor Taylor in The 
World Today, legitimate European 
defence will have to be based on 
principles which appear to the rest of the 
world as supporting them, while at the 
same time maintaining Europe's 
strategic interests. 
To balance these two objectives is not 

Britain in 
The New World Military Order 
Pete Whitelegg analyses the current debates on the future of NATO 

and the new British drive to stay at the top table. 
going to be easy. Saddam Hussain, from These are the first moves in what 
the West's point of view, was an easily must be a long campaign. Bush and 
identifiable target. The Security Council Major in particular are attempting to 
was able to define a world-wide enemy, reshape the UN as the primary actor in 
an enemy that threatened the balance of the new world order as well as 
power in the Middle East. With the use fashioning a closer relationship with 
of NATO forces, and bases in the area, NATO. The establishment of a short 
they have attempted to restore that lived Kurdish homeland brought forward 
balance. But this is almost certainly not many proposals to strengthen UN 
going to be the case in the future. power. This was particularly so in the 

Defining what is good for western case of the military. 
interests and the rest of the world is Conventional, flexible forces come 
going to be increasingly problematic. under NATO command in Europe while 
From the point of view of NATO the for 'out of area' uses they fall under UN 
security problem concerning the Soviet or WEU command. Defence is to be 
Union is that, rather than being too coalition-based, with the Europeans 
strong, precisely the opposite is true. It taking the lead and co-opting regional 
has become too weak, and separatist powers in the conflict area, while the 
forces are gaining the upper hand. Americans essentially supply the 

muscle. This is principally what 
happened in the Gulf. The real drive for 
intervention came from Downing Street 
and Capitol Hill, not from the Gulf. 

Britain is expected to gain a new role 
within all these changes. The core of 
NATO and European defence is going to 
be the creation of a Rapid Reaction 
Force. This will be a highly mobile and 
lightly armed multinational force under 
the command of a British lieutenant 
general. Britain's case for command of 
this force was reinforced by its 
willingness to stride headlong into the 
Gulf War. 
The British component of this force is 

to be headed by a reduced and reorganised 
British Army of the Rhine. Reduced 
from its present 55,000 to around 
23,000, it will be known as the 1st 
(UK) Armoured Division and will be 
based in Germany. Together with this, 
but based in the UK, will be a 
predominantly mechanised 3rd (UK) 
Division and an airmobile Brigade. 

This new-look army will also have a 
new range of equipment. All front-line 
self-propelled artillary regiments will be 
equipped with the new AS90 150mm 
howitzer, together with the new 
Challenger 2 tanks and upgraded 
Challenger 1 tanks. The Lynx will also 
be replaced by a new purpose-built 
helicopter. 

These forces will of course remain 
nominally national in character, but will 
have the ability to bind together under 
any of the organisations whose 
jurisdiction covers the conflict. But it is 
unlikely that any nation in Europe 
would intervene in a conflict, either 
inside or outside Europe, without the 
sanction of at least one of the defence 
groupings. 
This is particularly so in the case of 

"Britain's defence 
policy is 

increasingly 
becoming that of 
the USA, with no 

leeway in 
determining its 
own role." 

Another aspect of foreign policy is 
the dependent relationship Western 
Europe has with many areas of the world 
for its raw materials. This is particularly 
pertinent in the case of oil. What defence 
arrangements need to be made in order to 
maintain access to these areas? 

According to the defence 
establishment the requirement for a 
credible defence policy for the future is 
going to be its ability to react to any 
conflict coupled with the political 
strength to sideline those who disagree. 

The Gulf war has provided Bush and 
Major with the momentum to refashion 
the UN as an interventionist 
organisation supporting 'the world 
community' and the 'new world order'. 
The use of UN (read NATO) 
peacekeeping forces in northern Iraq has 
highlighted the possible role the UN 
Security Council has in mind. The 
Security Council appears to have 
gambled upon setting a precedent by 
indicating that it will intervene in the 
internal affairs of member states. 
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Back to Bedlam 
The Thatcher government's decision to 
shut down NHS mental hospitals and 
rely on so-called 'community care' for 
the mentally ill has condemned many of 
them to a life of begging and petty 
crime, which often lands them in prison 
where no proper provision is made for 
them, as Angela Clifford explains. 

