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Thatcherism - coming apart at the seams 
by 

Jack Lane 

What is happening in the economy 
should not be happening - according to 
the logic of Thatcherism. She came to 
power because she claimed, and was 
believed, to have the solution to 
inflation - the final solution. All that 
was needed was for the government to 
have the will to stand up to the unions 
and stop printing money to meet their 
demands. There would of course be a lot 
of moaning and groaning but everybody 
would see sense after a while and we 
would all benefit from a self-regulating 
market economy as her gurus assured us. 

How come, then, that 10 years on we 
have rising inflation again? And even if 
it was wiped out tomorrow the nagging 
question would still remain - why did it 
happen? And if it happened once, could it 
not happen again? That prospect means 
that Thatcherism has lost the real basis 
of its credibility. We are hearing again 
all those words of the ancient past, the 
1970s: overheating, stop-go, and soon 
we may even hear the words incomes 
policy. 

How has this come about? The fact is 
that in a democratic society inflation is 
endemic and can get out of control if any 
one element of the society, civil or 
political, gets too free a hand which 
enables it to get an inordinate share of 
economic power and abuse it. Trade 
Unions could do it, the government itself 
could do it, the "military industrial 
complex", the farmers, etc, etc. Also the 
financial and credit industries can do it 
very easily as they can in effect create 
money. They can create as much of it as 
they are willing to risk through loans. 

The impossible crisis 
But this cannot happen in the world of 
Thatcherism where there is no such thing 
as society, only a collection of 
individuals. There cannot possibly be 
corporate interests that can have such 
influence. After all, if you only look at 
the behavour of each individual, he/she is 
not doing anything that seems so wrong. 

Every Trade Unionist could justify 
his/her wage demand and every boss 
could justify conceding it. Likewise, 
every debtor justifies the loan he/she 

wants, and every creditor justifies giving 
it to them today. 

As an entity such as the credit industry 
does not really exist and cannot therefore 
be the cause of the inflation then it 
follows logically that Thatcherism 
cannot see any solution to the problem 
in that direction. Instead the individual 
debtor is made to pay the price through 
higher interest rates, which of course 
makes the credit industry even stronger. 

The visible invisible hand 
But what happened to Adam Smith's 
invisible hand that would have regulated 
all imbalance between debtors and 
creditors as it is supposed to do in all 
dealings between buyers and sellers? Mr 
Lawson's action is certainly the most 
visible and heavy-handed intervention in 
the economy in years 

Even if Lawson's medicine works, what 
happens when it is no longer prescribed? 
Surely we will all go back to our bad old 
ways. In other words he has no 
permanent solution. The question poses 
itself - what is left of Thatcherism that 
any longer makes sense according to its 
original assumptions? 

Labour's bad conscience 
What of Labour's reaction? 

Gordon Brown has produced 
scintillating parliamentary performances, 
but there has been no similar 
performance in favour of credit controls 
and compulsory deposits as a solution. 
Labour has been given a bad conscience 
by Thatcher in advocating controls of 
any sort. 

These controls would be simply asking 
the credit industry to obey a new ( or a 
new-old) law of the land. Any industry 
that implements the mass of existing 
credit and consumer law would find these 
controls one of the easiest to implement. 
Insofar as interest rates are concerned, 

Labour should be pointing out that a 
dramatic lowering of interest rates by the 
government would put a lot of lenders out 
of business. And making the credit 
industry less attractive would have the 
same effect in slowing down credit as 
using7"interest rates. Except that the 
lenders pay the price in one situation and 
the borrowers pay the price in the other. 

As there are more borrowers than 
lenders Labour could hardly lose in 
popularity by a policy of credit controls 
and lowering of interest rates to 
continental levels. 

Coming to terms with the 
1970s 

But Labour's leadership has not really 
come to terms with Thatcherism because 
they can only see it as some sort of 
awful Act of God that will inevitably 
pass. It never seems to occur to them 
that there is a crying need to re-examine 
the experience of the 1970s and explain 
to themselves what the electorate has 
known for a long time - that Thatcher is 
in power by default, Labour's default. 

Rhetoric and glossy public relations 
are no substitute for a realistic 
assessment of the recent past which is 
the only way of understanding the 
present. When the Tory party were in 
crisis in 1974, Keith Joseph and his 
friends made a new assessment of their 
recent past and thereby laid the 
foundations of Thatcherism. Essentially 
it was the destruction of traditional 
Toryism and its replacement by the 
ideology of economic individual 
determinism. 

Labour needs to do a similar job - a 
fundamental re-assessment of its recent 
past. We need to arm ourselves with an 
appropriate world view that makes sense 
to the electorate. 

Individual policies will take care of 
themselves if that is done. But if it is 
not done all new policies and initiatives 
will be treated with suspicion and will 
emerge as half-hearted, half-cocked 
experiments which only serve to 
highlight the huge vacuum in Labour's 
thinking about itself 



Notes on the News 
by Madawc Williams 

Arabs and Israelis 
If Y assir Arafat does manage to get an 
independent Palestinian state it will be 
the first since.... the first since the dawn 
of time, actually. The territory disputed 
by the Israelis and Palestinian Arabs 
contained small kingdoms and city-states 
for as far back as anyone can tell; 
Jericho may be the oldest city in the 
world. But this territory has never 
operated as a separtate state - unless one 
wants to count ancient Israel. For the 
rest of its history, it has usually been a 
province of some wider Empire. Or 
perhaps just part of a province; under the 
Turks it was just one part of Greater 
Syria. 

Up until the Six-Day War, the West 

Bank and Gaza Strip were under Arab 
control. And no one ever seriously 
considered making them a Palestinian 
state. Jn those days, the Palestinians 
thought of themselves as part of a much 
larger "Arab Nation", which was expected 
to sweep aside the divisions imposed on 
it by colonialism. The Jews might be 
allowed to exist as a minority within the 
Arab Nation; there was no question of 
their having a state of their own. 

But in practice, the Arab states contine 
to act as separate nations. No two of 
them have ever successfully united; the 
various schemes have fallen apart very 
quickly. And the Palestinians, since they 
were not Jordanians, Syrians, Lebanese, 
Egyptians or Israelis, were forced to 
define themselves as a nation. 

Had there been no Zionism, it is 
doubtful if there would have been a 
modem Palestine. The Gaza Strip 
accepted Egyptian control, the West 
Bank seemed quite content to be part of 



the state of Jordan, 1D1til Nasser 
miscalculated and provoked a new round 
of Arab-Israeli warfare. Palestine became 
a nation more or less by default; no one 
else claimed them. 

A nation by default is not a nation 
that can necessarily build a stable state. 
Arab states seem unable to achieve 
stability except under some sort of 
authoritarian rule. Not one has a 
political system that would in practice 
allow orderly transition between 
government and oppos1t10n. The most 
democratic - Sudan and Lebanon - are also 
the worst governed and the most prone to 
civil war and chaos. 

If Y assir Arafat looked likely to be 
able to rule an independent Palestine, as 
a strong and effective leader, then it 
might be worth Israel trying to do a deal 
with him and trade "land for peace". But 
it's very hard to believe that he could. 
A much more likely outcome would be a 
Lebanese-style chaos - and it was the 
Palestinians who played a major role in 
disintegrating the old Lebanon, to the 
benefit of no one at all. 

If the Israelis are looking for a way 
out of the occupied territories, they 
might consider trying to restore a very 
old pattern; a large number of mini 
states. They could pull out of one little 
bit at a time, giving each its own 
administration and armed forces. 
Palestinian factionalism would probably 
guarantee that these mini-states would 
never be able · to get together into 
something dangerous. 

For Queen and Yankee 
The film For Queen and Country is 
about a Black Briton who is a veteran of 
the Falklands, but who finds that people 
still discriminate against him and that 
even his citizenship is not secure. This 
could be the basis for a serious film, but 
it isn't It's the topping for a standard 
film about violence and killing, of a sort 
that is much more typical of the United 
States than Britain. 

One oddity is having a Black American 
playing the Black British hero. Denzel 
Washington is a good actor, but he is 
very obviously not a Black Briton; his 
accent is all wrong. 

The film protests about the way Black 
Britons are treated. And then it won't 
employ one for the star role. As a social 
commentary, it's a bad joke! 

Little Satans 
I have little regard for the fashionable 
literary establishment. Most of the 
works they cherish seem suitable for the 
highly advanced aesthetic technique of 
"existential appreciation", which bears a 

superficial and mundane similarity to 
ignoring them completely. But giving 
Salman Rushdie a literary prize was a 
serious and worthwhile deed. If they do 
nothing else useful for the rest of this 
century, they will still have earned their 
keep 

Salman Rushdie is an Indian Muslim. 
"Salman" is an Islamic version of the 
ancient Hebrew name that we usually 
render as "Solomon". And in Satanic 
Verses, he tries to sort out his feelings 
about Islam and its founder. Naturally, 
he has been attacked by those who want 
to make Islam crude and dogmatic - a way 
of hating people, rather than a means of 
making the world a better place. 

Christianity lost its dogmatism in the 
19th century. There are still fanatics 
who deny inconvenient facts, and who 
use religion as an outlet for their 
aggression. But they are a clear 
minority. The vast majority of Britons 
are either secular or moderate Christians. 

Among Muslims, the position is much 
less clear. Most of them would not like 
Satanic Verses, but equally do not 
like the dogmatism of those who want 
him banned. (It has been other Muslims 
who have been the main victims of the 
"Islamic Revolution" in Iran. 

Britain has a blashphemy law on its 
statute books, but it long ago ceased to 
be effective. The last successful use was 
against Gay News. A big factor in the 
success of that prosecution was the 
propaganda in favour of pedarastry that 
Gay News had also been running. It 
should not have been relevant, but it 
was. Most of us would not expect to like 
any of the contents of Gay News, and 
are therefore not concerned with what it 
says about religion. But propaganda in 
favour of pedarastry is another matter. 

The gereral view is that the Lord God, 
if He exists at all, is well able to look 
after Himself. Therefore, there is no 
sense in enforcing the blasphemy laws, 
and juries had got into the habit of 
refusing to enforce them. But equally, 
children cannot be expected to look after 
themselves, and need protection. Gay 
News was convicted of blasphemy, to 
punish it for supporting pedarasrty; that 
is most probably how the jury saw it. 

In any case, the left should be in 
favour of the abolition of the blasphemy 
law, not its extension. Yet feelings of 
"anti-imperialist" guilt have silenced 
some of the voices that should have 
spoken in favour of freedom of 
expression. One notable exception was 
Diane Abbott, Labour MP. for Hackney 
North and Stoke Newington. She has 
spoken clearly against any ban on 
Satanic Verses (see the Hackney 

Gazette Febuary 3rd, page 8). 
If it were left to some of the other 

Labour MPs, it might be a case of: 
Salman Rush.die 
Banned on Friday 
Burned on Saturday 
Shot on Sunday 
That's the end of Salman Rush.die! 

Postscipt on Rusbdie 
As we go to press, matters have 
taken a more serious turn, first 
with lethal riots, and then with 
the call for Rushdie' s murder by 
the Ayatollah Khomeinei. 

It is time to ask, just how 
Islamic are these "Islamists" or 
"fundmanetalists" anyway? Islam is 
usually more tolerant than these 
characters. An example was set by 
their founder. Mohammed was ill 
treated and insulted for many many 
years by his rivals in Mecca; they 
plotted his death, and did torture 
and kill some of his followers. 
Yet when he finally triumphed and 
became ruler of Mecca, he forgave 
them. 

If Khomeinei has forgiven 
anyone, ·it has not made much of an 
impact on the news. And no one 
else in the 20th century has been 
responsible for the death of so 
many Muslims. 

Just what Khomeinei is up to is 
anybody's guess. He is in effect 
treating Rushdie as a dangerous 
rival in the struggle for the soul 
of Islam. Had he just wanted 
Rushdie dead, he could have 
ordered it quietly. For that 
matter, why did anyone bother with 
a book that few Muslims would be 
likely to see, or to find worth 
reading even if they did see it? 

The world-wide condemnation of 
Rushdie has made him stronger; 
given his book a potential that it 
would never otherwise have had. If 
the Ayatollah's threat is carried 
through, this will make him 
stronger still, as a martyr for a 
different sort of Islam. 

Memories of Japan 
After a major war, it is normal for the 

victors to punish the vanquished. In the 
case of World War Two, this process was 
complicated by the fact that the 
vanquished really had done quite a few 
things that deserved punishment. The 
Germans had murdered millions of Jews 
and other non-combatants. And the 
Japanese had terribly ill-treated their war 
prisoners, many of whom died. 

The victors did not really apply moral 
principals in punishing the vanquished, 
though they naturally pretended to. 
Useful villains were let off - like Klaus 



Barbie, or like the Japanese who 
conducted germ-warfare experiments. 
Similar things were no doubt done by the 
Soviet Union, but Glasnost is unlikely 
ever to apply to such matters. 

After World War One, there were calls 
to ''hang the Kaiser". He was not hung; 
but his deposition, and that of the other 
German monarchs, left behind unfulfilled 
feelings that were eventually satisfied by 
Hitler. The Weimar Republic, even in its 
best days, was never regarded as 
legitimate by a large minority of 
Germans. A democratic state with a 
traditional monarch as figurehead might 
have stood a better chance. And this is 
more or less what has existed in Japan 
since 1945. 

It should be understood that the 
Japanese emperors have seldom been real 
rulers. Someone else, usually a Shogun, 
has held the real power. Emperors were 
honoured but not obeyed. 

The Meiji Restoration deposed a 
dynasty of Shoguns who had ruled Japan 
for centuries, and ruled it quite well. 
Japan in the 17th century had decided 
that it wanted nothing to do with 
European civilisation. They had cut 
themselves off, established internal 
peace, even abolished the use of firearms. 
Left alone, they might have remained in 
contented isolation for ever. But in 
1854 the Americans sent Commodore 
Perry with a fleet of ironclads, to 
overawe the Japanese and force them to 
become part of the world civilization of 
the 19th century. 

The Japanese realised that they had no 
choice. They could become a colony, or 
else they could industrialise and become a 
colonial power themselves. They chose 
the latter course; rejecting traditional 
forms (copied long before from China) in 
favour of the West. And as part of this 
re-adjustment, the Shoguns were deposed. 
This was done as a nominal restoration 
of the power of the emperor. But the 
substance of the matter was deposing the 
Shoguns. The emperors became more 
important, but they did not become 
autocrats. 

There is no evidence that Hirohito 
knew anything about the ill-treatment of 
allied prisoners. Or, indeed, that most 
Japanese knew very much about it. The 
prison guards were mostly scum whom 
not even the army wanted. 
It should also be remembered that 

Europe only gradually acquired the custom 
of humane treatment of prisoners, after 
centuries of warfare. In medieval times, 
common soldiers were usually killed. 
Prisoners were only kept if they were 
upper-class and had some ransom value - 

and even then, might be tortured or 

• 

might stay for long years in grim 
dungeons. It was only slowly over the 
centuries that the "Geneva Conventions" 
became conventional. 

