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All right on the night? 
The evidence of the opinion polls is that 
the country is undecided. Unless there is 
some lucky accident during the next few 
weeks which swings the electorate to La 
bour, it seems likely that on election day 
the outcome will be decided when a couple 
of million floating voters will finally make 
up their minds on grounds no more sub 
stantial than the toss of a coin. 
The present Labour leadership has never 

appreciated the remarkable degree of 
objectivity which characterises the Eng 
lish electorate. There are the two main 
blocs of voters which vote Labour or Tory 
almost by instinct.But there is a very large 
floating vote made up of people from 
across the whole spectrum of society who 
pride themselves on figuring things out 
and voting for the good of the country. 
During the eighties unemployed labourers 
voted for Thatcher in large numbers. They 
did not do so because they liked Thatcher 
ism. They did so because somebody had to 
govern the country and they found the 
Labour alternative unreasonable. Eventu 
ally they found that Thatcher had become 
unreasonable, and Labour would undoubt 
edly have won if she had not been ousted. 
Now, with Thatcher gone and the country 
deep in recession, they are undecided. 
That is the measure of their distrust of the 
present Labour leadership. 
A few years ago Mr Kinnock decided 

that Labour should become the listening 
party.But it was only a gimmick, a phrase. 
Mr Kinnock, with his arbitrary, manage 
rial style of leadership, has all but de 
stroyed the hearing apparatus of his party. 
The Labour Party can on longer • say, 

like that Bank used to say, that its roots are 
its branches. (Nor, for that matter, can the 
Bank: but that is another story). Branch 
life in the Party is virtually extinct. Public 
opinion polls are no substitute for nerve 
endings among the grass roots. 
The Tory Party is often sneered at as a 

mere apparatus controlled by the leader 
ship which can exert no influence on pol 
icy formation. But that is the state of 
affairs that the Kinnock reforms are de- 

signed to bring about in the Labour Party. 
And it isn't true that Tory membership can 
exert no influence on the leadership. A 
comprehensive and regular process of 
consultation goes on between Tory Cen 
tral Office and Tory organisations at grass 
roots level. There is still vigorous party 
life amongst the Tories. It has all but died 
in great regions of the Labour Party. 
An active branch life combined with a 

competent and purposeful leadership is 
much superior to the best public opinion 
poll even forrecording public feeling. But 
the business of a political party is not 
simply to listen, but to influence. 
Mr Kinnock imagines he can hear all he 

needs to hear through public opinion polls, 
and that he can exert all the influence he 
needs to exert through television appear 
ances. It isn't so. And the Tories, who 
acquired great expertise in the use of tele 
vision, know that it isn't so. Even in the 
great days of Saatchi and Saatchi they 
never neglected party life. 
The absence of Labour Party life under 

Mr Kinnock is one of the reasons why the 
NHS has not become the sort of vital issue 
it could be. Mr Cook has tried. But he can 
only make it an issue on national televi 
sion for a day or two, and then some other 
piece of news drives it out. But if active 
branches, well briefed by a competent 
central leadership, were operating at a 
thousanddifferentjunctures where a thou 
sand different grounds for dissatisfaction 
with the NHS 'reforms' arise, and feeding 
concrete information back to the centre 
for distillation, then a great wave of public 
opinion would be generated. 
Public opinion is not something which 

can form itself into an effective force 
independently of the operation of political 
parties. If Neil Kinnock ever reads the 
statement just made it will probably sound 
very Leninist to him, remind him of the 
Militant Tendency, and assure him that he 
is on the right track. But it is no more than 
a statement of how the major British po 
litical parties have functioned ever since 
they were reorganised to make democracy 

an effective and stable mode of govern 
ment following the 1832 Reform. Kin 
nock's reformed Labour Party is the first 
major British party not to conduct its af 
fairs in that way as a matter of course. 
The Tory leaders have really done a 

marvellous job on Kinnock, Peter Man 
delson, Charles Clarke et al., convincing 
them that the well-established mode of 
conducting party politics in a democracy 
is an alien and subversive intrusion into 
British life, while making certain that the 
Tory Party continues to behave in that old 
fashioned way. 
This difference could well be crucial on 

election day. The Tories have the tradi 
tional kind of grass roots party and so they 
will be able to get out the vote that the 
opinion polls show is there to be got out. 
But Kinnock and his colleagues seem to 
assume that the vote will get itself out - 
that everyone who answers the question of 
a pollster in the street is an autonomous 
little political party all on his own and will 
get himself ( or herself) out on election day 
to register his opinion as an actual vote. A 
wealth of political experience says that it 
is a foolish assumption. It has always been 
the case that on the day of the election a 
sizeable percentage of the potential sup 
port indicated by canvassing (and not just 
by opinion polls) has to be coaxed and 
badgered and hijacked into turning itself 
into actual votes. 
Given the current condition of the Tory 

and Labour Parties on the ground, it would 
seem sensible to deduct a few points from 
Labour's showing in opinion polls as an 
allowance for the fact that in an important 
organisational sense it has ceased to be a 
party. 
We can only conclude by repeating what 

we said at the start. Mr Kinnock has cho 
sen to make this election a personal effort 
of his own on the Labour side. This is 
something which has never been done 
before in British politics. We can only 
wish him "Good Luck", and say that he 
had better win. D 
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Tr,ade Union 
Diary 

lby Dave Chapel 
GavinL~ 
Thisi.sSD:eofi..&:TIJRcarnes an interview 
with Afill~_,Gavinl..a.ird. I have had 
occas:io11.ioth'.i!~tobehig;hly critical of 
Mr Laird-~bisprnitions on the Labour 
Party Moc~ ~<!lmgaining, industrial 
demoorncy £ad o:iter issaes, 
This oolID:Im will comiIJ:ue to be critical. 