It has recently been reported that Brixton 
Prison in London has become a 
dumping ground for mentally ill 
patients. Thus society's attitude to the 
mentally ill has gone full circle - back 
to the policies which produced 'Bedlam', 
as the institution of a bygone era was 
called, where the mentally ill were 
locked away in awful conditions for an 
indefinite time. 

All that was changed by social 
reform, but the progressive develop 
ments in mental health treatment have 
been negated by an unholy alliance of 
trendy Leftism and Thatcherism. 

'Advanced', 'progressive', medicine 
produced the theory that mentally ill 
people are oppressed by putting them in 

mental institutions. This view was 
seized on by Thatcherites looking for 
cuts to make in the public services. The 
ideological Left and the ideological 
Right combined in a policy of shutting 
down mental hospitals, and replacing 
them with so-called "community care". 

"Instead of the mentally 
ill being properly cared for 
in NHS hospitals, they end 

up in prison or on the 
streets." 

'Community care' means transferring 
patients from a national, planned health 
care system to whatever provision local 
authorities may care to make for them. 
It must be remembered that there is no 
overall, socialised provision of care in 
the personal social services, as there is 
for health. This is a legacy of the Poor 
Law, which has never been reformed in 
that respect. 

As a result, local authorities provide 
such services as they can, or wish to, 

afford. And places like London, where 
there is a concentration of problems, 
have undue financial pressures placed on 
them. 'Community care' might be 
appropriate for a small minority of 
cases, or as a transitional stage for 
people who are ready to return to 
society. It is quite inappropriate for 
most mental patients. 
Eoin Harris, the Irish publicist, has 

described his own period of mental 
illness, and identified the need of many 
for a refuge from society. As he says, 
the mental hospital also provides a 
community - and one that is better able 
to understand the problems of mental 
illness. He goes so far as to say that the 
worst mental hospital provides a better 
environment for a return to health than 
isolation in the community at large. 

In fact, "community care" has been 
little more than the ejection of mental 
patients from hospitals, with a token 
amount of 'care' from the 'community'. 
And what else could it be ? After all, the 
costs of providing comprehensive 'care' 
for individuals in the community would 
be prohibitive. 

I was struck in Belfast a few years ago 
that a new type of beggar had appeared 
on the streets. On enquiring about them, 
I learned that they were patients ejected 
from mental care, who were at a loose 
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the UK. With the reduction in 
numbers of all the component parts of 
the British defence forces, and no 
reduction in our international 
commitments, we will only be able to 
act in concert with other nations. It is 
also debatable whether the Rapid 
Reaction Force could operate in the 
absence of any of the nations that 
constitute this force. 
There will certainly be a problem 

with demarcation between 'spheres of 
influence' and defence organisations. The 
Americans consider Latin and South 
America to be their 'back yard' and will 
consequently want to retain their own 
defence arrangements independent of any 
international commitments. 

Panama is of historic importance in 
this respect. Not only was it the first 
post-Cold War invasion without any UN 
role, it was also the first military 
intervention free from the 'red menace'. 
From the American point of view, 

NATO and the UN are primarily for the 
security arrangements 'in and around 
Europe'. The Americans can no longer 
afford ever-increasing defence 
commitments in the face of relative 
economic decline. 

Britain is also faced with the same 
problem. Changes in the defence 
arrangements have been Treasury-led; the 
need for a 'peace dividend' has been all 
important. The re-orientation in our 
defence commitments accomplishes 
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these tasks at the expense of any 
independent national defence 
requirements. 

But the creation of the Rapid Reaction 
Force also confers one other important 
role upon Britain's military. 

With the demise of the Soviet threat 
the role played in NATO's defence by 
nuclear weapons has been downgraded. 
In some important respects it was the 
possession of nuclear weapons that 
maintained Britain's position at the top 
table of military powers. This position 
has had to be filled in some way, hence 
leadership of the Rapid Reaction Force. 

The political marginalisation of 
nuclear weapons can also be seen as an 
attempt to diminish the impetus towards 
uncontrolled nuclear proliferation. With 
a new-look UN and NATO many 
nations may consider that the only way 
to deter aggression by the European 
USA axis is to provision themselves 
with nuclear weapons. If deterrence 
theory worked to keep the peace in 
Europe for 40 years, why not the rest of 
the world? 