Japan experienced no such process. 
They were forced out of a pre-industrial 
society and into the modem world in a 
few short decades. And the European 
colonial powers gave them few good 
examples. The Japanese were treated 
with respect, because they were powerful. 
Other Asian peoples, often with much 
gentler and kindlier traditions, were 
treated with contempt. 

Hirohito certainly knew that his 
country was preparing for war, and went 
along with it. In this, he was no 
different from most Japanese. The 
conquest of China was brutal, but no 
more brutal than the European 
colonialists had been in earlier times. 
And the attack on Pearl Harbour was a 
legitimate strike against a military 
target. Had the roles been reversed - had 
the Americans struck first and sunk most 
of the Japanese fleet - the matter would 
doubtless have been described in very 
different terms. 

It was wise of the Americans to 
preserve the Emperor - given that they 
did not want a radical or Communist 
Japan. Hirohito legitimised the change 
over to an American-style capitalist 
democracy. As socialists, we might wish 
they had instead disrupted the society by 
deposing him. But that would have led 
to a left-wing neutralist Japan, even a 
communist Japan, or else to a radical 
right-wing nationalism on the pattern of 
Nazism. 

If the purpose was to integrate Japan 
with the capitalist democracies, then 
preserving Hirohito was unavoidable. He 
was not a war criminal in any serious 
sense of the term. He could have been 
punished for the crime of being head of 
state of a defeated power. Just as "Lord 
Haw-Haw" was hung, after some 
adjustments to the law of treason, for the 
crime of expressing his sincere belief in 
the Nazi cause. But a deal was made, and 
Hirohito certainly kept his side of it. 

Britain went along with the deal 
between Horohito and the Americans, and 
benefited from it. Given this, it would 
have been churlish not to have sent at 
least a second-rate royal to his funeral. 

Science cuts 
The government is reacting to the talk 
about possible bacterial contamination of 
processed foods. They are closing a food 
safety laboratory. (New Scientist 
28Jan, p25-26). They are also cutting 
funding to a research project that could 
protect poultry against salmonella. They 

think that it is ready to be taken up by 
some private company. But so far, no 
one has stepped forward. 

Thatcher has presided over a 
decimation of British science - both pure 
research, and applied research that is too 
long-term and general for private 
funding. Some people have wondered 
how a science graduate could do such a 
thing. The truth is - she had no love for 
science, and would have gone on to 
become a barrister had she not succeeded 
in politics. She probably knows just 
enough 1? think she knows better than 
the experts. 

British science has always been very 
good. Industry let the country down. 
They failed to back useful new inventions 
that foreign companies then made 
millions out of. But Thatcher can't 
recognise that - not without admitting 
that the roots of industrial prosperity lie 
in science, where market forces are not 
relevant. So she has treated it as 
wasteful state expenditure. The results 
will be felt over the next 20, 30 or 40 
years. 

:,..,.. :,..,.. :,..,.. Snippets :,..,.. :,..,.. :,..,.. 
6 One of the managers who resigned 

after the inquiry over the Kings Cross 
tube disaster has now got a job with the 
Channel Tunnel company. Someone 
remarked· that it was rather like making 
Klaus Barbie an Ombudsman! • 
6 For many months now, people have 
been campaigning against the 
deportation of Viraj Mendis. He had no 
particular right to be here, except that it 
was said that he faced death if he was 
returned to Sri Lanka. 
He was returned; at the time of writing he 
is still very much alive. Instead of 
condemning him and his supporters, for 
setting a bad example that will surely be 
used against other would-be refugees, the 
Defence Campaign is now holding a 
march to demand that he be let back in. 
Full marks for persistence, at least. lJJ 
6 On the front of a paperback book, I 
saw the following: 

Fredrick 
Forsyth 

The Master Storyteller 
The Oeull's Alternatlue 

We all know what they were trying to 
say, but still... • 
6 Fed up with people who send you 
letters, promising you all sorts of 
wonderful gifts, except they're actually 
just trying to make money out of you? 
Cut their profit margin a little, by 
sending back their Freepost envelope - 
empty!• 
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6 Tired of having to buy 
two very thick dull 
magazines, in order to see 
what's going to be on 
Television next week? It 
seems we won't have to 
for much longer. The 
Brussels Bureaucrats have 
ruled that BBC and ITV 
have no right to prevent 
other publications from 
giving programme details 
more than one day in 
advance. This silly 
monopoly, maintained by 
British law, is due to be 
demolished by EEC law.• 
6 John Smith, the 
Labour spokesman who's 
much less bland than his 
name, is back in action 
after a few months of 
heart trouble. And he has 
gone straight to the point 
in criticising Lawson. 
Instead of an indirect 
squeeze on everyone, via 
higher interest rates, there 
should be a specific 
squeeze on buying 
consumer goods on credit. 
Only free-market 
dogmatism has prevented 
Lawson from taking this 
easy alternative. • 
6 Satellite television is 
supposed to give us more 
freedom of choice. 
Except that more than 
half of them will be 
owned by Murdoch, who 
already has huge power in 
the newspaper world. 
Labour could so easily 
have passed a strict law 
forbidding anyone to own 
more than one newspaper, 
or more than one of any 
of the other means of 
mass communication. 
The way things are going, 
satellite television will 
probably end up giving us 
an interseting choice 
between Murdoch and 
Maxwell! • 
6 The IRA has "stood 
down" its Donegal unit, 
on the grounds that it was 
killing too many of the 
wrong sort of people. 
Oddly enough, no one is 
demanding that the IRA 
hold a public inquiry into 
just how this situation 
came about. • 



The NHS - a Unique System 

The system of health care in the UK is 
unique. So often one hears this 
statement which is true but not in the 
way people imagine it to be true. Very 
often it is made by people who think 
that the UK, through the NHS, is the 
only country which provides free health 
care to its population. Although this 
was the case when the NHS was founded 
in 1948 it is certainly not the case now. 
Countries like France, the Netherlands, 
Canada, and Germany provide more or 
less free national services - services 
which are paid for out of some general 
taxation or controlled health insurance 
scheme. 

What makes the British health system 
unique is the fact that it is not just the 
financing of the health services which is 
public but also the provision of the 
health services. Thus in the UK the 
hospitals which we use are owned by the 
state, the doctors who treat us are under 
contract to the state, the nurses who care 
for us are public employees. fu complete 
contrast, in countries like France and 
Candada the majority of hospitals are 
private, and doctors and nurses work for 
these private hospitals. When a patient 
receives treatment in one of these private 
hospitals he sends the bill to the 
relevant health authority who pay it on 
his behalf. 

Overall this UK system in which both 
the financing and provision of health 
care are state controlled has worked 
exceptionally well. A good standard of 
health care has been provided at low 
cost. There have of course been changes 
in the organisational structure of the NHS 
since it began. What exists now in 
terms of regional health authorities, 
district health authorities, hospital 
management boards, family practionner 
committees, community health councils 
etc is quite different from what was set up 
in 1948. However the organisational 
structure still retains the essential 
premise that the state will directly plan 
and control the provision of health care. 

Enter the Tories 
When Thatcher began her period in office 
in 1979 she assured the electorate that 
the NHS was safe in her hands. That she 
had to make such assurances indicates 
that there was clearly some doubt in the 
mind of the electorate which had to be 

by Martin Dolphin 

removed. Until 1986 her policies 
towards the NHS attracted only a limited 
cntJ.c1sm. But in 1986 both during and 
even more so after the general election 
virtually the whole attention of the 
public was focussed on the Tory policy 
towards the NHS. 

Labour argued that the long queues for 
treatment were evidence that the Tories 
were prepared to let the NHS decline into 
a second rate, safety net type service, 
with good service only being avail!ible 
from the private sector. Thatcher argued 
that she was spending more in real terms 
than had ever been spent by previous 
administrations. She bitterly resented 
the Labour criticism which she felt to be 
wholly unjustified. Labour however were 
desperate to maintain some sort of 
standing in the opinion polls having 
being just been defeated in the general 
election and the NHS was the one thing 
in the Labour Party on which everyone 
was agreed. They were prepared to use 
any NHS problems in an opportunistic 
fashion. 

"Labour could have argued for 
the. additional revenues much 
more effectively. Rathe.r they 

chose to whip up something akin 
to national hysteria. Now given 
that Thatcher had always been 

looking for an excuse to abandon 
the NHS this was a politically 
disastrous policy to follow." 

How far was there a problem in the 
NHS? I believe that the NHS needed 
additional monies to handle problems 
caused by the increasing number of old 
people, the medical reallocation of 
resources from the acute to the chronic 
sector (which had never got its fair share) 
and the geographical reallocation of 
resources in accordance with the Resource 
Allocations Working Party 
recommendations of 1976. The 
cumulative effects of these changes was 
perceived by some as a Tory attack on 
the health service. Labour did everything 
in its power to encourage and to try to 
exploit this perception. It never 
acknowledged that vaster sums of money 
than ever before were being spent on the 
NHS. The statistical slogging debates 
which dominated Prime Minister's 
question time about one year ago were 

remarkable only in the confusion which 
they generated about the state of things. 
Careful listeners could be forgiven for 
assuming that there was a basic problem 
: more money was being spent but the 
service was declining. Labour's approach 
at this juncture must be condemned for it 
total political incompetence. Mrs. 
Thatcher had entered into this 
government with no very firm intentions 
regarding the health service. Her sights 
were focussed on local government, 
housing and further privatisation. Labour 
by their approach managed to put reform 
of the health service on the political 
agenda because their criticisms implied 
that there must be something 
fundamentally wrong with it. If they had 
not wanted to make such political capital 
out of its problems Labour could have 
argued for the additional revenues much 
more effectively. Rather they chose to 
whip up something akin to. national 
hysteria. Now given that Thatcher had 
always been looking for an excuse to 
abandon the NHS this was a politically 
disastrous policy to follow. The great 
defense of the NHS had always been that 
it worked well and was very cheap. 
Thatcher was able to use Labour's 
hysteria to say 

"I am spending more than any 
previous government on the NHS and yet 
by the Labour Party's own account the 
standard of service is getting worse not 
better. This proves that there is 
something fundamentally wrong with the 
structure of the NHS therefore I am going 
to call for a full scale review to sort it 
out once and for all"- or words to that 
effect. 

Labour's opportunistically engendered 
hysteria had given Thatcher the chance 
she had long been waiting for. The 
result of the review was published 
recently in the form of a white paper 
entitled Working for Patients'. 

The NHS Review 
The review took one year and was carried 
out by a committee of senior cabinet 
members including Thatcher herself, 
Lawson, John Moore and Kenneth 
Clarke. fu its early period the committee 
did consider the introduction of private 
insurance but rejected that approach as 
politically suicidal. They did, at John 
Moore's behest, decide to separate the 
financing of health care from the 
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provision of health care and to 
concentrate on the latter area. The White 
Paper Working for Patients' is concerned 
exclusively with the provision of health 
care and only briefly refers to the 
financing side to claim that 'The NHS is, 
and will continue to be, open to all, 
regardless of income, and financed 
mainly out of general taxation'. If 
however the white paper's proposals on 
the provision side are implemented then 
that unique feature of the UK system 
which has been so successful will be 
gone. 

The substance of the white paper is 
that control over the provision of health 
care facilities will increasingly be placed 
in institutions which are either 
completely or significantly independent 
of the Department of Health. These 
institutions, the white paper claims, will 
be more responsive to the needs of 
patients. The essential proposals are as 
follows: 

1 'Hospitals wil be able to apply for a 
new self-governing status as NHS 
hospital trusts. This means that, 
while remaining within the NHS, they 
will take fuller responsibility for their 
own affairs, harnessing the skills and 
dedication of their staff. NHS Hospital 
Trusts will earn revenue from the 
services they provide. They will 
therefore have an incentive to attract 
patients, so that they will make sure 
that the service they offer is what their 
patients want. And in tum they will 
stimulate other NHS hospitals to 
respond to what people want locally. 
NHS Hospital Trusts will also be able 
to set the rates of pay of their own 
staff and, within annual financing 
limits, to borrow money to help them 
respond to patient demand.' 

2. 'To enable hospitals which best meet 
the needs and wishes of patients to get 
the money to do so, the money 
required to treat patients will be able 
to cross administrative boundaries.' 

3 'To help the family doctor improve his 
service to patients, large GP practices 
will be able to apply for their own 
budgets to obtain a defined range of 
services direct from hospitals.' 

4 'To ensure that all concerned with 
delivering services to the patient make 
the best use of the resources available 
to · them, quality of service and value 
for money will be more rigorously 
audited.' 

There are other proposals but the ones 

Page 8 

which I have selected are likely to be the 
contentious ones. The department of 
health will produce in due course detailed 
discussions on how all the proposals are 
to be implemented. We shall review 
these as they appear. In the meantime 
what are the implications of the White 
Paper for the NHS. 

The first major concern of socialists 
must be for the availability of care to 
people on the basis of their medical need 
rather than ability to pay. As currently 
presented the white paper does not 
infringe that basic requirement. We shall 
therefore leave this issue for the moment 
while bearing in mind Owen's most 
apposite remark to Mrs. Thatcher that 
'the NHS is not safe in your hands 
because there is no place in your heart 
for the NHS'. 

"To date the NHS has been 
incredibly cost efficient." 

The second major concern of socialist 
must be that a good service is provided. 
How good a service is a political 
decision which is partly determined by 
the amount of money spent on it. 
Currently we dedicate about 7% of income 
to the NHS. Should that amount be 
raised to 10% or 15% ? There is· no 
doubt that considerably more could be 
spent than currently is spent. The white 
paper does not address this issue. In fact 
the whole tone of the white paper is that 
the proposals will be fiscally neutral and 
will have no effect on the overall level 
of NHS expenditure. Rather all 
improvements will be achieved through 
reorganisation. Currently the country is 
divided into regions which receive an 
annual budget according to certain criteria 
like population, age of population, sex 
etc. The regions are in tum divided into 
districts and they allocate budgets to the 
districts on similar criteria. The 
implication of this structure is that there 
will be local self-sufficiency in health 
care delivery other than for very 
specialised services. The white paper 
does not deny local self-sufficiency nor 
does it endorse it. What happens will 
now be dependent on the operation of 
market forces rather than on the 
implementation of a planned service and 
may result in certain areas lacking 
important services. 