However; oo:i! tbiug dmil: came across in 
the m1erri1:;W u-as dm1 Gavin Laird was a 
decent, ~ runon official. So what? 
you: may ~ Well. at a time when 
cyn:i,ci9J,~aud!re!f-seeking have 
beelil~tDfui!smtnsofa virtue in much 
of the ~ Dllffi:DlPwmt, decent people 
are valm::d Wii.J bigbly by this journal. 
Au.~ tll1l:':IB! mrion level, Mr Laird 
must :al£'O tie con._,QI81nlated on his success 
in nego'.lk1ir;;glfu!Dreigerwith theEETPU 
with fuee-..~retnm or the latter to the 
TUC 
Theeiqmlsm1rnftheEETPU was a very 

shaobwafiar~ The real reason was 
revenge b W~. But the behaviour 
ofa.!J' mmmsi:omlrdl w Murdoch's move 
to Wappmg wa. cirerulful. 
Tbe RGA £lli SOOAT have merged 

intotheGra~~and Media Union, 
and appeurn be promoting the interests of 
all their DIBillros.. Tire AEU is merging 
widl1ilieEETIPU~lbelatterwasbehaving 
in an~ eccentric way. 
So ~ we can all put that whole 

episode h"Jinnd os.Ifwe can, Gavin Laird 
can rake a~~ of the credit. 

Humans are Am:ma.ls, too! 
The Body Shop in Dublin recently sacked 
the s.l:mp steward Md the assistant shop 
steward. Th.e staff casne out on strike and 
were ai1ro saclred They were replaced by 
non-union members. Questioned about 
this, Body Shop boss, Anita Roddick said 
that unions were unnecessary in her 
compsay .. "'fihey are only needed", she 
said, "wl:J:enfuelJilanageme,ntare bastards". 
Ms Roddick has decided that her 

management are not "bastards". If this 
view is disputed, those who oppose her 
can always be replaced by pliant, dumb 
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animals. 

The Sack-full of Money. 
Many years ago when working for a small 
engineering company, I made a set of 
panels - all the wrong size. They told me 
to collect my tools, gave me my money 
and P 45 and ordered me off the premises. 
I was a bit aggrieved. But I had made a 

mess of the job, cost the firm money, 
albeit a small amount, and at least I was 
paid up till Friday. I didn't think there had 
been an injustice.That was the way of 
things. 
Now I realise it is not necessarily the 

way of things. It seems that my fate applies 
only to small mistakes and small losses. 
Sir Ralph Halpern saw Burtons profits 

plunge and was given £2 million to go. 
Now his successor, Lawrence Cooklin 
has been given £1 million to leave after 
only 15 months in the job. His achievement 

was to actually preside over a loss for 
Burtons - a £165 million loss to be exact. 
Clearly, somewhere along the line I've 

made the wrong career move. 
Now, one may expect this kind of carry 

on from the ruling orders, and it is getting 
more and more common these days. 
But I'm not at all sure what to make of the 

case of Roy Evans, General Secretary of 
the Iron and Steel Trades Confederation. 
This union leader is paid £40,000 a year 
and is in line for a good pension. But he 
wants to retire early with a £100,000 
handshake. I wonder what they think of 
this at Ravenscraig ? 

Bleak House 
Pinching the workers' pension fund money 
has been roundly condemned at least while 
the culprit was Robert Maxwell, and when 
the old rogue was declared well and truly 
dead. 
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Stealing involves the intention of 
permanently depriving someone of their 
property. I suspect Maxwell did not have 
such an intention. Indeed, I doubt if he 
thought of the money as being anything 
less than his own, to do with as he pleased. 
Much of the money has disappeared and 

a massive operation is under way to recover 
it. Good! say the Maxwell pensioners. 
Unfortunately the recovery of the money 
is not being pursued on their behalf. 
A large body of wealthy people are after 

the money for themselves. They have every 
intention of permanently depriving the 
pensioners of their property. And it's all 
lovely and legal. 
First call on the money is from the lawyers 
- and there are a lot of them. Second call is 
from the administrators and the liquidators 
such as Price Waterhouse. And these 
people charge enormous fees. I do not 
have the figures charged by the Maxwell 
administrators and liquidators. But the 
fees charged in the BCCI affair give an 
indication. 
Touche Ross admit to charging £1.45 

million a week - all of which will come out 
of the depositors' savings. They admit that 
they, and others involved, could well take 
the entire assets of BCCI. 
If I were a Mirror pensioner, I wouldn't 

want to bet that there will be anything left 
for them after the legalised spivs have 
taken their snouts out of the trough. 

European Trade Unionism 
I believe that, following the merger 
between the AEU and the EEPTU, Bill 
Jordan has set his sights on a link-up or 
even a merger with the German engineering 
union, IG Metall. 