But peace is not the main aim of 
these changes. The new world order will 
be a order in which the European-USA 
axis attempts to maintain its dominant 
position in the world in spite of 
declining economic power. This is 
particularly so in the case of Britain. 

Britain's economic performance 
relative to the rest of Europe is in 
decline. Economically, Britain would 

struggle to maintain a leading position 
internationally. But by endorsing Bush's 
vision of a new world order and, 
particularly, by playing a prominent role 
within the defence mechanisms, that role 
is sustained. Britain's defence policy is 
becoming increasingly that of the USA, 
with no leeway in determining its own 
role. 

Politicians and media alike have been 
silent on this issue. As far as I am 
aware, that includes the Labour 
leadership. In fact the Labour leadership 
appears to have accepted Bush and 
Major's 'new world order' in its entirety. 
Labour's Shadow Foreign Secretary, 

Gerald Kaufman, has argued that"The 
framework for a long-term and lasting 
settlement in the Middle East must be 
the responsibility of the UN Security 
Council and not a group of self 
interested countries, inside or outside the 
region" (The Guardian, February 16, 
1991). 
This, of course, supposes that the UN 

Security Council is not 'self-interested' 
in maintaining the current structure of 
power in the region. Gerald Kaufman 
and the Labour leadership have gone no 
further than saying that these policies 
are Labour Party policy, with the 
stipulation that Labour would have done 
it sooner, and with greater commitment 
and financial resources. 

The Labour party has accepted the 
agenda of the 'new world order' and all 
its imperialist overtones. □
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end. They spent some hours in a 
Salvation Army hostel, but when this 
was closed, they wandered around 
begging. 
This type of begging has also 

appeared in other large centres, such as 
London. Some, apparently, engage in 
petty crime and land up in prison. A 
report recently explained: 

"Brixton is now regarded as a 
'dumping ground' for mentally ill 
people. Many inmates were discharged 
from mental institutions under the 
government's controversial 'care in the 
community' scheme and were charged 
with relatively minor offences, such as 
shoplifting. They were sent to Brixton 
because there were no longer places for 
them in London's declining number of 
psychiatric hospitals. 

Once inside Brixton, they are 
transferred to F wing, the prison's 
hospital unit, which is known to staff 
and inmates alike as 'Fraggle Rock'. 
Former inmates have described F wing 
as 'bedlam'. Prisoners scream and shout 
almost all day. Despite those judged 'at 
risk' of attempting to commit suicide 
being checked at least every 15 minutes, 
many have nonetheless been able to take 
their own lives ... 
Mr Shaw (director of the Prison 

Reform Trust - A.C.) says mentally-ill 
inmates receive poor treatment from 
staff who often have little medical - and 
rarely psychiatric - training. 'The 
treatment of the 200 prisoners in F wing 
is the biggest single scandal anywhere in 
the British prison system today,' he said. 
'Many are in a state of acute psychiatric 
distress, yet the treatment they receive is 
utterly at variance with approved 
standards for the treatment of mentally 
ill people.' Treatment was far below 
standards in the National Health Service, 
he said" (Denis Campbell, Irish 
Times, July 9, 1991). 

This report appeared amidst 
commentary on conditions of IRA 
prisoners in British jails in the context 
of the Brixton break-out. Sometimes 
Irish journalists can see British 
conditions more clearly, from their 
outside vantage point. Instead of the 
mentally ill being properly cared for in 
NHS hospitals, they end up in prison or 
on the streets - that is the real content of 
'community care'. 
It seems to me that a far better option 

would have been to give those mentally 
ill who could benefit by it more 
responsibility for their own lives within 
mental hospitals (such as by doing their 
own shopping, cooking, cleaning 
arranging their own entertainment, etc). 