The third major concern of socialists 
must be that the service is provided 
efficiently. To date the NHS has been 
incredibly cost efficient. The relatively 
low cost of the NHS can be directly 
related to the fact that the provision of 
services is publicly controlled. Yet this 
is precisely what the white paper 

proposes· to move away from. The 
experience of a country like France which 
has a system of health care similar to 
that being suggested in the White Paper 
is that costs are very difficult to control. 
The whole tendency of the private sector 
is to over provide health services which 
are free to the consumer. As a result 11 % 
of French GNP goes to financing health 
care. Now the French system is probably 
better that the NHS but to be better it has 
to spend proportionately a lot more. A 
small increase in NHS expenditure would, 
I suspect, give a service as good if not 
better than the French system. That the 
Tories have chosen to go the French 
route can only be explained in terms of 
ideology although they choose to 
explain it in terms of 'choice' and 'value 
for money'. What is clear to me is that 
they will not be able to provide as good 
a service as the French system unless 
they are prepared to spend an equivalent 
amount of money. Yet there is nothing 
in the white paper to suggest that they 
are considering this possibility. At this 
point one must ask oneself whether they 
are being naieve or dishonest. The 
tendency in France and Canada is to 
introduce strong regulation as the only 
way to control costs. Yet it is regulation 
that the white paper is so desperately 
trying to remove. All experience of 
health care systems suggests that you 
cannot finance a service which is free at 
the point of use and provided by the 
private sector without introducing the 
high levels of regulation which are 
anathema to the Tories. The refusal to 
address this very real contradiction is the 
most worrying aspect of their current 
proposals. 

Conclusion 
The white paper means that the Tories 
propose to end the public financing and 
provision of health care. The provision 
side will now be handled by private and 
semi-private institutions. Such a system 
of health care provision is quite common 
in other countries. The experience of 
these countries suggests that they can 
provide very good levels of health care 
(often better than that provided in the 
UK) but that they suffer from severe cost 
control problems which can only be 
handled by strong central regulation and 
which probably results in less value for 
money than the NHS provides. No 
mention is made in the white paper of 
these necessary controls and 
understandably so since they would be 
anathema to Tory ideology. This 
ommission reflects a real contradiction in 
Tory policy. 

ttn(•&)&%•ttn(•&%•&)&) 



Naked into 
the 

conference 
chamber? 

by 
Michael Alexander 

At the 1988 Conference, Neil Kinnock 
made an interesting proposal to the 
Labour Party. He suggested that they 
should risk the end of civilization, 
perhaps of human life in general, in order 
to improve their chances of getting re 
elected. He didn't put it quite like that, 
of course. But that was the substance of 
what he said - a believer in unilateralism 
arguing that unilateralism should be 
ditched. 

It is hardly surprising, given such a 
proposal, that Labour decided to stick to 
its guns - or rather, to stick to its 
traditional distaste for guns and bombs. 
If Labour gives up its commitment to 
unilateralism now, it is unlikely ever to 
adopt it again. Unilateralism would be 
pushed back to the fringes of 
politics,where it was before the revival 
in the fortunes of CND. 

The Kinnockites have tried to argue 
that the recent round of arms agreements 
have somehow made unilateralism 
irrelevant. This is illogical. If 
multilateral arms agreements can work, 
then unilateralism was a mistake all 
along. If it was not a mistake, then the 
current round of arms reductions can be 
expected to slow down and then stop. 

There is also the question: what sort of 
world do we want in the long run? Most 
people, whether multilateralists or 
unilateralists, seem to see the future as 
very much a continuation of the present, 
with a world full of nation-states that can 
never fully trust each other. 

Experience since World War Two has 
shown that where there are sovereign 
states. there will from time to time be 
wars. The United Nations is at best a 
means to wind down wars that both sides 

are sick of. A world without nuclear 
weapons would be a world that could no 
longer destroy itself, but also a world 
that could and probably would rip itself 
apart with the horrors of "conventional" 
weapons. It is, perhaps, time to ask if 
the whole peace movement has not 
concentrated on the wrong issue. 

"One World" used to be a favourite 
Socialist and Radical slogan. As a 
slogan it may still occasionally be used, 
but it is no longer taken seriously. Yet 
the feeling is still there. The remarkable 
success of Band Aid and Live Aid has 
shown that ordinary people are not so 
fond of a world of competitive nation 
states. Particularly since the poor 
conntries are losing the competltlon, 
slipping back and getting poorer while 
the industrialised nation-states are doing 
very well. 

Does anyone need weapons? 
Those who argue for unilateral 
disarmament, will argue that warfare is a 
deeply immoral activity. It is an 
organised slaughter between large 
numbers of young men who usually have 
no personal hatred for those they kill. It 
is an activity that eats up wealth: the 
global arms bill, if it could be diverted, 
is more than enough to provide clean 
water and good health-care for everyone. 
And warfare is an activity that will 
inevitably hurt non-combatants and 
innocent bystanders. 

On the other hand, sovereign states 
cannot survive in the modern world 
unless they are willing to go to war under 
some circumstances. Even if a state has 
no interest in the world outside its 
bonndaries, it must be willing to fight if 
it is invaded. 

If the Soviet Union in the 1930s had 
concentrated on improving the supply of 
consumer goods, instead of building up 
heavy industry and the armed forces, then 
it would have been conquered by Hitler. 
And most of the world would have 
become fascist 

Britain in 1940 could probably have 
made peace with Hitler. He offered what 
looked like a very good peace after the 
Fall of France. Many historians believe 
that he was quite sincere; he was quite 
ready to let Britain keep its homeland 

and its Empire, provided he was left free 
to do as he liked in the rest of the world. 
Assuming that this was indeed the case, 
was it immoral for Britain to keep on 
fighting? 

Practical morality 
If it means anything, morality means a 
practical guide to living a good life. 
Serious morality can not ignore the 
likely consequences of any given 
principal. It may decide that the likely 
good results outweigh the likely bad 
results. But a careful audit of good and 
bad must be made. People who do not 
make such an audit are people who would 
drop their nice-sounding principals if the 
going got tough. 

I would prefer to live in a world 
without warfare. But I do not believe 
that the best way towards this is for 
individual nations to abandon warfare, 
without any assurance that their 
neighbours will do the same. 

If a state is unwilling to fight, and if 
no one is willing to fight on its behalf, 
it is almost certain to be invaded. Those 
that fight have some hope of surviving. 
Even those that lose have a better chance 
of regaining their freedom at some later 
date. Those that are too weak, too timid 
or too moral have no such hope. 
Contrast Tibet or Czechoslovakia with 
Finland or Cuba. 

Nor am I happy with the concept of 
armed neutrality. In the war against 
Hitler, neutral Switzerland did nothing to 
harm him, while neutral Ireland made life 
harder than it need have been for allied 
shipping. A state that will not fight 
outside of ~ts own borders is a state that 
relies on other people to keep the world 
a decent place. 

I do not deny that many- wars - perhaps 
most of them, over the whole span of 
history - have been destructive and 
pointless. The whole Hundred Years War 
between the Prence Kings and the 
English Kings produced no net change, 
and it is questionable if anyone else 
would have gained had the Plantaginet 
Kings of England been able to make 
themselves kings of France as well. As 
for World War One - the sort of world 
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that would have emerged from a German 
victory might have been no worse than 
the world we actually have. It might even 
have been better; it all depends which 
line of historical speculation you choose 
to believe in. 

Preparations for warfare are not really 
avoidable, for as long as the world is 
divided up into a diversity of sovereign 
states. 

Bevin and Nato 
In the post-war world, European 
socialists found that they had a choice 
between looking to the USA or looking 
to the USSR. And even this was not 
much of a choice: the ''big three" had 
more or less decided who was to get 
what. 
It was Ernest Bevin who decided that 

the USA had to be kept involved in 
Europe. It was largely due to his 
influence that NATO was formed; putting 
into permanent form the alliance that had 
decayed after World War One. This had 
the effect of pushing the USA into 
becoming a global superpower, the 
British Empire being too small and too 
poor to continue in such a role. And 
Labour was in any case dismantling that 
Empire, most notably by giving India its 
independence. 

Socialists who criticise NATO 
sometimes point out that NATO was 
formed before the Warsaw Pact. They 
tend not mention the actual year of its 
formation. The year was 1955, just a few 
months before Russian tanks were sent in 
to restore Moscow's hegemony over 
Hungary. 

Bevin was no dogmatic anti- 
communist. Indeed, he had helped 
undermine the British intervention in 
Russia after World War One. His initial 
hope was that socialists and communists 
could combine to make a more left-wing 
Europe. But he soon realised that the 
world communist movement had no long 
term intention of co-existing with other 
forms of socialism. 

The mainstream of British Socialism 
has a curious double-think on the matter. 
On the one hand, they denounce Stalin as 
a madman and a criminal. On the other 
hand, those like Bevin who took 
practical steps to limit Stalin's power 
while he was alive are seen as having 
betrayed socialism. 

Bevin, it should be added, took a more 
balanced view of Stalin. He had little 
personal hostility to Stalin; he once 
referred to him as "a working class lad 
made good". On the other hand, he saw 
that Stalin after 1945 was intent on 
imposing his version of Communism for 
as far as his power extended. There was 

therefore no choice but to turn to the 
USA and set up NATO. 

The fact is, those socialists in Eastern 
Europe who chose to look to the USSR 
were wiped out politically. Many of 
them were wiped out physically as well. 
The local communist parties were also 
purged. Since the 1940s, those countries 
have had a limited independence, within 
whatever parameters Moscow thought 
best. The "Peoples' Democracies" have 
been neither popular nor democratic. 

One could contrast Poland and France. 
Both were occupied by the Germans. 
Both had exiled governments and armed 
forces which made large contributions to 
the allied war effort. In France there was 
also massive collaboration with the 
Fascists; in Poland there was not. 
Poland was liberated by the USSR, and 
has been under Moscow's hegemony ever 
since. France was liberated by Britain 
and the USA, and remains most definitely 
independent of both. France currently 
has an elected socialist government, and 
Poland an unpopular military 
dictatorship. 

The anti-Americanism of the 1960s 
was a necessary corrective to cold war 
politics. But it lost all sense of 
proportion when it condemned those 
socialists who had been involved in 
setting up NATO. The choices that the 
Left might have wished for did not exist. 
The actual choice was becoming part of 
NATO or part of Stalin's Eastern Bloc. 

Bevan and the bomb 
Aneurin Bevan was a politician who 
spoke from the heart. He didn't like 
warfare, he didn't like nuclear weapons. 
But he was also an experienced politician 
who could foresee the likely results of 
his actions. He recognised that Britain's 
influence in the world was ultimately 
based on Britain's ability to enforce its 
opinions should diplomacy fail. 
Speaking against the unilateralist 
Composite 24 at the Labour conference 
of 1957, he said: 

"But if you carry this resolution, and 
follow out all its implications and do not 
run away from it you will send a British 
Foreign Secretary, whoever he may be, 
naked into the conference chamber. Able 
to preach sermons, of course; he could 

make good sermons. But action of that 
sort is not necessarily the way in which 
you take the menace of this bomb from 
the world .... 

Bevan thought that unilateral 
disarmament by Britain would not make 
it any safer: 

"This country could be destroyed 
merely as an incident of a war between 
Russia and the U .SA. It is not 
necessary for any bombs to drop 
on us. If war broke out .... this 
country would be poisoned with the rest 
of mankind. What we have, therefore, to 
consider is how far the policies we are 
considering this morning can exert an 
influence and a leverage over the policies 
of the U .SA. and of the Soviet Union". 
(Ibid. Emphasis added.) 

Bevan was a man who tried to do what 
he thought was right. He could have 
supported unilateralism at party 
conferences, having privately decided to 
do nothing at all about it next time 
Labour were in office. Lots of people in 
the Labour Party have done exactly that, 
and will probably do it again next time 
Labour comes to power. But Bevan, 
having decided that unilateralism was not 
in fact a wise policy, insisted on 
standing up and telling the other 
members of his party what he really felt. 
Labour might be in a better position if 
more of its leaders had followed his 
example. 

The United Nations 
Warfare is not a nice business. But it is 
unavoidable tmder some circumstances. 
International law would be fine if it was 
actually enforced. But it hardly ever is. 
South Africa's occupation of Namibia was 
illegal under international law. But it 
continued for a great many years, and is 
only now coming to an end as part of a 
political deal. Likewise the Soviet 
Union's occupation of Afghanistan. 

The United Nations Organisation has 
not lived up to the hopes that people 
once placed in it. This is mainly because 
it is run by individual voting by the 
representatives of the various sovereign 
states, very few of which want to set up 
an international authority that would then 
be superior to them. 

The UN fought on one side of the cold 
war in Korea. It messed about 
incoherently in the Congo. It was 
indirectly responsible for the death of 
Congolese Prime Minister Lumumba, who 
had been foolish and idealistic enough to 
invite in the UN forces in the first place. 
Since then, the UN has been mostly a 
powerless talking shop. The Congo is 
now Zaire, and is ruled by General 
Mobutu, one of the men that Lumumba 



hoped the the UN would protect him 
from. No · 'other leader of a sovereign 
state has ever repeated Mr Lumumba's 
error. 

Had the UN done a proper job, 
defended the man who was the democratic 
choice of the Congolese people, a very 
different pattern of world politics might 
have emerged. But this was never 
likely; the UN was not what it pretended 
to be, and what poor Mr Lumumba took 
it to be. He treated it as if it really were 
an international police force; even a very 
bad police force will usually protect the 
public against robbers and burglars. But 
the UN was and is controlled by national 
politicians, who each act in accordance 
with the selfish interests of their own 
nations. 

Why wars occur 
Wars usually arise because of real clashes 
of interest. There are disputes over 
wealth, disputes over territory, disputes 
over ideology. 
In a world full of sovereign states, 

wars will continue to happen wherever a 
state believes that a war would be 
advantageous. Even those states that 
remain peaceful, do so only because they 
can see no advantage in being other than 
peaceful. 

The Iran-Iraq war began because the 
Iraqis thought they could seize some 
valuable territory from a weakened Iran. 
They failed, and sought peace because 
they knew they had failed. But Iran 
rejected their peace offers. For a time, 
Iran hoped to spread its Islamic 
Revolution into Iraq, the Gulf States and 
beyond. The slogan "Onward to 
Jerusalem" was meant quite seriously; 
Iran simply lacked the power to carry 
through even the first stage of this 
programme. 

The UN has now secured peace, only 
because neither side sees a continuing 
war as profitable. Given this situation, 
the UN can play a useful role as a neutral 
force between two mistrustful foes. But 
the UN could do nothing effective until 
both sovereign states were agreeable. 

To take another example, Argentina 
seized the Falkland Islands, not because 
it had any particular need for them, but 
because 'The Malvinas" were regarded as 
rightfully Argentine by most 
Argentinians. This was the root cause, 
although the actual seizure was caused by 
a mistaken belief by the Argentine 
military junta that it would provide some 
quick and bloodless glory for an 
unpopular regime. The junta would not 
have acted, had not the majority of 
Argentines believed that the seizure was a 
just recovery of what was rightfully 

Argentine. 
Equally, the maJonty of Britons were 

no less convinced that the islands were 
rightfully British, and were willing to 
support a war to recover them. Britain 
was able to enforce its own idea of a just 
solution, only because the British Army 
fought better than the Argentinian Army. 
I very much wish that the world was 

run on a basis of morality. But it is not. 
And the first step towards establishing 
something better is to point out that it is 
not. 