Last year, in an interview with the 
L&TUR, Jack Jones pointed out that 
European union mergers were faced with 
the problem of most states having two or 
more trade union centres - divided on 
political and religious affiliations. 
Britain and Germany (and Ireland, leaving 
aside the complication ofN. Ireland), are 
unique in having a single trade union centre 
(or TUC). 
It is therefore a sensible move to begin 

merger talks with British and German 
unions. If this process is widened to cover 
other unions, it could also be of value in 
bringing about an end to the divisions that 
beset the trade union movement in France, 
Italy, Spain and elsewhere. I can only wish 
Bill Jordan the very best in his endeavours. 

Sights set on I. G. Meta!Jil? 

Civil Service 
The Government is calling in finns of 
consultants to examine the workings of 
the different sections of the civil se,rvia:. 
This is with a view to privatising as m.um 
of the service as possible - inc!umngpmts 
of the NHS. 
Britain probably has about the~ 

smallest and most efficient civil ~J'lioeof 
any modem state. The governme:ut _ll'lam. 
where not purely ideological, are just. a 
way of providing more money for friends 
in the private sector. 
The consultants will draw up the specific 

job specifications. They are also, ofcoorne. 
consultants to private companies. 
These companies can then tailor d.reir 

applications immediately, or even 
beforehand, to these specifications. 
Indeed, the specifications can be milarm 
to suit the consultants' s favourite 
companies. 

The economy already demands great 
mobility of labour, and this will increase 
as the economy grows again. So more and 
more workers are subject to arbitrary 
:heJhaviour by employers. If you don't like 
what the boss (someone like Anita 
Roddick, for example) says, then you can 
simply join the dole queue. 

vk Blair may be sound on many things. 
He probably cannot be expected to know 
from his own experience how oppressive 
mbitrnry rule by employers can be. 
He should consult more people with 

experience of normal work and make sure 
dmtt ·[bis reversal of this particularly nasty 
bit of Tory legislation receives top priority 
in ooy Labour programme. 
He coo also reassure John Smith. Such 

a policy will cost the government nothing. 

What about the Workers? 
Tony Blair, Labour's Shadow 
Employment Secretary, was in~nri:ewerl 
recently by the Financial Times. On 
specific policies he was rather vagee, 
though he saw the need for a partnesship 
between government, workers and 
industry. 
He was also well aware of the historical 

resistance to such a partnership i.n the 
trade unions. This is all very welcome. He 
said, however, that he was "not yet 
decided" about reversing the Tories' 
extension from 6 months to 2 years the 
period before employees are protected 
against unfair dismissal. 

i!Cl@,n& Banker 
For the past year, Mr Malcolm Edwards, 
crnnmercial director of British Coal, has 
been effectively suspended from duties. 
He bas now resigned. 
Recently, in evidence to the Commons 

Energy Select Committee it was Mr 
Edwards who said that it was likely that 
me, British coal industry would shrink 
from 50 pits to about 12 by themid-1990s. 
Mr Edwards, who had worked for British 
Coal for 35 years, was regarded, rightly or 
wrongly, as the main (if not the sole) 
defender of the industry on the Board. 
Frank Dobson said: "It is a sad day for 
British Coal to lose the only board member 
who bad any enthusiasm for the British 
coal industry." Such a response allows Mr 
Dobson to atleast use the affair to intervene 
OH behalf of the industry. 
hllJNi President, Arthur Scargill, said: 

"'"falcolm Edwards was an ardent 
support.er of privatisation and the whole of 
British Coal's board of management, 
including Mr Edwards, should have been 
sacked years ago." 
Thanks Arthur! That was useful. 
This journal believes in the coal industry. 
Preserving it is the top priority. More 
important than the privatisation issue. If 
anything useful is to be done, Arthur 
Scargill and his union are going to have to 
get off their high horse and enter the muddy 
waters where the real struggle for the 
future of the coal industry is taking place. 
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Analysis 

Devolution: the long 
funeral march 

Pasehtam R~atlJ]] analyses the reasons for Labour's 
high-ri'slr. stmtegyof Devolution All Round 

With S:O ii:ttre ID~ between the two 
main pries b t.ru:::is of economic policy 
and snch a lIDJdl g;:::p between them in the 
opinion ]PODs. hi: is oot surprising that 
matrers ~ ~ lire economy have 
startoo to~ to die fure in the election 
campruga. As ~ pointed out in the 
Editorial m I..&11JR No 26 (Labour's 
Deaitln! Wmb amfil the British 
Co~).ful2bom Party seems set 
to phIDgi!iltt1J~aootbecountry into a 
constitnfiom!la:msifelected. This is now 
bemgarp'i;;,mffilghlefully by the Tories, 
secure in It.! fuiowledge that a major 
uowlIIlrn:.~ c:o::si.intional reform (for 
refonn.reailaisis1)oo top of an economic 
crisis is mx: ~ dnng VOteIS want. 
In an ~ilit:'r: m tire Guardian (Tues Jan 