The question now is whether Labour 
is ready to repudiate Thatcherism in the 
medical services and to stand for the 
provision of sufficient places in mental 
hospitals for those who need them. □

Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

Serbian guerrilla troops relaxing in the Croatian resort of Lake Plitvie 
Serbs and Croats but it is hard to see why Serbian areas 

within Croatia are obliged to go with 
them. Neither side has actually behaved 
very well. Croats made no effort to 
calm Serbian fears, and Croat 
nationalists identified them with pro 
Fascist Croats who had slaughtered huge 
numbers of Serbs during World War 
Two. But the Serbs are now using their 
superior power to grab as much as they 
think they can hold, as well as denying 
self-determination to the Albanians of 
Kosovo. 

Sadly, the role of the European 
Community has not been a creditable 
one. The community intervened to 
impose a solution, without having any 
clear notion of what solution it should 
be trying to impose. The Croats were 
encouraged to think that they would be 
protected against superior Serbian 
power, but in the event have not been 
protected. 
There is an urgent need to establish 

some forum where judgments according 
to to international law could actually be 
made, without the flim-flam and 
indecision that has always inhibited the 
United Nations. But any such move 
would be opposed by the United States, 
which prefers 'international law' to be a 
glove-puppet that moves when the US 
so wishes, and at other times is limp 
and ineffective. 

One of the problems with the United 
Nations is that its name is a lie. It is 
not a union of nations but a union of 
sovereign states. Some of these states 
barely qualify as nations, some contain 
several nations, or represent a nation 
that is also partially in another state. 
And some of them include minority 
nations that may or may not have a 
valid right to secede. 

If international law were a serious 
matter, then there would be some 
weighty international tribunal where 
such issues could be impartially 
investigated and definitely settled, with 
the world community enforcing and 
guaranteeing whatever solution had been 
arrived at. Actually there is such a 
body, the World Court, except that no 
one bothers very much about what it 
decides. The United States underlined 
the total powerlessness of this court 
when it simply ignored an unfavourable 
judgment made against it concerning its 
covert actions against Nicaragua. 
Yugoslavia is breaking up, but it is 

not a state that can break up tidily. 
Slovenia is no great problem - it 
includes few minorities, and these seem 
confident enough of their future in the 
new state. Croatia is another matter. 
Their right to secede has been conceded, 
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Sheik-down? 

Since the Bank of England has been 
criticised both for being too quick to 
close down BCCI, and not quick 
enough, it might seem that they had 
achieved a reasonable balance. Actually, 
both sets of charges are justified. 

BCCI had been known for years to be 
a crooked bank, a very bad place for 
ordinary investors to be encouraged to 
put their money. There would have 
been especially good grounds for closing 
it down during the second half of 1990, 
when some massive scandals had come 
to light. But that was the time of the 
build-up to the Gulf war, and such a 
blow to Muslim and especially Gulf 
interests would not have been expedient. 

On the other hand, BCCI was finally 
closed just a few days before the date set 
for a substantial restructuring. Having 
let it run so long, this was a very odd 
point to kill off the bank, just when it 
seemed possible that things would be 
put right. The Sheikh of Abu Dhabi 
vigorously protested against this action, 
and seemed to have a reasonable case, 
but we are now in a new world order in 
which the Gulf states are dependent on 
western protection. They dare not risk a 
serious quarrel while Saddam Hussein 
and the Ba'ath are still in charge of Iraq. 
Which makes one wonder just how 
sincerely George Bush really does want 
to get rid of that regime. 

Given the new balance of world 
power, the Bank of England may well 
have seen a good chance to smash a third 
world upstart, and punish those 
investors who had dared to step outside 
of the regular banking system. If so, 
they have probably not acted very 
cleverly in the long run. If a bank as 
shady as BCCI can be tolerated for years, 
and then be suddenly and unexpectedly 
destroyed, who can feel that any of their 
money is safe anywhere? 

Inkathagate 

Is it just a coincidence that a series of 
damaging leaks about Inkatha came out 
shortly after their rivals in the ANC 
took a large step towards repudiating 
their old allies in the South African 
Communist Party? It had been alleged 
for years that the South African 
government was backing Inkatha, but 
for a mass of solid proof to suddenly 
emerge suggests that a high-level 
decision had been made. 

In my view, de Klerk is playing a 
very clever and complex game. He can 
only be further helped by the fighting 
between his far-right enemies and the 
police. He may have connived it, it 
may have just happened, the important 
point is that no police force reacts 
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kindly to being attacked, and they are 
now more likely to support de Klerk 
against his rivals. 