Non-violence? 
Non-violent resistance is sometimes put 
as an alternative. It is true that it 
succeeded in getting the British out of 
India. But George Orwell argued that the 
British authorities preferred to let 
Mahatma Gandhi succeed rather than risk 
a violent nationalist or communist-led 
revolt a few years later. Writing during 
World War Two, he said: 

"As long as twenty years ago it was 
cynically admitted in Anglo-Indian 
circles that Gandhi was very useful to the 
British Government. So he will be to 
the Japanese if they get there" (Pacifism 
and the War, My Country Right or 
Left, Penguin Books 1982, page 262). 

m any case, mdia since independence 
has not hesitated to use conventional 
military means in its disputes with China 
and Pakistan, and in imposing peace in 
Sri Lanka. If there was ever a chance of 
non-violence becoming a general world 
pattern, that chance has long since 
vanished. 

When Bevan spoke about nuclear 
weapons, there were cries of 'Nehru has 
no bomb'. Bevan's answer was: 

"No, Nehru has no bomb, but he has 
got all the other weapons he wants. 
Nehru has no bomb, but ask Nehru to 
disband the whole of his police forces in 
relation to Pakistan and see what Nehru 
will tell you" (Conference Report, Page 
181). 

Nehru, chosen by Mahatma Gandhi to 
be fudia's first Prime Minister, was 
holding on to half of the province of 
Kashmir. This was the main cause of the 
antagonism with Pakistan. Few people 
have ever doubted that the predominantly 
Muslim Kashmiris wanted to JOID 
Pakistan. But India argued that Kashmir 
was 'an integral part of India', and hung 
on to one half of it. Things are much 
the same today, except that it is thought 

likely that both mdia and Pakistan have 
secret nuclear weapons. Non-violence 
didn't last very long. 

mdeed, Mahatma Gandhi himself said: 
"I do believe that, when there is only 

a choice between cowardice and violence, 
I would advise violence .. Hence also I 
advocate training in arms for those who 
believe in the method of violence. I 
would rather have India resort to arms in 
order to defend her honour than that she 
should, in a cowardly manner, become or 
remain a helpless witness to her own 
dishonour" (The Writings of 
Gandhi, edited by Ronald Duncan; 
Fontana/Collins 1983, page 48.) 

Gandhi believed in the superiority of 
non-violent methods, when they could be 
applied. He reckoned - correctly - that 
the British could only rule for as long as 
their rule was seen as righteous, by 
themselves and by the mass of the mdian 
population. Non-violent protest 
destroyed this perception of 
righteousness, and made the British look 
like bullies rather than wise and paternal 
rulers. 

He was well aware of the difficulty of 
applying this tactic in other 
circumstances. He would probably have 
accepted the argument that he would not 
have succeeded against Hitler. Hitler's 
ideology enabled him to believe himself 
to be in the right at the same time as he 
organised world war and production-line 
mass-murder. Against this, or even 
against lesser villains like President 
Assad of Syria (who ordered the shelling 
of the rebellious city of Hama, killing 
maybe 10,000 to 15,000 people), Gandhi 
could never have won. 

"I have not the capacity for preaching 
universal non-violence to the country. I 
preach, therefore, non-violence strictly 
to the purpose of winning our freedom ... 

"I have not yet the attainments of 
preaching universal non-violence with 
effect. I am not advanced enough for the 
great task. I have yet anger within me" 
(Ibid; p52). 

Therefore, unless you can claim to 
have made spiritual progress beyond 
anything that Mahatma Gandhi achieved, 
please forget about non-violence as a 
way of dealing with the typical tyrant or 
conqueror. 

International Law? 
When Mahatma Gandhi was asked about 
his view on W estem Civilization, he 
answered that he thought it would be a 
very good idea. Much the same can be 
said of international law. 

English Law applies to the English 
and Welsh, and to anyone else who lives 
in England and Wales. It applies because 



' ' 
it can be enforced - by the courts, by the 
civil service, by the police, even in 
extreme cases by the army. 

The Welsh had their own law once. In 
many ways it was a better and more 
civilised- system than the contemporary 
English Common Law. But the conquest 
of Wales destroyed its chance of 
becoming an operative system of law for 
Welsh people. It lingered on for a time 
as a special law for some regions, the 
"Welshry". But eventually this too was 
abolished. 

Scotland, by contrast, retains its own 
legal system. It has a separate line of 
descent from English Law, and has never 
been subordinate to it The two legal 
systems have to a large degree 
converged, each system taking what it 
most liked in the other. But some 
differences remain. For instance, English 
verdicts must be either "guilty" or "not 
guilty", while the Scots can also return 
"not proven". 

Scottish Law and English Law remain 
operative, because they each have the 
backing of state power. Scottish Law did 
not go the way of Welsh law, because the 
various English attempts to conquer 
Scotland did not in the end succeed. 
Union was finally achieved on a 
voluntary basis. 

And what of International Law? It is a 
set of more-or-less accepted rules that fill 
the gaps between the various sovereign 
legal systems of the rival nations. It can 
not be enforced, except perhaps by moral 
pressure. But moral pressures have their 
limits. General Pinochet of Chile would 
doubtless consider that he is a very moral 
person, who has done no more than he 
had to do. So too would Pol Pot of 
Kampuchea. (That is, he would feel this 
about himself and his own deeds. Pol 
Pot would doubtless share the world 
community's condemnation of Pinochet, 
and vice versa.) 

International Law will only become 
valid if it becomes enforceable. For a 
brief time, it looked as if the United 
Nations might operate such a system. 
But not since the debacle of the Congo. 
In any case, the United Nations is 
controlled by the votes of sovereign 
states. It is hardly surprising that 
sovereign states are not keen on 
abolishing themselves, or on setting up 
a superior power that might restrain 
them. 

Unilateralism? 
Unilateralism tends to assume thal 
sovereign states will carry on, but thal 
they will somehow be good and moral 
enough to cut down on their armies. 11 
expects them to give up nuclear weapons 
if they have them. But it can not 
guarantee that a single power-mad ruler 
might not break the rules and dominate 
the rest of the world by nuclear 
blackmail. 

Campaigns for unilateralism are a 
labour of Sisyphus. Sisyphus could get 
his stone a long way . up the slope, but he 
could never get it to the top. 
Unilateralism, as a simple appeal to 
moral instincts, can get quite a lot of 
support. Political parties may even make 
it part of their policy. But the more it 
seems likely that any given nation-state 
will actually give up a significant part of 
its weapons, the greater the pressures not 
to do so. People remember that the other 
sovereign states will still have weapons. 
They may have some major national 
interest to advance. . They may have 
rulers who are mad, bad or bent on 
military glory. 

Some states can get away with having 
only a few weapons. Southern Ireland is 
a good example. Only Britain is in 
suitable position to invade, and there is 
not the least chance that Britain would 
ever want to. Even politicians on the 
lunatic fringe are not that crazy. Nor 
could Britain or the other NATO countries 
let some outside power invade Southern 
Ireland. Geo-politics would force them to 
prevent it, and geography would make, it 
easy for them to do this. 

Ireland is very lucky in its place in the 
post-1945 world. Most of the other 
neutrals in Europe are heavily armed. 
Ireland would be the same, were it 
situated in the Mediterranean or the 
Baltic rather than the Atlantic. 

One World? 
It is unlikely that a world divided into 
more than a hundred sovereign states will 
ever achieve true peace. It is not 
realistic to suppose that any form of 
moral pressure or international diplomacy 
will ever remove the possibility of war. 
At best, some individual wars may be 
ended or prevented. 

The obvious answer -- and one that 
Socialists have almost forgotten about 
over the last 30 years -- is to go to the 
root of the problem and advocate a single 
sovereign authority for the whole world. 
This need not be a tyrannical or 
monolithic world state. A world 
federation, with very great local 
autonomy, would be both more practical 
and more desirable. But the essential 

point would be for the separate states to 
give up the right to go to war with each 
other, to abolish their separate armies. 

Such a goal would not be easy, of 
course. It might take decades to win over 
a sufficent number of states to establish 
such a thing. It would not be necessary 
to convince everyone - even though this 
would be highly desirable. In practice, it 
would be sufficient to set up a global 
federation consisting of Russia, America, 
China and India. This would be an odd 
combination of forces, but it might be 
workable for precisely that reason - the 
divergent interests could be expected to 
balance out in a global federation, so 
that everyone would have a fair say. 

And in practice, such a federation 
would probably also include the EEC 
states, the rest of Comecon and Japan. 
The danger of global warfare or nuclear 
suicide would have vanished,even if 
warfare were to continue among the states 
that still remained sovereign. With luck, 
the impoverished states of Africa would 
also decide to join in. Using just half of 
the former arms spending for their 
development would soon close the gap 
between their living standards and those 
in the developed world. (The other half 
could be spent on peaceful high 
technology projects like the exploration 
of space. There is evidence that 
government money spent on either 
weapons or spacecraft is of great long 
term benefit to the economy.) 

A united world would be difficult to 
create, but stable once it was created. It 
would not be a utopia, but it would be a 
clear advance on what we have now. It is 
impractical because the political forces to 
create it do not yet exist. But socialism 
did not exist, until people decided to get 
down and build it. The Welfare State was 
an impossible dream, until people decided 
that it could and should be achieved. 

There is a vague but widespread 
feeling that a united world would be a 
very good thing to have. No one at 
present is trying to give serious form to 
that feeling. If a large body of people 
on the Left were to start arguing for it, as 
a serious political programme, then it is 
perfectly possible that we could actually 
achieve it over the next twenty or thirty 
years. The world today is vastly different 
from what it was a few decades ago, after 
all. 

Instead, effort has been wasted on the 



alternative goal of unilateral 
disarmament. Unilateralism assumes that 
sovereign states continue, and then 
expects them to have nothing at all to 
quarrel about. And since there will in 
fact be quarrels, and the possibility of 
war, no sovereign state is ever likely to 
go unilateralist. 

Most unilateralist would also be in 
favour of a united world, in principal. 
But they think that the first stage is to 
get people to disarm, and that world 
unity will only come in some more 
remote future. This is to put things 
exactly the wrong way round. Only in a 
united world could nations hope to get by 
without their own armies to defend their 
own national interests. 

Stalin's legacy 
It is not only to avoid war that we need a 
united world. The signs are that effective 
socialism on a national basis is now 
more or less impossible. 

Most socialists condemn Stalin. But 
most socialists remain firmly .confined to 
the definitions of socialism that he 
worked out during his period of rule. 

"Socialism in one country" was a 
heresy when Stalin first put forward the 
notion. The general idea, for both 
socialists and communists, had been that 
socialism could only be possible on a 
global basis. But then he did succeed in 
developing the USSR as a great industrial 
power, at the same time as the capitalist 
powers were plagued by slump and mass 
unemployment. Gradually, the notion 
began to spread. 

Stalin definitely intended to absorb the 
nations of Eastern Europe into an 
expanded Soviet Union. His goal was a 
world state, based on state planning and 
a monolithic political party. And in the 
absence of NATO, this might very well 
have been achieved, by him or by his 
successors. But the whole process was 
halted by NATO and by nuclear weapons. 
It was then thrown into confusion by 
Kruschev. 

What Kruschev tried to do was 
fundamentally incoherent. Kruschev 
condemned Stalin as a lunatic and a 
criminal, and then expected to exercise 
the same position of moral and political 
dominance among socialists that Stalin 
had enjoyed. He could not understand 
why Mao Tse Tung was disinclined to 
obey him, or why the nations of Eastern 
Europe felt that a denunciation of Stalin 
ought to mean that the hegemony Stalin 
had imposed upon them should be 
relaxed. 

Kruschev destroyed the moral basis of 
his position, and then enforced it with 
tanks in Hungary. His behavour 
undermined the World Communist 

Movement's sense of coherence an< 
purpose. Brezhnev did nothing to restore 
it. That particular vision of 'one world 
is no longer a serious possibility. The 
question of how good or how bad such 1 

world might have been is a matter or 
which anyone can believe just what the) 
please. It did not happen. 

The Global Economy 
Paradoxically, the denunciation of Stafu 
after his death did not end the notion ol 
"socialism in one country". Indeed 
denunciations of Stalin were often a wa) 
of hanging on to old ideologies. If th( 
things that had gone wrong in the USSR 
were simply due to Stalin's personal 
failings, then nothing very much needec 
to be changed. 

Since the 1950s, there have beer 
dozens of separate planned economies, 
each trying to follow its own "path tc 
socialism". The USSR kept political 
authority in Eastern Europe, but acceptec 
that each separate state could have a 101 
of freedom to do what it wantec 
economically. Meanwhile, Capitalism 
has become increasingly global. 

Far-flung trade routes have existed 
since the Stone Age. The Roman Empire 
had a "balance of payments" problem; its 
imports of Chinese silks and the like led 
to a chronic shortage of gold and silver. 
But that sort of trade was not important 
to the lives of most of the world's 
polulation. It was a relatively small trade 
in rare or luxury goods. 

What we have now is very different. 
The food in the larder of the average 
British household will have come from 
all over the globe. So too will many of 
the household consumer durables. 
British workers find that their wages and 
their mortgage payments are very directly 
affected by economic decisions made in 
America, West Germany and Japan. And 
they in turn are strongly affected by what 
Britain does. These days, there is not so 
much trade between separate economies 
as a single global capitalist economy. 

Up until the 1960s, centrally planned 
economies had done rather better than 
free-market ones. Since then, the trend 
has been very much the other way. Most 
notable is the way in which the capitalist 
states of East Asia have gone way ahead 
of the centrally-planned ones. 

In Western Europe since the 1960s, 
socialist governments have repeatedly 
found that world economic forces made it 
impossible to carry out their 
programmes. Some socialists reacted by 
arguing that their own nation should 
more or less cut its links with the world 
economy and build socialism within its 
own borders. But China, one quarter of 
mankind, tried that and ended up much 
poorer than its neighbours. 

Competition since the 1960s has been 
between a global capitalist economy and 
a number of fragmented centrally-planned 
economies. It is hardly surprising that 
the larger and more diverse system has 
done rather better. 

The Labour Party can not build 
socialism in Britain, because there is no 
longer a British ecoriomy. There is only 
a British sector of a global economy. 
The obvious solution would be to link up 
with other West European socialists. But 
Labour has repeatedly refused to do this. 
And the energies of the left have been 
wasted on unilateralism and opposition 
to the Common Market. The same 
amount of effort, better directed, could 
probably have produced a powerful and 
united West European Socialist Party. 

Labour's chance 
The Labour Party can, if it so wishes, 
remain "the one fixed point in a 
changing world". It can try to be more 
nationalist than Thatcher and the Tories, 
while backing away from the awkward 
fact that a sovereign nation-state has to 
be defended with guns and bombs if it is 
to survive in a dangerous world. That is 
one alternative. Labour could follow the 
lead of the French Communist Party, 
refuse to change, and dwindle away to 
nothing over the next twenty to thirty 
years. This is in fact the most likely 
future for the Labour Party; a "pragmatic" 
leadership that leads it down into 
oblivion. 