21st) Hnoo~ Offire minister John Patten 
poimlriicrtrmtJ Rboor' splan for a Scottish 
Pad.ianre<iillf.O i:ne~nti~he.d within a year 
oft:heiir~offirebasbeeri the essential 
drive hcliind lire :.GS! of their plans for 
devob1tioo to the English and Welsh 
regions. ~ gre:2mr plans are made 
necessary ~ of the West Lothian 
q u estioo. :ramoo li:rel.e,sly by Tam Dal yell 
during rue~ of the devolution bills 
for ScodE;::d ~ Walt:S under the last 
LabomGtwoo:-mew, and named in honour 
ofh:ism1.,,,i1,0,.,_-y_ The practical effect of 
the prob!LID,aspmby Dalyell, is to make 
it coo~ impossible to devolve 
powes sa~ ID only one or two 
regions of thl! UK. If powers on certain 
mauers ae~ from Westminster to 
a reg:i:omd ~ then it becomes 
imp.OSSll"ble to discuss those matters in the 
House of Commons since they properly 
do 11ut oonrem it. 

Whw a <revolved parliament was 
established m Nonbem Ireland in 1922 a 
parliamentnyconvention was established 
atthesametinrewbereby Westminster did 
not discuss or legislate for those matters 
devolved to Stormont. They were said to 
be "reserved for lb.e oonsideration of the 
Northern Ireiandl Parliament". The other 
sideof tllecoi:unvastllati\1Ps from Northern 
Ire Land were expected not to participate or 
vote in Westminster when it considered 

the same matters in relation to the rest of 
the country. (This had little practical 
effect in the short run since Stormont 
merely enacted Westminster legislation 
on a "step-by-step" basis, but it led to the 
exclusion of Northern Ireland from the 
party political process with subsequent 
disastrous results). Exactly the same 
principle could be expected to apply to 
any devolved parliament in Scotland. 
If substantial powers on certain matters 

are devolved to a Scottish Parliament then 
there is no reason why Scottish MPs should 
expectto be able to participate, or, crucially 
for Labour, vote when such matters are 
being debated at Westminster since such 
matters would simply not concern them. 
In fact, the only questions at Westminster 
which would concern them would be those 
relating to the size (not the distribution) of 
the block grant for public expenditure in 
Scotland, and such general matters of 
state as defence and foreign policy. If, as 
is proposed by Labour, the Scottish 
Parliament is also to receive substantial 
revenue raising powers, then many general 
questions of economic policy would also 
be removed from them. 
That, at least, is according to 

parliamentary convention. Labour, if it 
has a working majority, can simply choose 
to ignore convention andrailroad its policy 
through anyway - that is exactly what 
Michael Foot did as leader of the House 
under the Callaghan government. There 
are many who hold that such conventions 
are 'out of date' and wish to see the UK 
adopt a 'modern' constitution. Unhappily 
however such conventions often reflect 
simple commonsense and that is the case 
with this one. 

If, after a year, MPs from England, 
Wales and Northern Ireland are debarred 
from considering measures which are the 
preserve of the Scottish Parliament there 
is no reason in logic why Scottish MPs 
should be able to consider such measures 
as apply only to therestofthecountry. But 
what becomes of senior Labour figures 
like Robin Cook in the hiatus between the 
establishment of the Scottish Parliament 

and regional parliaments elsewhere? 
Early in his parliamentary career Cook 

was a supporter of devolution. He changed 
his mind on the matter during the Callaghan 
government and opposed it in debate 
although he was, like everyone else, 
whipped into supporting the passage of 
the bills. 
Now, in public, at least, he supports it 

again. As a front bench spokesman he can 
perhaps do nothing but support party policy 
on something with which he is intimately 
concerned (though the same self-denying 
ordinance does not appear to apply to 
Northern Ireland spokesman Kevin 
MacNamara who makes no apology for 
his opposition to the Party's policy of 
extending the 1967 Abortion Act to the 
province). However, Cook's own position 
as Secretary of State for Health in a Labour 
government at Westminster would become 
practically untenable if it came to pass. As 
a Scottish MP he could not in practice 
concern himself with health policy outside 
Scotland since the relevant minister would 
not be based in London but in Edinburgh. 
In fact, it is only ifhe succeeded in getting 
himself elected to the Scottish Parliament 
as well, that he could concern himself with 
health policy at all. 
The Labour leadership is only too well 

aware of all of these problems. It was after 
all John Smith who, as a minister at the 
Scottish Office, steered the Scotland bill 
through the Commons under Callaghan 
and Foot. Smith at least has the virtue of 
consistency - something which cannot in 
the least be said of Neil Kinnock. 
In his article John Patten referred to the 

"political somersaults" of both Kinnock 
and Paddy Ashdown on the question of 
devolution. However, while Ashdown 's 
tumblings have added greatly to the gaiety 
of the nation and considerably endeared 
him thereto, Kinnock appears as merely 
unprincipled. 
Awareness of the problems of devolution 
has not enhanced the Labour leadership's 
ability to deal with them. By half-heartedly 
tacking on devolution for the English and 
Welsh regions it appears to be hoped that 
the West Lothian problem can be 
circumvented. If power can be devolved 
generally throughout the UK from 
Westminster then the constitutional 
problem of devolving to one region simply 
disappears, like Carroll's Chesire Cat, one 
must suppose. 
The Cheshire Cat, of course, left its 

smile behind, and in this case the smile is 
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undoubtedly going to reappear on the 
face of the Tory Party Chairman, Chris 
Patten. 