Mr de Klerk is hardly an admirable 
character, but he does seem to offer the 
best chance of changing South Africa 
without a civil war. Given also that the 
post-Stalin Communist movement has 
made a total mess of almost every single 
situation that it has been involved in, I 
think that Mandela did the right thing. 

The Grenada 14 

America's traditional pattern of armed 
intervention to impose its will on its 
neighbours was ended by the Vietnam 
War and restarted in Grenada. And it 
was helped to restart by the brutal and 
unbelievably stupid actions of Bernard 
Coard and his followers. Coard and 13 
of his associates were until recently 
under sentence of death, and have now 
had their sentences commuted at the 
eleventh hour. If they had been 
executed, I would have shed no tears for 
them. 

The popular left-wing regime of 
Maurice Bishop had been under threat 
from the United States for several years, 
with a propaganda campaign that 
presented a perfectly ordinary and 
justified new airport as a threat to US 
security. And yet nothing might have 
happened, had it been left to Maurice 
Bishop. But in October 1983, Coard 
and his followers staged a coup and 
overthrew him. When a mass popular 
uprising then freed Bishop, Coard's 
people fired on the crowd, killing 
Bishop and seven others. 

By this action they wholly lost 
popular support, and also alienated the 
Cubans, though Moscow seems to have 
been pro-Coard. Their actions had so far 
split and weakened the Grenadan left that 
Reagan was able to get the support of 
some other Caribbean leaders and launch 
a massive invasion of the tiny island. 
The Cubans, contrary to what was 
suggested by the media at the time, were 
under orders only to fight defensively. 
Had the Americans left them alone they 
would have gone home quietly. In the 
event they were attacked as part of the 
general propaganda exercise, resulting in 
some wholly pointless bloodshed and 
the appearance of a grand American 
victory. One of those sharing in the 
victory was Norman Schwartzkopf. 

Grenada re-established the right of the 
United States to intervene as and when it 
saw fit. Wherever possible, some 
pretext or structure of international law 
will be invoked, but this is an optional 
extra. President Bush committed 
himself to intervention over Kuwait on 
a unilateral basis, which was only later 
endorsed as international law by the 
United Nations. The US is currently in 
breach of Article 17 of the Geneva 

Convention, by refusing to say anything 
about how many Iraqis they killed or 
where they were buried (The 
Independent, August 5, 1991). But 
the New World order is one in which 
International Law has no force at all 
unless the US chooses to give it force. 
And that pattern began with Grenada. 
What was Coard thinking of, and why 

did Moscow support him? The simple 
truth is that Leninism has always seen 
rival forms of socialism as hostile and a 
prime target for suppression. The main 
difference between Stalin and his 
successors was that Stalin greatly 
strengthened the Soviet Union, while 
socialists in the rest of the world were 
favoured as the moderate and mild 
alternative to his methods. Stalin's 
successors have weakened and finally 
wrecked his legacy, doing great damage 
to other forms of socialism in the 
process. 

It may be that Coard et al. are not 
guilty under the strict letter of the law, 
but these were not people who chose to 
live under the rule of law. They acted 
ruthlessly and illegally for what they 
may have seen as good ends, and in the 
event they got it appallingly wrong. 
Let them suffer the consequences. 

Watchers of the skies 

"Then felt I like some watcher of the 
skies I When a new planet swims into 
his ken". Thus did a young medical 
student called John Keats commemorate 
Herschel's discovery of the planet 
Uranus a few years previously. Sad to 
say, critics of poetry all come from the 
'arts' side of our educational system. 
The subsequent lines about stout Cortez 
first seeing the Pacific ocean from a 
peak in Darien has become a piece of 
standard cultural knowledge, and you 
often get learned notes attached, saying 
that the first European to see the Pacific 
was in fact Balboa. But the analogous 
discovery of a new planet is outside the 
range of what they think proper for 
poetry, and is always passed over in 
silence. Equally, people on the science 
side seem to see poetry as 'swum out of 
their ken' - no one seems to have made 
the connection when another new planet 
was discovered back in July. 