The serious alternative is to accept 
that building socialism in Britain alone 
is no longer possible, if indeed it was 
ever possible. Socialism on a West 
European basis, socialism in one half of 
a continent, is the minimum that might 
be viable within a developing global 
economy. 

Britain is well placed to take the lead, 
if only because English has become the 
de facto common international language. 
And the British Labour Party is the 
largest English-speaking socialist party 
in the world. The opportunity is there, if 
Labour will only overcome its present 
inertia and take internationalism 
seriously. 



Readers Letters 
Dear Sir 

I'm really delighted with Labour & 
Trade Union Review. Fair play to 
you! My one criticism is that the 
magazine is too supportive of the 
''Bullock" proposals. 

While you are undoubtedly correct in 
pointing out that the failure of the 
British Labour movement in the 1970s to 
adopt policies of industrial democracy 
ushered in the Thatcherite era, it doesn't 
follow that the Bullock proposals were 
necessarily the best means of achieving 
industrial democracy. 

The weakness of the 'Bullock' 
proposals was that workers' power was 
merely guaranteed by law. Workers' 
interests would not necessarily coincide 
with the interests of the firm. In such a 
situation, it would be likely that the 
workers' directors would behave like shop 
stewards with inside knowledge. If this 
happened, the share-holders' directors 
would make important decisions outside 
the boardroom. 
It has to be said that the source of 

industrial power in a market economy is 
property or share-ownership. Only 
when workers have a material stake in 
industry will they begin to think about 
running it. 

Dave Chapel described how individual 
workers in British Airways vested their 
shares in the union so as to give the 
workers a say in running the company. 
It is by this means that industrial 
democracy will be achieved in Britain. 

The task of socialists is to facilitate 
this process by arguing for generous tax 
incentives to employers to hand over 
property to the workers. More radically, 
a "workers' levy" could be charged 
against profits to finance collective 
workers' share-ownership throughout 
industry. 

These policies contrast with Thatcher's 
individual share-ownership schemes. 

Of course, each member of the workers' 
trust would have to have a say in electing 
the respresentatives of the workers' trust 
to the board of directors. The 
relationship between the individual 
members of the workers' trust and the 
collective; the question of whether 
workers with longer years' service should 
have a greater say in the trust's 
decisions; whether the individual will be 
entitled to sell his share of the trust's 
property, and other questions, can be 
debated. 

The important thing is that the 
representatives of the workers' trust on 
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the board will have a direct interest in 
ensuring that the firm is profitable so as 
to increase the value of its share in the 
firm's property. If bad decisions are 
made its property will be diminished in 
value. 

In other words, this form of industrial 
democracy will give workers power as 
well as responsibility. 

Yours fraternally 

John Martin 
Dublin 

Irish Republic 

Dear Sir 
I thought your lauding of Ernest 

Bevin was as unconvmcmg as your 
praise of the Parliamentary Labour Party 
in your last number. Most people seem 
to agree that the biggest brake on 
Labour, particularly in South England, 
arises from its close association with the 
Trade Unions. Who could have done 
something about it more than Bevin? 
Since the objections are deep seated and 
ideological one might have expected that 
a man of his reputed perception would 
have diagnosed them at an early stage. 
Yet as far as can be detected he 
exacerbated them. 

The post-war TU philosophy of 'Free 
Collective Bargaining' combined with 
extensive immunities for action taken 
during a 'trade dispute' and a firm 
determination not to become involved in 
management, in any way, gradually came 
to be seen as damaging to the community 
as a whole. The growing number of 
professionals and technologists 
employed in industry came to feel it was 
against their interests in particular. 
Their skills and responsibilities seemed 
to be submerged in that of the larger 
group of shopfloor workers. Growing 
competition from overseas made strikes 
even more damaging and the discounting 
of skills newly required in favour of the 
old craft ones was both wrongheaded and 
self-defeating. There is little evidence 
that Bevin did anything but reinforce 
these views and his heirs with the 
exception of the clumsy attempt by Jack 
Jones followed in that tradition. Some 
responsibility for this, along with some 
particularly nasty twists in cold war 
policy and his feuds with Morrison, who 
at least introduced many of the ideas of 
Public Sector industries, make up a large 
part of Bevin's legacy to future labour 
politicians. 

Yours faithfully 
Jack Hom 

Madawc Williams replies: 
The main point about Bevin is surely 
that he coped successfully with the 
problems of the 1920s, 1930s and 
1940s. The 1945 Labour government 
was the rrwst successful to date - one 
might even say that it has been the only 
successful Labour government to date. 
None of us would claim that Bevin was 

perfect - just that he was successful, for 
the times he operated in. Bevin was not 
a theorist; he did not try to work out the 
problems that the next generation of 
Labour leaders would have to face. But 
on the other hand, the theorists were 
mostly way out in their predictions. 

The real trouble is that Bevin's 
accurate understanding of how to operate 
the British political system so as to 
advance the working class interest was 
not passed on. The patterns of Trade 
Union power established in the 1940s 
should have been amended in the very 
different circumstances of the 1960s. 
Jack Jones - leader of the union that 
Ernest Bevin founded - tried to do this in 
the 1970s, with workers control. Sadly, 
an alliance of Left and Right in the 
Labour rrwvement managed to thwart 
him. This opened the way for 
Thatcherism. 

Your remarks about conflicts between 
workers with different levels of skills 
may be valid, but since you give neither 
details nor specific examples it is hard to 
be sure. Why not write up your ideas as 
an article? It's just the sort of thing we 
want for L&TUR. 

In reply to John Martin, if 
working in a factory doesn't count as 
having "a material stake in industry", 
then what does? By and large, losing 
one's job is a great deal more painful 
than losing one's capital. 

Bullock had the merit of recognising 
that Labour and Capital had an equal right 
to have their interests respected. The 
owners of the capital may see it as a very 
good idea to close down a factory, sell 
the land for office building and invest the 
proceeds somewhere else. The workers 
will have a different viewpoint. 
It is no bad thing if some workers 

become owners of rrwdest numbers of 
shares. But how could the workers as a 
class hope to buy out the capitalists as a 
class? Where are the capitalist expected 
to put the money that they get from 
share-owning workers, anyway? 

British law recognises only the rights 
of the owners of capital. Someone who 
works for himself ( or herself) is 
classified as "self-employed"; for legal 

(Continued on Page 15) 



Prince Charles's attack on nwdern Architecture has coincided with the launch of a new Art journal, Modern 
Painters, which identifies itself with the 19th-century socialist, John Ruskin. Do these developments herald 
an anistic renascence in Britain? 
This is the first of a series of articles in which Peter Brook explains what would be needed to make such a 

renascence a reality. 

A Carolingian Renaissance? 

It is probable that few readers of Labour 
& Trade Union Review have any 
interest in the visual arts. This is not 
because they don't have eyes; nor because 
they don't have souls capable of being 
affected by what their eyes convey to 
them. It is more that since the end of 
the last war the rate of the degradation of 
the appearance of the world has been so 
fast that it now seems an insurmountable 
problem best dealt with by the simple 
device of not noticing it. And, related to 
this degradation, we are helped in our 
project of not noticing the appearance of 
the world by the speed at which we 
traverse it as well as by the abundance of 
spectacles - illusory worlds in which we 
can distract ourselves from it at the flick 
of a button. Those who have some 
responsibility for maintaining the quality 
of the appearance of things - artists - 
have long ago given up their fight and 

have reduced their art to an intellectual 
game which would immediately disgust 
any L&TUR readers who accidentally 
stumbled across it. 

And yet the question is an important 
one. Arguably, the visual arts 
especially if we include architecture, as 

we must - are the most important of all 
the arts since unlike literature or music 
(other than the background music that is 
used in public places to console us for 
the lack of anything to look at) they are 
a permanant accompaniment to 
everything we do. We can choose to read 
a book or listen to a piece of music or 
watch television or go to the cinema; but 
we can't avoid seeing whatever surrounds 

by 
Peter Brooke 

us. How can we pretend that what we see 
is of no importance? How can we 
pretend that being obliged for most of 
those waking hours not to notice what 
the world looks like is an enormous 
strain and deprives us of a large part of 
the richness of our human sensibility? It 
friezes the heart. And - since the eye, 
the heart and the intelligence are 
inseparable - all concerned with judging 
the world, making the 'value judgements' 
without which we cease to be human - it 
atrophies the intelligence. 

"We can choose to read a book 
or listen to a piece of music or 
watch television or go to the 

cinema; but we can't avoid seeing 
whatever surrounds us. How can 
we pretend that what we see is of 

no importance?" 

We are like the characters in a science 
fiction film, stumbling through great 
swathes of wasteland covered in rubbish, 
from one enncmg and consoling 
spectacle to another. Occasional trips to 
the countryside, where the eyes at least 
have something to feed on, may be 
ranked among the enticing and consoling 
spectacles since it has nothing to do 
with what most of us experience as 'real 
life". 

Unwelcome relevance 
All this is by way of affirming the 
importance of Prince Charles' recent 
onslaught on the architects. If the 'art 
world' was worth anything it would have 

(Letters - continued from Page 14) 

purposes the "self-employed" person 
must pretend to be two people, one of 
whom employs the other! 
It is of little use to own one hundred 

shares in the company one works for, if 
some investment bank owns one hundred 
thousand shares. Bullock recognised that 
industry relies on labour as well as 

capital. This is why it should have been 
backed by socialists. 
I am glad that John Martin accepts 

that Labour ruined itself by ignoring 
industrial democracy. Any development 
along such lines, including worker share 
holding, would be a step forward. But 
Bullock would have been a giant leap 
forward, had it been taken up. And the 
chance may come again! 

been delighted at this intervention and 
the support it received. Whether his 
opinion of any particular building was 
right or wrong, he was at least stating 
that the appearance of things matter - and 
that it matters not just to those superior 
people who understand art, but to 
everyone who is surrounded by a world 
they are obliged to see. All my life I've 
listened to artistic persons saying, rather 
like Anglican clergymen, that they wish 
to be 'relevent'. Charles has shown them 
that they are relevant and has, at least 
momentarily, raised a flicker of public 
interest in their affairs. Yet, apart from 
the journal Modem Painters, the art 
world in general and the architecture 
world in particular, haven't seemed to 
welcome the attention they've received. 
Perhaps they would rather their very real 
and profound relevance wasn't noticed. 
Like the trade union leaders who rejected 
the Bullock Report on Industrial 
Democracy, they perhaps prefer to be 
irrelevant when relevance carries with it 
the rigours of assuming responsibility 
for something. 

The architects defended themselves 
with two contradictory arguments. The 
first was that they are spiritually 
enlightened people whose work can't be 
understood by the masses - 'the average 
Prince of Wales in the street' as the 
Guardian's Andrew Brighton put it. 
(Guardian Weekly, 25/12/88). The 
second was that the architect is the mere 
slave of great money making interests 
and since the interests that finance 
architecture are ugly, it must be ugly too. 
If it were not, it would be dishonest. 
this is the argument of the Guardian's 
architectural correspondent, Martin 
Pawley: 

"Bulding has the same problem (as the 
'countryside' - PB). Call it 'architecture' 
and most people - as the Prince of Wales 
is no doubt correct in advising us - would 
prefer it to consist of 'curves and arches, 
courtyards and porches, spires and 
columns'. But this popular desire for a 
universal fairy-tale is inversely 
proportional to most people's 
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understanding of the realities of 
construction. Buildings are the elements 
of which architecture is made for the 
most part - like the drum& of chemicals 
and propane bird-scarers down on the 
farm - they are there to make money in a 
way that is difficult to reconcile with the 
Prince's disembodied chocolate box 
image of 'architecture' ... 

"Jn the end the sad thing about 
blaming architects for everything is that 
the charge contains the seeds of a 
disastrous defence. If architects have 
runined architecture in the same way as 
farmers have ruined the countryside, by 
'spoiling the look of it', then they are 
going to have to make it better again by 
making it look all right... Architecture 
in the reign of King Charles Ill will not 
reflect reality, it will disguise it - and the 
proper word to describe that kind of 
deception was the one used by Neil 
Kinnock about Mrs thatcher last week - a 
cheat." (Guardian Weekly, 6/11/88). 

Honest to cash 
I haven't studied the writings of the 
Guardian's architectural correspondent 
but I'm sure he's normally capable of 
turning out many words on the subject of 
proportion, significant form, 
articulation, light and shade and all the 
rest of the aesthetic terminology you 
have to master to become architectural 
correspondent for a newspaper with 
intellectual pretensions. It is therefore a 
pleasure - and another reason for being 
grateful to Prince Charles - to see this 
frank acknowledgement that architecture 
is a mere money-making business and 
that the aesthetics of it have no more 
value than the aesthetics of the design of 
modern-day kitchen appliances. It is a 
sleek appearance to capture the eye (the 
word 'capture' is important) of the 
customer. The whole tribe of architecture 
correspondents and art critics are thus as 
relevant to the architectural business as 
they are to the business of packaging 
products for supermarket shelves. The 
only moral standard that Mr Pawley can 
apply is that the appearance of a money 
grubbing world must conform to the 
crassness of its money-grubbing 
instincts. 

Fortunately, such honesty wasn't 
demanded in the past and across the world 
we have thousands of beautiful, restful, 
refreshing, harmonious buildings erected 
at the command of cruel, avaricious, 
powerseeking, turbulent potentates. The 
difference isn't that we are more money 
grubbing than our ancestors. There are 
many differences, but they all boil down 
to one central fact. The cruel, avaricious, 
power-seeking, turbulent potentates of 
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the past was a human being with a human 
heart, human eyes, human soul, human 
vices, human needs. And the people who 
worked for himlikewise were human 
beings working with spiritual and 
material means at their own human scale. 
The 'architect' or, better, master builder 
conceived the overall shape and 
dimensions of the building but left the 
working of the details to the 
intelligence, skill, eyes and hands of the 
workers on the spot. Thus the building 
was the product of a corporate human 
effort. 

"Until not so long ago there 
seemed to be a large number of 
artists who had resolved to 
preserve, if only at their own 

individual level, a high standard 
of craftsmanship on a 

human scale." 
The present day building is not usually 

commissioned by a human being but by 
an impersonal corporation, and the 
people who work on it are not using 
their human intelligence,sensibility or 
human skills any more than a child 
playing with a Lego kit. The reason why 
we blame the architect and not the 
builders is because the architect is the 
only remotely human element in the 
whole enterprise. The workers are 
completely ahuman. They just follow 
instructions and are there to do work that 
can't be done by a machine. They don't 
merit serious consideration unless they 
are incompetent. But actually the 
architect is also less responsible or 
powerful than he might appear. Usually 
he too is putting together prefabricated 
pats. This is what Martin Pawley means 
by 'the realities of construction". Like 
the child with his Lego kit he may 
produce something striking or bizarre and 
fantastic but he is not using means that 
can possibly produce anything that can 
touch that 'human spirit' of whose 
existence· the Prince was trying to remind 
us. 