The electorate will not need much 
convincing that Labour's plans for a whole 
new tier of local or regional government, 
on top of those which already exist, will be 
monstrously expensive, wasteful and 
inefficient. The justifications for it given 
in Labour's policy document "Devolution 
and Democracy" (July 1991) are 
threadbare. 
Pointing to Europe, the document notes 

the economic success of Germany and, 
recently, Spain, both countries which allow 
extensive autonomy to their regions. It is 
not worth devoting much space to the 
childishness and frivolousness of the 
analysis which equates relative economic 
success with regional autonomy in these 
two cases. Suffice it to say that in the case 
of Germany, economic success was 
achieved despite the lack of strong central 
government largely because it was 
bequeathed the most advanced system of 
industrial relations in Europe by Ernest 
Bevin when the Allies were determining 
its post war political configuration. 
In the case of Spain the lack of a 

democratic central government bedeviled 
its economic development for nearly four 
decades. Its regions, which are 
linguistically and culturally far more 
diverse than those of the UK, had to make 
what they could of themselves during this 
period. It was only after the transition to 
a democratic central government that it 
could gain admission to the European 
Community and thereafter its relatively 
low wage costs and large market made it 
the focus of vast inward investment; hence 
its rapid economic growth. 
A move to a system of regiona authorities 
in Britain would, as Neil Kinnock (in 
another life) said "pit region against region 
and country against country" in the 
competition for central funding and in ward 
investment. It would undermine all 
national economic planning, not to 
mention wage bargaining, and is a recipe 
for chaos in what little remains of 
manufacturing industry. So why is the 
entire Labour leadership prepared to 
support it solely as a means of squaring the 
circle on devolution for Scotland? 
According to John Patten, it is because 

the Labour Party is running scared before 
the electoral threat of the SNP; devolution 
is essentially a sop to nationalist sentiment 

in Scotland. Labour feels obliged to offer 
it for fear of being outflanked in one of its 
heartlands. 

By offering Devolution All Round it 
will minimise the electoral damage doae 
to the party through the exclusion of 
Scottish MPs from Parliamentary ai:ffims 
at Westminster and ensure that "cl[Jffent 
national and regional disparities in 
Exchequer support will be able to remain 
substantially unaltered, southern liROJle 

flowing north to support S cotland, Soorusbt 
MPs coming south in dispropemcnste 
numbers in perpetuity". 

By making such a statement Panm 
reveals not only the sniggering L.ittk 
England mentality that allowed bis JEWJI 
to destroy itself in Scotland w'i11h me poll 
tax; it also betrays an ignorance of the 
depth of the problem that ooth the 
nominally unionist parties now :im're m 
relation to the Scottish national qo~ 

The "Union" between Ern,ghmd 2JJ1d 
Scotland, whatever the cirrc~ 
which brought it about , has .al"il,,ays 0000 
treated constitutionally as a Dion of 
sovereign equals which exists, despite i18 
vicissitudes, because of long term mntm,tl 
advantage - aLockean social eonnact in 
fact. 
Such contracts, however, have the mmit. 

of being broken if one of the ~ 
becomes arrogant and overweening m · 
use of power, and that is the :innnooiau: 
danger with respect to Scotlaed, It is 
really a bit rich for Patten k); tJilk aboot 
"southern (i.e. English money fln · 
north when "northern" (i.e, Soonish) oil 
revenues have been filling Lo:mron' 
coffers for a decade and a half. If lire 
Union were considered to beo.fim:~ 
then the Tories would not treat it so tightly. 
but since the Tories do not stmd to ilooe 
electorally by the break up of the Union 
then they can afford to be ambivalem. 
Labour, on the other hand, cannot. It is 
ironic under the circumstances to hem" 
GordonBrowncomplainingthattfu.eTmies 
are "playing fast and loose with tke Umo.lil". 
The statement would carry some '>1leigillt.if 
Labour was intent on maint:ainmg \In~ 

Union, and was principled about do:ing so. 
But every dog in the street knows toot 
Labour has been playing fast and Joose 
with the Union for the last decade and a 
half for petty electoral reasons. No attemps 
has been made to argue that it ac mall y has 
a value, and none is being made now. 
Given that 13 years ofToryism has made 

voters in Scotland ambivalent themselves 
about full independence where they were 
not before, Labour is handing the SNP a 
powerful weapon in the form of a 
parliament. There is no point in 
complaining about others playing fast and 
loose with the Union when you yourself 
propore to set in place the political 
stracmres which will dismantle it. After 
dreesilablishment of a Scottish Parliament 
tire biggest annual event in its life will be 
die debat,e over the size of the block grant 
fi:nm Westminster in the budget. The 
Labear government which establishes such 
par!l.rament will be under the greatest 

~ sare to maximise the value of that 
~. 
But no matter how much it is it will not 

be seeu by the SNP as enough. Since the 
IP will be Labour's opposition in the 

Soottish Parliament then the blame for 
im!deqna,te public finance in Scotland will 
be Jrudl firmly at Labour's door. 
\\fha,iever their faults the SNP are 

certainly not short of political intelligence. 
They have never made any secret of the 
ract that they supported the last Labour 
govemment' s plans for devolution because 
they saw it as a stepping stone to 
iadependen ce. 