Almost all astronomers believe that 
Earth-like planets are very common in 
the galaxy, but they still await final 
proof that this is so. Some claims for 
planets round other stars have turned out 
to be errors: some 'planets' seem in fact 
to be Brown Dwarves, objects 
intermediate between large planets and 
small stars. Clouds of dust of the sort 
that ought to form planets have been 
found round some young stars. And 
now we have the latest discovery, of 
something rather Earth-like, revolving 
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round a peculiar sort of star called a 
pulsar. 
No one has yet found an Earth-like 

planet going round ordinary stars - even 
the most modern telescopes are not quite 
up to it. Yet it is ever more likely that 
they do in fact exist. Some at least of 
these should have evolved intelligence, 
and we should be able to detect by their 
radio broadcasts, if they were anything 
like us. Since no such broadcasts have 
so far been discovered, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the pattern of our 20th 
century global society is not a stable 
one. Either it evolves into something 
that would not wantonly exploit or 
disturb more primitive societies. Or 
else it self-destructs.□

The Bevin Society is essentially a 
development from a group in the 
Institute for Workers' Control which ---------------1 actually supported workers' control when 
it was a possibility of immediate 
practical politics: when it was proposed 
as a radical economic reform by the 
Bullock Committee. 

The leadership of the Institute for 
Workers Control opposed the Bullock 
proposals on woolly ideological 
grounds, as did Neil Kinnock and most 
of the trade union leaders. 

Advertisement 

The First 
United 

Nations War 

A Review of the Gulf War 
and its Aftermath 

by Brendan Clifford 

18pp. £1.50 post free 

and 

The New Left 
Imperialist 

A Comment on the imperialist 
apologetics of Professor Fred 
Halliday of the LSE, with a 

review of the interrelationship of 
British and Iraqi politics since 

the First World War. 

By Brendan Clifford 

35 pp. £2.50 post free 

Both pamphlets available from the 
Ernest Bevin Society and L&TUR 

The Ernest Bevin Society 
Statement of Aims and Purposes 

The aim of the Bevin Society is to 
develop a programme for the Labour 
Party that will make possible a 
comprehensive collectivist reform as the 
framework for a more widely based 
individualism. 

The 'right of management to manage' 
was the conservative cry of both the left 
and right of the Labour movement, as 
well as of the budding Thatcherites. But 
'management' is not a detached element 
operating between capital and labour. 
Management must be an agency of 
capital or an agency of labour. 
Conservatism, or the continuation of 

the status quo, was not a practical 
possibility in the seventies. Labour had 
grown too powerful to enable the 
existing arrangements to continue. Both 
the leaders and the militants of the 
Labour movement lived in a fool's 
paradise, believing that the trade union 
movement could refuse to become the 
basis of management and yet retain the 
power to paralyse the management based 
on capital. 
The status quo was doomed. The only 

question was whether Labour would 
become the basis of management, or 
trade union power would be weakened so 
that a management based on capital 
would again be effective. When the 
leaders of the Labour movement declined 
to enact a radical reform in the Labour 
interest, it was only a matter of time 
before a radical reaction restored the 
managerial power of capital. 

If the Bullock Report had been adopted 
by the Labour movement it is likely 
that it would have become a watershed 
in British history comparable to the 
Beveridge Report (which established the 
Welfare State). It would have altered the 
framework of economics and politics, 
and opened up an array of new and 
stimulating conflicts and contradictions. 

Because the Bullock Report was 

rejected by Labour, the Labour 
movement has ever since been 
disoriented in the face of successful 
capitalist reaction. 

There were reasons of petty vested 
interest involved in the rejection of the 
Bullock Report. But much more 
important than these was the essentially 
static character of socialist ideology of 
all varieties in the movement. 

Socialism was a vaguely imagined 
eternal harmony, a secularised version of 
the state of affairs following the Day of 
J udgment. Some dreamed of a Leninist 
revolution as the means by which it 
would be established, while others 
imagined a systematic scheme of reform 
through social engineering. 
The Bullock Report was equally 

unacceptable to both because it was 
obviously not a recipe for eternal 
harmony. 
A similar approach would have led to 

the rejection of the Beveridge Report in 
the 1940s. And there were those on the 
left as well as the right who rejected it. 
But the Labour outlook in those days 

was not confined to visionary dreams of 
a final condition of things, and to empty 
rhetoric following from those visions. 
Ernest Bevin and Clement Attlee were 
determined to enact the practical reforms 
of the clay, and to develop through its 
conflicts while leaving eternal harmony 
to the metaphysicians. 