Responsibilities 
Pawley's defence of the architect is indeed 
that he isn't responsible for his own 
work: 

"It is because the use of the word 
architecture has become a means of 
expressing unease about the rapacious 
consumption of the natural environment 
by development that far too much is 
expected of it today. Blaming the 
physical consequences of government 
(sic - something missing? - PB) and the 
gross national product on architects who 

never had any control over it is a 
childish trick." 

Here, someone is blamed - rapacious 
developers and the government. But it is 
difficult to see why they're any more 
blameworthy than the architect If the 
architect can excuse himself by saying 
that he's just part of a big machine and 
all he wants to do is make money in it 
just like everyone else, so can the 
developers, the industrialists and even 
the government, whose first 
responsibility is - we're all agreed - to 
keep the machine going to keep 
everyone employed (it doesn't matter 
what at) and housed. And that moral 
blame is irrelevant is affirmed later by 
Pawley: 

"'For far too long architects have 
consistently ignored the feelings and 
wishes of the mass of ordinary people in 
this country', the Prince said in 1984. 
How true. But how easily the same line 
of attack can be turned on farmers (who 
make food), doctors (who heal the sick) 
or the authorities whose power stations 
generate the electricity than makes 
Britain go." 

So that's all right No-one is 
responsible. No-one is to blame. We're 
all part of a machine. We can't do 
otherwise. We've no right to complain. 
About anything. If our eyes, hands and 
brains are degenerating daily; if the 3- 
minute video clip is becoming the best 
and most imaginative we have to offer by 
way of 'culture'; if our lives are divided 
between ever shorter time spent at 
'working' as an adjunct to machines 
without any human or spiritual value 
whatsoever, and an ever larger amount of 
time spent trying to find means of 
distracting ourselves in our leisure 
moments - that's jsut the way things are 
and there's nothing to be done about it. 

The wider question 
The virtue of Pawley's reply to Charles is 
that he shows that the problem is much 
wider and more profound than the Prince 
has realised. Charles showed us what 
human building was like up to the 
eighteenth century. (I think he's wrong 
to push it too far into the nineteenth 
century. The problem is a problem of 
industrialisation.) And he shows that by 
such standards modern buildings are 
intolerable. In order that they should 
become, as he says he wants, 
expressions of the human spirit speaking 
of the human spirit, we would need an 
upset something along the lines of the 
Fall of the Roman Empire. The human 
spirit can only speak in architecture 
through human intelligence, the human 
hand and the human eye and the progress 



of the machine age has long since 
rendered these redundant 

This way of putting things may strike 
some readers as eccentric or old 
fashioned, not to say 'Luddite'. But, 
right or wrong, it was much less 
eccentric and unusual prior to the last 
war. Until not 'so long ago there seemed 
to be a large number of artists who had 
resolved to preserve, if only at their own 
individual level, a high standard of 
craftsmanship on a human scale. The 
Arts and Crafts Movement - strongly 
influenced by the ideas of John Ruskin 
and William Morris - was the real power 
in the art colleges. The best spokesman 
for this kind of work (though he 
separated himself from the Arts and 
Crafts Movement as such}, Eric Gill, was 
a national figure whoes work was much 
in demand; he was known for something 
other than his disorderly sex life which 
is the only thing capable of rousing the 
interest of today's intellectuals. The 
artist - or at least, many artists - stood 
for morally consistent values and 
objective standards of workmanship. 
They weren't just a bunch of individuals 
expressing themselves. The story of 
their defeat and dispersal after the war 
still needs to be understood. It is 
important because it has left the art world 
the most contemptible and superfluous 
area of our intellectual life. The 
craftsmen may have been wrong but 
nothing has replaced them. 

The journal Modern Painters has 
been published with a claim to be 
reviving the moral seriousness of John 
Ruskin. (Modern Painters was the 
title of Ruskin's first major work - a 
defence of the painter J.M.W.Turner.) It 
might do something towards 
understanding the collapse of values 
since the war. It uses the technique of 
colour photography and is printed on 
bright glossy paper so it cannot embody 
any useful craft values but it might talk 
about them. The presence of old hacks 
such as Paul Johnson, Waldemar 
Januszczalc, Germaine Greer and Grey 
Gowrie isn't encouraging. Anyone who 
had to endure Gowrie's period of rule over 
Northern Ireland will be suspicious of his 
right to stand for a spiritual revival in 
the arts, the more so when his article is a 
paean of praise for the painter Francis 
Bacon who is certainly part of the 
problem rather than of the solution. The 
debate is conducted in terms of aesthetics - 
of high tuned sensibilities rather than of 

practical work. But it is still good to see 
that, in conjunction with Charles' efforts, 
something like a debate is at last being 
launched in a field in which the silence 
has been absolute for a very long time. 

Cities and homes 
by Walter Cobb 

The major cause of homelessness is the 
perfectly normal and reasonable desire of 
ordinary people to live in slightly better 
homes. Peoples' needs and desires exceed 
the actual supply of living space. People 
seek a room of their own instead of 
staying at home; a bedsit instead of a 
single room; a flat instead of a bedsit; a 
small house instead of a flat; a larger 
house where their children can each have 
a room of their own. None of these are 
unreasonable desires; people tend to look 
for a little bit more than their parents 
had. But the net result is a housing 
shortage. 

Housing in Britain has always been 
allocated on a market basis. Council 
housing can moderate the effects of the 
market, but does not abolish it. If every 
council in the country were able to 
provide good basic accommodation for 
everyone who wanted it, there would still 
be a market mechanism to sort out who 
got the accommodation that was more 
than basic. As things are, the "needs" of 
people in the top and middle regions of 
the market produce a downward pressure. 
This can squeeze out some of the poorer 
people entirely. 

Markets respond to the price that 
people are able to pay. This has 
something to do with needs, certainly. 
But the poor or unemployed have only so 
much money to spend, and most of it is 
spent on necessities anyway. 

People with high incomes have a much 
greater freedom to spend more on 
securing the sort of housing they feel 
they need. If the price of housing goes 
up, they can cut down on holidays, 
entertainment, cars etc in order to meet 
that price. 

Poorer people have much less they can 
cut down on. They can not meet the 
market price, even though the alternative 
is homelessness or poor "bed and 
breakfast" accommodation. 

The fall and rise of Inner London 
London shows this pattern very well. 
The media have focused attention on 
Docklands, where groups of very rich 
people are displacing groups of much 
poorer people from an area that is, 
geographically speaking, quite desirable. 
This is an extreme example of the 
process. 

In any case, the gap between the new 

and the old is not absolute. A large 
number of the rich Docklands people are 
themselves Eastenders by origin. In 
many ways, being a successful 
stockbroker is not so different from 
being a 'successful trader on a market 
stall. The stock exchange itself 
originated as a street where share dealers 
met informally to trade. The two forms 
of trading have more in common than 
either would have with, say, working in a 
factory or being a clerical worker. 

But the important things are 
happening outside Docklands. Over a 
great many years, there has been a flight 
from the centre towards the edges by the 
richer elements of the society. Better 
transport has enabled people to commute 
over very long distances. But there is 
nothing inherently wrong with the inner 
c1t1es. Areas like Islington have quite 
easily bounced back. becoming desirable 
and expensive areas once again. Large 
parts of Hackney show the same pattern. 
In another decade or so, the run-down 
housing around Kings Cross may follow. 
And in time, some people will realise 
that all the despised high-rise blocks 
could be very nice if they were looked 
after and tended well. 

How public housing 
was me~d up 

The problem with public housing is that, 
although it is supposed to meet public 
need, it was designed and selected by 
people who usually had no intention in 
living in the monstrosities that they 
created. The old terraced houses could 
have been improved and modernised; if 
necessary pairs of terraced houses could 
have been merged into decent-sized units. 
But the councils had their own priorites, 
which had little to do with what people 
actually wanted. 

Since the time of H.G.Wells, if not 
before, reformers had been dreaming of 
cities built on what the planners regard 
as rational lines. Left to themselves, 
people will make for themselves some 
semblance of a home, distinct from other 
people's homes. Left to themselv~s. or 
allowed to choose freely, they will opt 
for complex shapes and lots of detail at 
the human level of things. 

A lot of "modernist" architecture goes 
back to Le Corbusier, who defined a 
house as "a machine for living", in the 



same way as a car is a machine for 
driving, and an aeroplane is a machine 
for flying. He therefore designed 
housing that was fine for one particular 
way of life - basically the France of his 
day. 

That some people might have good 
reasons for not wishing to live like 
Frenchmen was not an notion that would 
have occurred to him. And his various 
imitators have just picked up the ideas as 
a fashion, without bothering to think out 
what they actually meant. 

A house is not "a machine for living", 
any more than a rosebush is a machine 
for growing roses. Cities grow from 
small beginings, and on occasions they 
grow very harmoniously. People want to 
live in homes, not machines. 

A home of one's own 
The "modernist" type of city is in fact a 
very crude and simplistic idea. The 
geometries of a tower block are fairly 
simple - a series of cubes stacked on top 
of each other. A building like St Pauls 
Cathedral, say, includes a host of much 
subtler and more complex geometries. It 
comes closer to the intricate geometry of 
something like a tree. 
It is only with recent advances like 

Fractiles and Chaos Dynamics that 
geometry can come close to accurately 
describing a tree. Until then, it was not 
possible to prove that things like the 
average office block or the Barbican 
Centre in London had missed out on 
something quite essential. Many people 
felt that something was wrong, but they 
could not say quite what. 

Look at the South Bank arts complex 
in London, and you'll get the immediate 
feeling that it is wrong in some very 
basic way. In my view, the most 
important thing missing is interesting 
small details at sizes smaller than a 
couple of yards. It is also blatantly out 
of tune with the English climate. The 
concrete is now blemished with ugly 
stains, and pools of water collect in the 
useless and unusable "piazzas". 

Much the same is true of the Barbican - 
parts of which are now being 

demolished. Comparing the Barbican 
with some of the Roman walls and 
medieval churches that it now surrounds, 
one wonders just what the architects were 
thinking of. Perhaps it looked fine as a 
small sketch or as an architect's model. 
But the fact is, the speculative builders of 
the 19th century, who made crude copies 
of upper-class houses, created something 
very much better than the highly-educated 
and highly trained architects of today. 

Most of what the councils built were 
disasters. Even when they chose to build 

fairly conventional houses, they crea~ed 
vast and depressing "housing estates", 
acres of housing without shops or pubs, 
and with nothing to distinguish one 
locality from another. 

The great defect of most public 
housing is that the planners thought that 
they knew what people wanted better 
than the people themselves did. And that 
in fact they did not know better. People 
as they actually existed had needs that 
the new buildings simply didn't meet. 

Correcting the balance 
Recently, there has been a swing back 
towards buildings that are more on the 
human scale. Some oddities like the 
Lloyds Building are still produced, based 
on an intricate architectural theory that 
has clearly incorporated some subtle but 
fatal misunderstanding of what a building 
should be. But there are also some rather 
better buildings going up. They have 
attractive brickwork, and recognise that 
flat-roofed buildings were developed for 
climates that are warmer and less rainy 
than the English one. 
A much more basic problem remains, 
however. The south-east is getting ever 
more overcrowded, while other parts of 
the country have rather more room but 
too few jobs. 

When modern computers and 
communications were first developed, 
there was a widespread l,P,lief that it 
would lead to decentralisation. It was no 
longer necessary for people to come 
together in a single place. 

In fact, the very opposite happened. 
It was equally possible for everything to 
be run from a single centre, using the 
new technology. And by and large this 
was the option that was chosen. 

The exact reason for this is hard to 
discover. It may be due to the 
importance of personal contacts, face to 
face contact. A company with offices in 
London is well placed for contacts with 
politicians, civil servants, bankers and 
other companies that have offices in 
London. Or it may be cultural; London is 
seen as the really important place; the 
rest of the country is simply "the 
provinces". In any case, there is a clear 

imbalance between London and the rest 
of the country. 

Other countries avoid such extremes. 
West Germany works fine with Bonn as 
its capital, though it maintains the 
fiction that this is only temporary until 
Germany can be re-united. Russia has 
Moscow and Leningrad. The USA has 
Washington and New York, as well as 
Chicago, Los Angeles, San Fransisco etc. 
A similar pattern exists in Canada and 
Australia their capital Cities are 
relatively small. And the Japanese have 
been giving serious thought to moving 
their capital from Tokyo. 

In the 19th century, wealth was created 
in the new industrial cities - especially 
the Liverpool-Manchester complex. 
There was even talk of shifting the 
capital away from London, and this would 
have made a certain amount of sense. (In 
terms of the whole British Isles, 
Manchester is central, not northern. It is 
quite a bit nearer to Lands End than to 
John O'Groats. By road, it is 188 
miles from Cardiff, 197 miles from 
London, and 214 miles from Edinburgh.) 
But it failed to happen; Liverpool and 
Manchester have lost ground, while 
London has waxed ever stronger. Even 
the Manchester Guardian moved 
down south and became the Guardian. 

There seems little point, this late in 
the day, thinking about trying to get the 
capital of Britain shifted away from 
London. There are more important 
political tasks, even if one accepted that 
the benefits would outweigh the costs. 
But a constant battle should be fought to 
prevent London becoming too bloated. 
Some Civil Service jobs have been 
moved out over recent years, but not 
enough. 

It is absurd that a third London airport 
is being imposed on the south-east. The 
sensible alternative would be a big new 
international airport somewhere much 
further north. At present, most travellers 
from the north have to come to London 
in order to get to most other 
destinations. 

Conclusion 
In this article I've tried to cover aspects 
of the housing situation that have not 
been covered by other people in earlier 
articles. This article is intended more as 
a supplement than an alternative. I 
would certainly agree with Angela 
Clifford's proposals for a Ministry of 
Housing and the rapid building of basic 
accommodation etc. (L&TUR 2). My 
worry is that solving London's housing 
crisis, in the absence of other measures, 
would simply pull more people into 
London, and make other problems worse. 



The 
headlong 
flight of 
Labour 
furthered 

Eric Hobsbawm and the triumph 
of Thatcherism 

by 
Brendan ClifTord 

Eric Hobsbawm made an observation in 
1978, and that observation has made him 
famous. His observation is summed up in 
the title of his Marx Memorial Lecture 
(which was published in Marxism 
Today): 'The Forward March of Labour 
Haltzd". 

I attended quite a few of the Marx 
Memorial Lectures in the 1960s and early 
1970s. They were all exercises in fantasy 
dressed up as science, so I stopped 
going. Their function, as far as I could 
see, was to give consolation to the 
faithful by interpreting the world in such 
a way that it was made to appear to be 
changing in the desired and expected 
manner. 