By itself the discovery of oil was not 
tll!""c.Il sufficient to generate a popular 
iLIDand for independence, but the manner 

:in which the Tories have treated Scotland, 
E1lrl. die fact that Labour does not see the 
poi:n.t of parliamentary democracy in 
Braamas involving the maintenance of its 
im.titn:tions, means that Scotland is now 
12kmg :fhe matter seriously. Since, 
2COO!ding to analysts, the oil can provide 
a. financial underpinning for any new 
stare mto the next century, and since the 
political structures which would facilitate 
the development of a state will be set in 
tram within a year of Labour taking office, 
itishard 10 see how the momentum towards 
independence might be stopped. The 
consequences for Labour as a national 
pmty will be disastrous, and it is hard to 
seebow a Labour government could ever 
agam win any election to Westminster. 
But it seems that the present leadership 
il'tegards any price as worth paying in order 
to Will this one. 
As for the voters (on both sides of the 
border), it is not clear that they realise 
how high a price will have to be paid, still 
less that they are ready to pay it. D 

Page 6 



Analysis 

Undermining Britain's 
coal industry 

David ~.vies explains the scandalous nature of the 
goven1J11£1l11s programme to sacrifice the British 
coal. inibJStry on the altar of its privatisation dogma. 

In its ~ to complete the 
privafi<;Uim of me ene.gy industry the 
G ove,Il11iln:.Lc~ set: to listen to ad vice 
which~ Im:! all but 12 to 14 of 
Britain's~ coal mines be closed. 
This mc:f-i:v; ~ apocity will be cut to 
pe,hapsa~~ofitspresent level. The 
effoctwilliie~aroal import demand 
adding ruassitdy to the balance of 
paymesis defic:il,, dte loss of up to 40,000 
direct jom~mlwIDly again in supporting 
mdnstm:s. N:ot cll people agree with this 
policy, yet t!Je Labour Opposition has 
comenpwt'"Juocrediblealternative. Other 
than bemg 2:! odds with the TUC over 
how mid. wm1 i'.RClea.r power should be 
abandmroo, it does not yet appear to have 
a ooh'.eii.t:iill~ policy of its own. 

B:r$:ini3dl~ inpower supplies. 
It has one of d1f: best developed coal 
ind~ m &fE world with the largest 
mir1eable~inEuro;pe. It houses the 
only 11tt•m1u?"ore oil resources in the EC, 
consideraht~ mJ:m"al gas and the longest 
established imck2:r industry. There is a 
small but efficient hydroelectric capacity 
and i:nassn'f!potenrial for harnessing tidal 
power, We zre alone in Europe and 
unequalmdi:mnostofthe world in such an 
embarrassmenlofenergychoices. Yetwe 
are about to become a major importer. 
M01egaswillcomefromNorway,nuclear 
generntcdclOCiricity from France and coal 
- manymillionsoftonnesof it- from as far 
away as C'olmobia and Australia. 

1:1. is pernsps almost a side issue that 
despite being net oil exporters and one of 
the largest producers of crude 
internationally, we pay well above the 
workl average for petrol at the pumps. 

Against this background the price of 
power to both industrial and domestic 
users is moving up and steep increases 
have been promised m the near future. 

Now you have to ask why this is so. 
The Conservative Government 

inherited this great wealth in 1979. It used 
the energy bank as the lynch pin of its 
privatisation programme and recently 
restated its policy thus: "It is untrue that 
this Government has no energy policy. 
The Government's policy is to encourage 
the most efficient supply of energy by 
ensuring that market forces are allowed to 
work in energy markets, ie, promoting 
competition and privatisation." Such a 
simple solution was bound to hit problems 
because energy is a complex issue. In 
putting British Gas in the private sector 
the Government exchanged one monopoly 
for another, surrendering the few 
advantages of a nationalised industry 
without gaining any of the perks of the 
market place. Proof of this it that BG and 
the Office of Pair Trading have been locked 
in combat for months over the BG 
ownership of the North Sea pipeline 
network. In splitting electricity generation 
into only two components, a similar result 
was achieved. The old CEGB and its 
Scottish counterpart SSEB were not 
particularly efficient but had an overriding 
and legal requirement to produce electricity 
for the nation at all times. That fell away 
with privatisation whilst costs to the 
consumer, particularly industry, have 
continued to climb. 

There was at least one benefit from 
electricity privatisation: nuclear power 
had to be tested financially for the first 
time in its forty-year history. It came 
bottom of the class. There could be no 
question of tarting it up for a quick sale. It 
is now having remedial lessons and may 
be asked to leave the school if Labour is 
elected. Ignoring such unquantifiables as 
decommissioning costs, pollution concerns 
and insurance risks, nuclear power is 
simply expensive. The cost of producing 
a unit of nuclear electricity is around 5.5 
pence compared with 3.9 pence for coal 
and oil. Which leaves coal. 