The Labour movement is now in the 
doldrums because during the past two 
generations it has not developed out of 
the experience of that group of effective 
reformers who transformed the 
conditions of working class life when 
they came to power -- and who came to 
power because they had impressed 
society with their capacity for radical and 
realistic reform. 

The Bevin Society intends to regain 
for the present generation the experience 
of the Bevin-Attlee era, and to develop 
out of it a capacity for thought and 
action in place of the slogan and the 
gesture which are now the stock-in-trade 
of the Labour leadership. 

The Bevin Society is at present 
running on a fairly informal ad-hoe 
basis. If you'd like to see something 
established on a more formal basis, or if 
you'd just like a discussion, please 
contact us at 26 Aden Grove, 
London Nl6 9NJ. 
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Jimmy Knapp on too Trade Unions and Transport 
NUPE Publications (reviews) 
The TUC Agenda 
New Union? Cohse, Nalgo andNupe 
The European Community and 1992 (Nalgo publication) 
The TUC and Incomes Policy 
Workers' Control, Tories and Christian Democrats 
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1bames Disaster 
John Prescott on Labour and Transport 
Jimmy Knapp on the Trade Unions and Transport 
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High-Speed Hopes 
Faro Dodging 

III International 
a) Africa 
Freed Nelson Mandela 
Ethiopia 

b) Asia 
Hong Kong 
Blue River Blues 

c) Europe 
Poland: a Nation Once Again 
German Re-Unification? 
Europe: Lawson and List 
Germany at the Heart of Europe 
1be Cold Peace 
Romania 
Labour, the Tories and the European Community 
Gently Smiling Jaws 
Electoral Struggles 
Europe Right or Loft 
Sweden's Economy 
Your Money or Your Sovereignty? 
Britain in Europe 
From Hungary to Lithuania 
Polish Papery 
Soo No Evil 

d) Irish Republic 
Church-State Problems in Ireland 
Unions and Co-ops in Ireland 
How Not To Write 1be History Of Ireland (review article) 

g) USA 
Bull and Bush 
Read My Lips - "I'm A Wimp"' 
Trotting Out the Teamster Rank and File (book review) 

h) USSR 
Soulmates in Trouble 
Realpolitik in a Europe in Rux (review article) 
Bedtime Stories 
Lithuania - Carefully Trodden On 
Tsar Mikhail? 
Memories of Stalin 
Boris The Bad? 
Dynamite Mike 
1be Moscow Trials (review article) 
Leningrad aod Stalingrad 
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Dick Spicer 
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e) Middle East and North Africa 
God Not On Their Side Mad.awe Williams 
A Lebanese Solution Madawc Williams 
Turks And Others Madawc Williams 
Palestine (reader's letter) Ruichard Sexton 
Palestine (reply to Richard Sexton) Madawc Williams 
Israel and Palestine - A Downward Spiral Madawc Williams 
Murder in Mesopotamia I: Bazoft and Investigative Journalism Hugh Roberts 
Algerian Complications Hugh Roberts 
Murder in Mesopotamia II: Internationalism or Barbarism Hugh Roberts 
Iraq and the Wealth of Nations Madawc Williams 
The Morality of a Gulf War Michael Alexander 
War Without Law Brendan Clifford 
How America Destroyed The Peace Hugh Roberts 
Saudi Hypocrisy Michael Alexander 
Iraq: Set Up For A Fall Michael Alexander 
Europe's Kurdish Auction Hugh Roberts 
Tbe Economic Consequences of the Gulf War George Joffe 

O New \Vorld Order/United Nations 
Iraq and International Law 
Now World Orders For Old 
1be United Nations (Policy Statement) 
Academic Socialism and American Hegemony 

Editorial 
BenCosin 
The Bevin Society 
Hugh Roberts 

Editorial 
Mada.we Williams 
Dan Ackroid 
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