The fantasy was at its most credible 
early in 1965, when Jack Woddis 
elaborated the "non-capitalist" scenario 
for the Third World, a large part of which 
was then governed by former members or 
fellow-travellers of the Communist Party. 
I recall Woddis describing how on his 
travels he dropped in on Prime Ministers 
here, there and the other place, and saw 
the three volumes of Capital on their 
library shelves as he took tea with them 
in their studies and discussed how the 
world was to be directed. But even when 
his friends began to topple like 
ninepins, Woddis did not cease to 
fantasise. ("Marxist analysis" is possibly 
the greatest aid to fantasy ever devised.) 

Hobsbawm was in those days an 
unknown quantity, hovering between the 
Communist Party ( of which he 
reportedly remained a member) and the 
New Left. Occasionally he made a remark 
by way of Stalin-criticism which might 
have been seminal but for the fact that it 
fell on the barren ground of his own 
imagination. 

Stalin-criticism was a profound 
psychological malaise masquerading as 

politics. Stalin was in fact what he 
understood himself to be - the master 
craftsman of the system of politics 
established by Lenin. Stalin-criticism 
was a debilitating mental condition 
which denounced Stalin as a means of 
keeping Lenin sacrosanct. I got the 
reputation of being a Stalinist because I 
could not criticise Stalin as a deviator 
from Leninism, though I always made it 
clear that I would be happy to criticise 
him as the finest exponent of Leninism. 
My Bolshevik affinity was always with 
the tendency that Lenin, Trotsky, 
Bukharin, Stalin and Zinoviev showed 
perfect unanimity in destroying in 
1920/21. 

1956 brought an end to dogmatic 
innocence in the Communist Party. 1978 
brought Hobsbawm's revelation that the 
forward march of Labour was halted. The 
means by which the Communist 
movement coped with that loss of 
innocence was a major influence in 
bringing the forward march of Labour to 
a halt 

Until 1956, the Communist movement 
was the Communist Party. It had a 
strong influence in a narrow sphere. And 
Trotskyism was a very esoteric affair, 
scarcely visible beyond the fringe of 
political life. The events of 1956 led to 
a rapid increase in the numerical strength 
and ideological vitality of Trotskyism. 
And splits from the Communist Party led 
to the formation of the New Left. 

In the twenty-three years between the 
20th Congress of the CPSU - and 
consequent invasion of Hungary - and the 
election of Thatcher, the Communist 
movement in fragmentation was 
immensely influential in British political 
life. It consisted of the Party remnant, 
three or four Trotskyist tendencies, and 
the New Left, which was a sort of 
Moscown"rotskyist hybrid. 

The Party set about explaining its past 
as presented to it in Kruschev's secret 
speech by pleading ignorance of what 
had really happened in the great events 
of which it had been so proud until the 
secret speech. On a commonsense 
reckoning the plea of ignorance was 
incredible. But the Comintem had 
abrogated commonsense, and it is 
possible to agree that for more than 
thirty years its leaders did not know what 
they were doing - provided that one can 
also say that Saint Just, when he 

proposed to execute most of the 
population of France so that Virtue might 
be made secure, did not know what, he 
was saying. 

To use the footballing expression: it 
hadn't sunk in yet. 

And unfortunately it never did sink in. 
For twenty years after 1956 all the 
magical arts of the dialectic were 
deployed to prevent it from sinking in. 

The mind of the Party, being 
preoccupied with apologetics for its own 
past, could not be brought to bear with 
any degr~ of realism on the business of 
preparing the Labour movement for 
consolidating and extending its 
hegemony of British social life. 

The Trotskyist movement was even 
less attuned to British realities. For 
where the Party was riddled with 
suppressed· guilt, Trotskyism was full of 
historic injured innocence, spun out of 
'The Revolution Betrayed". The millions 
who were disposed of before 1924 were 
effectively hidden by the 'millions who 
were disposed of after 1924. And then of 
course Bukharinism made its appearance 
with Ken Coates and the Institute for 
Workers' Control, for whom the great 
watershed between Good and Evil was 
1928. 

From 1956 to 1979 "British Marxism" 
was a multifarious movement. It was full 
of vitality - but, as with the frenzied 
activity of a flight of midges in a 
country lane on a summer twilight, it was 
difficult to see any purpose to it. 

The tight sect of 1920-1956 fell apart 
in a dozen directions and all the 
fragments flourished. Bourgeois 
ideology was exposed and ridiculed as 
never before. Bourgeois ideology was 
refuted in theory and was displaced in 
practice. The ideological state 
apparatuses were hegemonised, and right 
thinking became obligatory in the 
universities and polytechnics. By the 
mid-1970s there was hardly a commercial 
book publisher whose Readers (the 
people who read material submitted for 
publication and decide whether to publish 
it) were not Marxists. 

A situation was arrived at in which it 
was so difficult to find real bourgeois 
ideologists to chastise that rival Marxist 
tendencies had to be used as substitutes. 
By the early 1970s it seemed to me that 
bourgeois ideology was kept in being in 
England only as a notion which was 
necessary to Marxist polemics. When 
New Left Books connected up with 
Penguin Books, where were the 
bourgeoisie? 

Now this phenomenon cannot be 
explained simply by the break-up of the 
self-limiting sect that Communism was 



in 1956, and the increased capacity for 
growth resulting from fragmentation. It 
was the case that English society was 
ready for working class hegemony and 
was waiting to be hegemonised. 

Ever since 1688 England has been a 
progressive state: that is, it has changed 
through internal development and its 
public framework of life has been a 
means of enabling change to occur. In 
that long process of evolution, social 
groups have displaced each other from 
below, and as each new group has come 
to dominance it has acquired the art of 
statecraft from its predecessors. 

When I came to England in the late 
1950s, it was waiting to be mastered by 
the working class as it had previously 
been mastered by the bourgeoisie, and 
before that by the aristocracy. 

Evolution is nothing at all like chaos, 
though revolution often is. The 
continuous change since 1688 occurred 
on the condition that at each moment 
England had some idea of where it was at. 
(fhe reason it could not settle down under 
Cromwell was that it could not understand 
where it was at under him. He knew that 
this was the case, but could do nothing 
about it.) 

In the late 1950s England was taking 
leave of the bourgeoisie and waiting to 
be given coherence and pwpose by the 
working class. The signs of this were 
evident in every sphere of life. The post 
war Labour Government had produced a 
lasting social impression of an 
irreversible shift of power between 
classes. The bourgeoisie, in the form of 
the Tory Party, were not fighting back. 
The society was waiting expectantly for 
the new form of things to be filled out, 
and the Tory Party was doing itself a 
favour by helping to fill them out. The 
rich are always with us, and the Tories 
were content to be the rich in an 
evolving liberal socialism. 

In literature, the feeling of being in an 
interval between epochs was 
overwhelming. Evelyn Waugh, the last 
great bourgeois writer, wrote the self 
conscious swan-song of the old world. 
And expectation of the new world hailed 
Colin Wilson's 'The Outsider" as one of 
the great master-works of world 
philosophy just because Wilson had not 
been to Oxbridge. The theatre was all 
Angry Young Men, who were hailed as 

new Shakespeares by Harold Hobson in 
the Sunday Times. And brittle Yorkshire 
novels were giving the coup de grace to 
the Victorian era in English fiction. 

I thought the final act of Waiting for 
Godot captured the spirit of the time 
rather well. I can remember nothing of 
the second act. I suppose Godot never 
came. What England was waiting for 
certainly did not come. 

Matthew Arnold said that a substantial 
literature can only be produced after a 
sound critical substructure has been put 
down for it. German literature flourished 
on the basis of Kant. Victorian literature 
flourished on the basis of Burke, Pitt and 
Tom Paine (between whom there was, 
despite their quarrels, an enormous 
complicity). Socialist literature did not 
flourish on the basis of Marxism. 

Bevin made the economic 
arrangements for socialist Britain. 
Bevan travestied Bevin's achievement. 
And as Bevan was reaching the end of his 
tether, the Marxist expansion occurred 
and waged a scorched-earth campaign on 
all the assumptions that had made 
Bevin's achievement possible. 

Marxism dominated the intellectual life 
of England from the early 1960s to the 
late 1970s. Unfortunately, Marxist 
thought was thought about Marxism. 
The categories of political economy were 
memorised and the Introduction to the 
Critique was meditated upon, and that was 
pretty well that. Thought was about the 
relations of concepts. Did theory reflect 
practice? Or did theory determine 
practice? And should the two properly be 
joined together as praxis? 

The actualities of English life were 
vague shadows beyond the concepts, and 
Marxism had nothing to say about them 
that was of any use to them. 

The forward march of Labour was 
halted allright. But it was halted by the 
Communist Party and its offshoots more 
than by any other influence. The 
CP/frotskyist/New Left spectrum took 
over the generation of radicals who 
should have been filling out Bevinite 
Britain and directed them into evasive 
speculations on the history of 
Bolshevism and the order and 
relationship of the concepts of Marxism. 

And the halt occurred just ten years 
before Hobsbawm observed it. He does 
not mention Barbara Castle and "In Place 
of Strife". But the effective CP campaign 

against Barbara's Bill is what halted the 
forward march of Labour. 

A working class in social dominance 
cannot behave in the manner of a 
proletariat devising elementary means of 
self-defence. If it does so it will not 
remain in dominance. 

But the notion of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, in its form of Leninist 
ecstasy, dies hard. 

Lenin loved to describe the 
dictatorship as class dominance unbound 
by law. And, no matter what careful 
formulations were inserted in 'The 
British Road to Socialism", the 
Communist Party never freed itself from 
that ideal, and the wider Communist 
movement was reinforcing it with new 
theoretical discoveries. For example, the 
great blossoming of law theory in Russia 
in 1918-1928 was beginning to impinge 
on British Communist consciousness: 
and the basic thesis of the revolutionary 
Bolshevik conception of law (as stated 
with admirable clarity by its leading 
exponent, Pashukanis) was that law was 
bourgeois. Not that particular laws had 
hitherto been drafted in the interest of 
the bourgeoisie, but that law as such was 
bourgeois and would wither away as 
socialism developed. 

And so in the very period when the 
Communist Party worked hard at the 
tactic of simulating an adaptation to 
"bourgeois democracy", the mind of the 
Left was being whisked farther away than 
it had ever been from the actualities in 
which socialism would have to develop 
in Britain. The expansion of Marxist 
theory which had failed Europe in the 
1920s did not make waves in Britain 
until the 1960s. And then after a lapse 
of half a century it repeated its European 
achievement in Britain. 

It is possible that if the naive 
Stalinist monolith had remained in place 
for a further twenty years, a realistic 
workers' control movement would have 
had a chance. Stalin was, notoriously, 
an empiricist, a meddler in practicalities, 
and when he achieved supreme power he 
abolished the abolition of law. (fhe law 
may to this day be largely inoperative in 
the Soviet Union, but in principle the 
state is governed within a comprehensive 
framework of law. And, according to 



Bolshevik: theory of the Lenin period, 
that should not be.) 

But the Stalinist monolith was broken 
and the minds of millions on the British 
Left were exploding with the theoretical 
notions of a cockeyed and leaderless 
Leninism, which had taken fifty different 
forms. (The Communist Party itself had 
become a medley of factions.) 

Lenin's theoretical conceptions are 
highly stimulating, and if one has not 
been stimulated by them it can hardly be 
said that one has lived in the 20th 
century. But Lenin's theories were not 
his guide to action. His nose for power 
was his guide to action, and his theories 
were usually things he hit people over 
the head with. In 1917 he published his 
magnificent Utopia, Stale and 
Revolution, in the disguise of a scientific 
treatise. For others it remained an 
enduring vision, but for him it was only 
an argument to be used in the overthrow 
of the bourgeois democracy. In 1921 it 
cost him no agony to dismiss it as one 
of the illusions needed for the 
accomplishment of the October 
Revolution, and as being outmoded. 

What Lenin established was a secular 
counterpart of the Roman Catholic 
Church, complete with College of 
Cardinals and Pope: a vast organisation 
with a collective memory, a capacity for 
existing coherently from one generation 
to the next, a grand totalitarian objective 
to be achieved over a period of time 
which is unimaginable to the politicians 
of a representative democracy, and a 
capacity for flexibility of approach in 
different circumstances. Both 
organisations produce large quantities of 
theoretical material for the purpose of 
dominating individual minds and 
moulding them into a collective 
coherence. 

Leninism became Protestant in 
England after 1956. The pamphlet and 
periodical material of the 1960s and 
1970s is comparable for variety and 
mental vigour only with the Puritan 
pamphleteering of the 1640s. And it had 
a similar tendency towards fragmentation. 

But there was no Cromwell to over-ride 
the logic of the sects and harness the 
energy of the movement to a 
development of state. The part of 
Cromwell could only have been played 
by a combination of trade union leaders. 
And the trade union leaders were 
themselves too much under the influence 
of the sects to do anything. 

And so, when Barbara Castle proposed 
to begin consolidating working class 
power by establishing a framework of 
law for trade union activity, the 
Communist Party issued the slogan "Kill 

the Billi" and everybody had a grand time 
killing the Bill, with Jim Callaghan 
giving it the coup de grace in the 
Cabinet 

"The trade unions refused to 
participate in Heath's framework 
of economic planning because 
they would not adjudicate on 

differentials. " 

With the Bill killed the Labour 
Government became purposeless. It was 
elected in 1964 because Wilson conveyed 
to the country the conviction that he 
would enact a basic structural reform 
which was widely recognised to be 
necessary. There was consent that the 
reform should consolidate trade union 
power provided it made economic affairs 
more orderly. And so, with Labour 
funking the issue, a Tory government 
was elected in 1970 on a mildly 
Thatcherite programme. 

For two years Heath persisted with the 
vision of Selsdon Man, the economic 
automaton who was to become the 
subject of British history in the 1980s. 
The trade unions made life very difficult 
for Selsdon Man and Heath abandoned 
him in 1972. 

In 1972-1974 Heath attempted to 
establish a comprehensive framework of 
economic planning within which the 
trade unions would in practice have been 
the major power. The mechanism was 
formally established but the trade unions 
refused to participate. And they refused 
to participate because they would not 
adjudicate on differentials. They wanted 
to make protests about differentials and 
call strikes over them, but they did not 
want to be put on the spot where they 
would have to say what the proper 
differential between one job and another 
was. 

"Wages drift" was the prevailing 
theory of those times. It was devised in 
the 1960s by Tony Cliff, leader of what 
is now the SWP. It said that if the 
strongest unions used their economic 
muscle to maximise their own wages, 
this would be to the advantage of all 
because of the phenomenon of wages 
drift. Wage increases tended to drift 
downwards. 
I had a personal as well as a 

theoretical interest in this reasoning 
because I never made it into the 
aristocracy of labour. The theory struck 
me as being senseless (because it made 
no unrealistic assumption about great 
productivity increases); and personal 
experience confirmed that it was hokum. 
In a static economy everybody cannot 
get more. And the low paid or 

unemployed were certainly not better off 
in the early 1970s than they are now. 