The industry has been in decline as a 
volumeproducerandemployersince 1955, 
when output reached 225 million tonnes 
and direct manpower was over 750,000. 
By 1991 the figures were 92 million tonnes 
and 74,000 people. Productivity, measured 
in output per man-year, had meantime 
risen from 298 tonnes to 1181. The four 
fold increase did not occur accidentally. It 
resulted from massive capital expenditure 
on new mines and the application of 
technology to both machines and methods 
of working, where Britain is accepted as 
the world leader. Coincidentally, 
recoverable resources of onshore coal have 
increased through exploration and 
development to equal 450 years supply. 
This compares with about 20-30 years for 
oil and gas although the latter two tend to 
be extended through technology and 
exploration. 

The restructuring of the coal industry 
came at a high cost which British Coal 
(formerly theNCB) had never been able to 
meet from internal resources. By the end 
of the financial year to March 1989, loans 
from the Government and other sources 
stood at£ 4.3 billions. This is about 10 
pence per tonne of estimated recoverable 
reserves but in practical terms it is the 
equivalent of annual interest costs of over 
£ 6 per tonne of output. 

One of the simplest of the 
Government's solutions on the path to 
privatisation was to promise to write this 
off if the industry could then stand on its 
own in the market place. A substantial 
write down to£ 1.97 billions took place in 
1989/90 and further adjustment in 1990/ 
91 left total indebtedness at£ 1.14 7 billion, 
on which the published interest charges 
were£ 143 millions, or£ l.60pertonneof 
output. Atsome4% of product prices that 
was tenable. Prior to this the Government 
identified its two major bottlenecks, the 
one impinging on the other: The National 
Union of Mineworkers, led by the 
intransigent Arthur Scargill and the 
inability of the mines to make a consistent 
profit. That the Government leaned upon 
the National Coal Board to provoke a 
strike to settle the NUM problem is hardly 
in doubt. The industry had become capital 
intensive as opposed to labour intensive 
and needed flexible working arrangements 
to maximise the use of machinery. Scargill 
refused to budge. So a showdown was 
orchestrated between Government, NCB 
leaders and the power stations, customers 
for 80% of the output. The plan was for 
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massive coal stocks to be run into the 
stations and to rely upon the power unions 
(technology-based and right wing 
inclined) to stay at work. Between 1978 
and 1984, the strike year, the NCB 
increased its own stocks from 10 to 21 
million tonnes, industry from 15 to 24 
millions. In total it exceeded six months 
bum. The NUM was herded, sadly and 
blindly, down the path of self destruction. 
In the earlier conflicts of 1972 and 197 4 a 
more pragmatic leader, Joe Gormley, had 
combined a strong economic argument 
with massive public sympathy to defeat an 
ill-prepared Tory Government. In the 1984 
replay, Arthur Scargill lacked Gormley' s 
public appeal, had 150,000 fewer members 
behind him, ignored, or was ignorant of, 
the changing world energy balance and 
misjudged the preparedness of the 
Government. They heard him well before 
he showed on the horizon. They not only 
beat him but they destroyed his union, 
giving themselves free rein to privatise on 
their own terms. 

Without let or hinderance from the 
NUM they set about Phase 2, reducing the 
industry to its small but privatisable core. 
Laying aside the stick that had served its 
purpose so well, they produced a carrot to 
finish the job. This involved the most 
generous redundancy terms ever offered 
to industry, backed up by an alternative 
which made Robson's choice look like a 
dilemma. Miners were offered, and largely 
accepted, lump sum payments roughly 
equal to£ l,000peryearof service, topped 
up pension rights, the continuation of the 
concessionary coal allowance, assistance 
with new jobs and other benefits in kind. 
Nobody could argue with that. Manpower 
fell from a 1984/5 level of 221,300 to 
74,300 by March 1991. The country lost 
a massive coal investment and a skilled 
labour force. 

So much is history, but the major 
battle is still to be fought. British Coal 
(BC) relies on the two generators, National 
Power and Powergen, for 80% of its sales 
so there are no prizes for guessing who 
dictates the terms. As a cushion between 
the privatisation of electricity in 1990 and 
the planned disposal of BC, the 
Government forced a sales contract on the 
two industries. For the three years ending 
in March 1993, BC was guaranteed a sale 
of 205 million tonnes on a fixed price 
formula to the generators. Although this 
price was above the prevailing world level 
it represented a real reduction of over 28% 
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from BC. After March 1993 a free-for-all 
will develop. The importers we poised 
and ready, port handling capacity is bciug 
built up but, with less than one year to run, 
no new long term contracts have been 
announced. Were this a Saturday 1:Jea 
market there would be an element of fun. 
But this is one of the biggest industries in 
the country, whose well-befog impinges 
on electricity usage, steel, rail m:td rru!rl 
transportandheavymanufacturinginimge 
measure. 

There is no compatibility bet'iV".aeD the 
world seaborne coal trade (relafrvely small. 
priced in dollars and dangerously 
unreliable) and the decision todooemim:s. 
Collieries are rarely re- opened Won 
flood, shafts are filled-in, pit tops ae 
levelled and workers migrate. Why die 
issue of privatisation is beinga'ddroatdns 
critical time is difficult to assess, Iris Jinle 
wonder the Board ofBC isrumomootobe 
less than cohesive, struggoog to sare its 
industry against the prospectitself ofbcing 
shortly unemployed. 