When the strongest unions got the 
biggest wage increases they could, that 
increased their differential with other 
unions, who then went on strike to 
restore the differential. Since there was 
no agreed date on which differentials were 
what they ought to be, the situation was 
a kaleidoscope. Everybody could always 
make out some case about differentials 
when an argument was needed. 

With all this activity going on, wages 
certainly, went up. But since the value of 
money went down, the theory of wages 
drift reflected only the reality of 
inflation. 

For the February 1974 election I wrote 
a pamphlet in support of the Tories. 
Since I was living in Belfast, where 
nobody can play any part in deciding 
who governs, it made not an atom of 
difference who I supported. But, in the 
light of what has happened since then, I 
can have the satisfaction of saying that 
if people resident in Northern Ireland 
were allowed to take sides in British 
politics, I would have been on the right 
side in 1974. 

Heath's proposal was in some ways 
more radical than the Bullock proposals. 
It would have greatly enlarged the sphere 
of planning in the national economy, 
while the Bullock proposals were for 
workers' control within each enterprise 
taken separately. In practice either would 
probably have led to the other. 

The Communist slogan against 
Bullock was that it was "people's 
capitalism". I did not quibble over that 
slogan, but said that capitalism without 
capitalists was at least preferable to 
capitalism with them, which was the 
alternative. 
It is conceivable that "people's 

capitalism" might have developed as a 
variety of Thatcherism, though I think it 
improbable that it would. But the 
enhancement of planning proposed by 
Heath would certainly have worked its 
way through to a sort of workers' control 
at enterprise level in the process of 
becoming effective. However, both were 
equally despised and rejected by the 
Communist Party and its numerous 
offspring, and the forward march of 
Labour was halted. 

Because Hobsbawm had no real idea of 
how the forward march of Labour might 



have continued, he can give no 
explanation of why it halted. In place of 
an explanation there is some 
impressiomstic economic determinism. 
But basically all there is is the bare 
observation of the fact that it had halted. 
And because Thatcher came to power a 
year later and has remained in power ever 
since, Hobsbawm has acquired the status 
of a prophet. 

The feeling latent in the 1978 article 
is that of the Leninist scheme which 
Hobsbawm had ceased to hold in any 
deliberate sort of way. Leninism was a 
weighty structure, and minds on which it 
had lain for any length of time bore its 
impression indelibly. What the man 
from Mars would. see in Hobsbawm's 
mind is a great vacant site, and he would 
wonder what imposing structure had once 
occupied it. 

'The Forward March of Labour Halted?" 
should have been Hobsbawm's swan 
song, the sad if not sweet confession 
that his life in the Communist Party had 
been a journey up a cul-de-sac. Instead of 
which it made him a famous wise man, 
who really had nothing more to say. 
And, in this media age, wise men must 
speak even though they have nothing to 
say. They can no longer make the world 
feel better simply by possessing their 
souls in patience. 

And so, ten years later, Hobsbawm 
contributed to The Guardian (July 11, 
1988) an article entitled 'The Signs of 
Recovery". In spmt it is an 
encouragement to the Labour Party to 
carry through its adaptation to 
Thatcherism. As a piece of reasoning it 
doesn't exist, but it says that Neil and 
Bryan are fine chaps. 

Neil's strategy for Labour is to keep 
his head down in the hope that Thatcher 
will eventually do something so 
appalling that he will wake up one 
morning and find himself Prime Minister. 
Keeping his head down means not having 
a policy. 

In two crucial sentences Hobsbawm 
combines wild rhetorical exaggeration 
with specific blandness: 

"Like Germany in 1945, Britain after 
Thatcher will be :;, 1r:ene of destruction. 
Those who will ,,c;t;.;! to rebuild what has 
to be reconstructed - not necessarily in 
the same way as be/ ore - need a 
preliminary survey of the bomb damage." 

Why, after ten years of supposedly 
unbridled capitalism which have made 
Britain a scene of general destruction, is 
the forward march of Labour still halted? 
Surely, since Thatcher has made class war 
a mode of government, Labour is being 
forced into battle array? 

The fact is that for two terms Thatcher 
did hardly anything. She just let things 
happen. She let unemployment have its 
head, and through the de-selected defector 
from Labour, Reg Prentice, she made life 
on the dole easier that it had ever been. 
The TUC had rejected the Castle, Heath 
and Bullock proposals, so, when she said 
the Government had nothing to talk to 
them about, that could be seen to be a 
mere statement of fact. In 1978 Labour 
Left and Labour Right had said, in 
opposition to Bullock, that management 
was the business of the capitalists, and 
she said - So Be It. 

With millions unemployed and, more 
importantly, a Government which made a 
great show of doing nothing about it, the 
capitalists recovered the power to 
manage. With unemployment running 
free the market had a proper slump, so 
that in the long run economic activity 
began to pick up again. 
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masterful inactivity. She made the rich 
richer in pursuit of a spurious economic 
argument, but the act was effective in the 
moral sphere. It made the rich feel good 
about simply being rich. (In the 1960s 
all too many of them needed to have a 
pint with a shop steward in order to feel 
really worthy.) And if capitalism was to 
flourish again wealth had to regain its 
Puritan attribute of being an outward sign 
of inward grace. And she enacted paper 
privatisations which satisfied the 
backwoods while having little other 
effect. 

In her third term she is showing signs 
of gaining the confidence to attempt the 
basic restructuring which she thought 
would be accomplished in the first term. 
She has enacted a trade union Bill 
designed to undermine, rather than 
democratise, trade union activity. She is 
attempting to impel the unemployed into 
cut-throat competition in the labour 
market. And she is manoeuvring for 
position against the NHS, which all 
Thatcherites know to be the core of the 

welfare state. 
And what Neil and Bryan are doing is 

working hard at being nice - behind a 
smokescreen of new pseudo-policies 
carrying Hobsbawm's imprimatur. 

The most drastic reform currently in 
hand is the break-up of the national 
broadcasting system. 

The BBC, under the incompetent 
direction of Alistair Milne, showed an 
exposed flank in 1985. Thatcher 
instantly went on the offensive, and has 
never allowed it to recover. 

The BBC was established in 1927 as a 
public broadcasting service not run by 
the Government. It was operated 
independently of the Government on the 
condition of being a general service to 
Parliament. Parliament in practice means 
the governing party and party of 
opposition. The BBC became 
independent within the parameters set by 
Government and Opposition. and in no 
other way. It is debarred in principle 
from forming an opinion. 
I became aware of the character of the 

BBC when I set about understanding why 
in Northern Ireland it never commented 
on the unique abnormality of the 
arrangement under which the province 
has been governed ever since 1921. I do 
not believe that mybody going there 
from England could possibly fail to see 
the abnormality. But BBC personnel 
cannot commc:nt on it because 
Government and Opposition agree that a 
thoroughly abnormal political 
arrangement is to be considered normal 
for Northern Irelmd.. 

In 1985 the Northern Ireland 
Controller s1oued a "Real Lives" 
programme on a Sinn Fein leader (who 
was a well known IRA leader in the 
1970s) into the network. Thatcher 
objected. The Director-General dithered. 
The Governors. nudged by the 
Government, vetoed the programme. 
Vincent Hanna led a strike asserting the 
right of the broadcasters to broadcast. 

Now the BBC is certainly not a guild 
of broadcasters. At its most independent 
it is in practice the Director-General. 
Conservative Director-Generals, from 
Reith to Charles Curran, maximised its 
independence by knowing its conditions 
of existence. Milne half went along with 
Vincent Hanna's illusion, and put himself 
out of court. The BBC became in 
practice what it always was in law - the 
Governors and, in the last analysis, the 
Home Secretary. And, since 1986, the 
Chairman of the Governors (Marmaduke 
Hussey) has been better known than the 
Director-General (?), an unprecedented 
state of affairs. 
The fund of independence from 

Government built up by the skill of 



earlier Director-Generals in tacking 
between Government and Opposition 
survived the collapse of effective 
Opposition in 1979. And, with the 
Labour Party routed and demoralised, the 
BBC ( or broadcasting in general, because 
BBC and ITV constitute a unit in the 
public sphere) gave offence by 
continuing as normal. The Government, 
becoming increasingly unaccustomed to 
sharp criticism in Parliament, became 
increasingly irritated by the criticism of 
the broadcasters - that is, by the implicit 
criticism of feature programmes, editorial 
criticism never having been allowed. 

They decided to end this irritation. It 
was not on to make broadcasting a 
department of Government. The 
alternative course of action was to 
fragment broadcasting into a multitude of 
channels (in the interest of "freedom of 
choice") so that it ceases to have any 
coherent existence in the life of the 
nation and thereby loses its power of 
criticism. The disarray of the BBC which 
became evident in the "Real Lives" 
dispute gave them the opportunity for 
this. 

A competent Opposition would have 
stopped Vincent Hanna in his tracks and 
supported the Government for the 
purpose of preserving the established 
system, which was very much in its 
interest. Instead of doing that, it 
encouraged Hanna in his illusions. 

Broadcasting of the particular kind 
developed in Britain has made it possible 
to be part of society while staying at 
home. It has brought society into the 
bedsit. It keeps people at home and yet 
socialises them. And it has absorbed 
national culture as a whole into itself. 

It seems to me that Douglas Hurd has 
reckoned that the middle class has a 
national existence independent of 
television, that national broadcasting 
makes the masses too well-informed and 
undeferential, and that it is possible to 
restore middle class social dominance by 
dismantling national broadcasting. The 
pe.ople are to be re-proletarianised by 
removing from them - by trivialising - 

this vicarious means of social 
experience which is subversive of 
hierarchy. 

And all this is conceivable, and is 
actually beginning to happen, because of 
the absence of an effective Opposition, 
an absence which Hobsbawm denies; 
because Labour's march was halted years 
ago for reasons which he cannot 
acknowledge, and because this march will 
only ever be resumed when it fmally 
recovers the political orientation of 
which he has been a life-long enemy. 



Football - no identification 
without representation 

By Dan Ackroid 

Association Football is a product of 
British Imperialism but such a 
successful product that no one cares to 
describe it as such. It was in Britain that 
Football was synthesised out of a number 
of different types of ball-games. And it 
was the British in various parts of the 
world who spread it and made it the first 
world game; the first to be played by a 
great diversity of countries with not very 
much else in common. 

Football was also very much a game 
for the urban working class. It lends 
itself to being played in streets; more so 
than Cricket, very much more so than 
Rugby. And the upper classes decided it 
was a game that should be left to the 
plebs, while they concentrated on Cricket 
and Rugby. Grammer Schools, when 
they still existed, mostly followed this 
trend. 

However, it was never the working 
class which controlled Football. The 
supporters whose tickets paid for the 
game did not have the actual power. This 
belonged, usually, to local businessmen 
who became directors. 

Football has shared the crisis of the 
traditional urban working class. Even 
though it became a game for all classes - 

with footballers getting knighthoods, 
even - it had an obsolete structure. Not 
only was it independent of the people 
who paid for it; the structure of the 
Football League created a charmed circle 
of clubs that was almost impossible to 
break into. 

Within the four divisions of the 
Football League, the bottom two or four 
are relegated, to be replaced by the top 
two or four from the league below. But 
this does not happen at the bottom of 
the Fourth Division. The clubs within 
the Football League vote whether or not 
they are to be relegated, and replaced by 
good non-league clubs. And, knowing 
that they themselves could be in such a 
position in a few years time, they vote 
not to relegate. Non-league clubs 
normally get in only when a League club 
goes bankrupt. Once in, they tend to do 
very well. 

This was the system for a great many 
years. There has recently been a minor 
reform; one non-league club is let in each 

year. And this is too little, too late. 
Because non-league clubs were kept out, 
the League tends to reflect 19th-century 
patterns of industry. And many of those 
industries were in serious and continuous 
decline. 

A serious reform is long overdue, and 
various people have from time to time 
proposed one. Sensible measures would 
be: 
- clubs to be run by committees elected 

by their supporters. 
- automatic relegation of the bottom four 

clubs in the fourth division, so that 
the League really did consist of the 
best clubs. 
But Labour never had the courage to 

tackle the matter. There were always 
plenty of vested interests prepared to 
defend the existing set-up. Labour has 
tended to be a party of radical ideas, but 
not of radical actions. There are plenty 
of good ideas, but when it comes to the 
crunch, nothing is done. The 1945 
Labour Government, led by Attlee and 
Bevin, was the great exception to this 
pattern. It is for this reason that the 
Ernest Bevin Society chose that 
particular name. Labour has never lacked 
dreamers of fine dreams. What it has 
been short of has been people who can 
translate some of the dreams into reality. 

Anyway, Football was left alone by 
Labour. Thatcher would also probably 
have left it alone, had not hooliganism 
suddenly become a big issue in national 
and even international politics. 

In most human societies, you will find 
young men banding together to fight 
other groups of young men. In tribal 
societies, this formalised as war and 
raiding. In more complex societies, war 
and raiding are reserved to trained and 
disciplined armies. Informal violence is 
frowned upon, though it usually exists 
regardless. 

Football hooliganism is merely one 
form of this ancient pattern. It is not, as 
some supposed, a reaction by the very 
poor and unemployed. Rather, it is a 
rather violent and informal sport, 
practiced by young men who often have 
good jobs and good prospects. They 
tend to be there for the football as well 
as the "aggro", and to be serious and well- 

informed supporters of their teams. 
It is not random or mindless violence. 

There are rules, of sorts. In principal, 
hooligans should only fight other 
hooligans - though this is not always the 
case in practice. Violence is kept within 
limits, so that deaths are exceptional and 
usually accidental. Hooligans doubtless 
enjoy it very much - just as other young 
men enjoy Boxing, Rugby or Motor 
Racing. And the hysteria of the tabloids 
doubtless gives them a warm glow of 
satisfaction. 
Thatcher's answer has been to treat all 

fans as potential criminals, and to plan a 
system of identification for everyone 
who attends a football match. In return 
for being tagged and branded, the fans 
will get exactly nothing. They will 
remain ticket-fodder, with no rights at 
all. 

Identification may reduce hooliganism - 
or force the next generation of violent 

young men to turn to other forms of 
aggro. It will also probably be quite bad 
for the game, making things even less 
pleasant for casual spectators. But I 
doubt if Thatcher would care very much. 
And, very probably, it will pave the way 
for a general use of identity cards, 
voluntary at first, but becoming more and 
more necessary. And that is something 
she probably does want. 

It would be different if there were some 
positive aspect to it. If people are forced 
to carry identification cards, then they 
should become real membership cards, 
which gave their holders the right to 
choose and replace the club's 
management. And it could be that some 
of the hooligans would be more 
responsible if they were given a little bit 
of responsibility. 

In any case, football should be made 
the property of its supporters, the people 
who keep it alive. They should be 
allowed to make the game whatever they 
want it to be. They could hardly do a 
worse job than the present bunch, who 
are happy to remain top dogs in a 
declining game. 

Labour should raise the · cry - rw 
identification without representation! 