Energy Constants AHJ,dl' 
Variables 

Britain has relied more i.han IDl!J' otbBi" 
nation upon international trade. Tbeswing 
to a free market is probably u~. 
Nor can there be any denymg dm'! the 
turnaround in the fortunes or stool, dIBC2.T 

industry and many areas of IDIDll!~IDg 

owe much to foreign cornpetitien, "Wlm 
needs to be addressed is wnetheXfu::etrarlx: 
economics can still favour the dmneslic 
coal industry or whether real, long term 
damage to the nation will result. 

The direct economic variables are the 
price and supply of coal to the power 
stations and competition in Ure IlillW.ref. 
with other sources of energy. PaiwGF~lion 
demand remains the key. From only 15% 
of coal consumption in 1946 itrosetoover 
70% by 1980 and has increased its snare 
since. This is both a blessing and a: rnrse. 
BC is tied to a semi-monopoly end use 
where the competition is ferocious. II: has 
lost most of its premium markets of ooting 
and household coals. Against that, high 

volumes of small-sized coals lend 
themselves to mechanisation. If long 
te,TI)J) supply contracts could be negotiated 
,then a more assured future would result. 

The inland competition to coal in 
power generation in the next decade is 
from oil, natural gas and nuclear power. In 
1992, !:he proportion of power each source 
provides and the cost of doing so is. See 
table I below. 

Afil important consideration is price 
stability. Inland coal offers the most stable 
profile: its price is a factor of production 
costs, based on pounds sterling. These 
hwe fallen impressively whilst miners 
vmges have risen, thanks to productivity 
increases. Oil, conversely, is traded on the 
world market in US dollars and its price 
swings dangerously. In the past decade a 
hrrrelof crude has moved between $9 and 
S42and the pound has see-sawed between 
;i;I.04 and $2.00. This un-reliability alone 
would argue against oil as a power station 
fuel, but additionally Britain's reserves 
are firnte whilst the politically volatile 
OPEC bloc houses the majority of oil 
reserves in the ground and speaks for over 
30% of world production. 

The supporters of nuclear power are 
~g to desperate tactics. Nuclear 
power's UK friends include Energy 
~ John Wakeham and the erstwhile 
CBI Chairman John Banham. The latter 
mustbavelnstcredibility in his pro-nuclear 
preseutarionatthe 1991 Kent Lecture. He 
reported t!hat (world) oil reserves will be 
emanstro by 2020, gas by 2030 and coal 
by 2050.. Adding the familiar caveat of 
population increases combining with a 
doubling of per capita usage he completed 
tire straight line from an unwarranted 
assumption to a foregone conclusion. This 
leaky old argument has been around since 
at least 1860 and ignores the facts. World 
energy reserves are vast and being added 
to, through new discoveries, every year. 
The argument also acts as a shield against 
fue plain truth: nuclear power is expensive, 
Jct alone dangerous, no matter how you 
massage the figures. 

Table I 

!.d!al on Nuclear fu.dril .Gas 

Cost per unit 3.9-4.Sp 3.9-5.0 5.5 3.5 3.0-3.5 
% Share 76.4 6.2 17.0 0.1 small but growing 

Source: Sunday Times Survey. July 1991. 



Table II 
UK ,eo~l!i!IJjt,~on of Energy (Millions of tonnes of coal or its equivalent) (mtce) 
Yearar C©1d Oil Gas Nuclear Hydro 
19"65 187.5 106.2 1.3 6.1 2.2 
1979 129.6 139.0 71.1 13.8 2.2 
1989 108.1 118.2 80.5 25.9 2.3 

Somre: BP Statistical Review of World Energy. June 1991 

Electricity Total 
303.3 
355.7 

5.2 340.2 

Natural Gas :is lire major domestic threat 
to infand ar-!_ Jt is a convenience fuel 
equa.Il:;r ~ tn firing power station 
boilernm~~dnoctly into houses 
and factn1E&. kam also be broken down, 
like oil, m1D a.~ of b.igh value-added 
c h elillic.rus. 

The bD1. ~-born i.n Britain has 
recovered. following the 1981-85 
downmra, toahom. 340 million tonnes of 
coal ~~ iJs 1978- 79 level. The 
srnft ro gm bas beoosignifican t. See Table 
II above. 
The Ci:lllS8-0Vo :point where natural gas 

overtaseseeelas the largest energy source 
willprohdJlybein 1993. Early experiences 
have ~shown lhe dangers attaching. 
UK oil~ Ere finite and it is thought 
the p100!l'Ctioo will now level o ffin the 8 5- 
110 million tnnaes per year range. Gas 
reserws~-eootlroge. The 1989 year-end 
reserves~ fm tb.e UK (North Sea 
and e~) was 770 mtce, whilst 
production was 57 mtce, to give a reserve 
to-procmction :raio of only 13:5. This 
compares ~a \'.fflltdaverage of 56. For 
compansea UK oil reserves stand at only 
5.5 years )IlOlmClioo (world average 44) 
whilstcoo!~2!:over450 years (world 
average, 130 yem-s). 

The scramble by the generators and 
industria.lOOilSl!illers to purchase contract 
gas suppliiaSmsprovedembarrassing. We 
already import about 16 rntce of gas from 
Norway. British Gas, having launched a 
successful cmnpaigIJ to attract new 
customers. fouoo it could not, in the 
foreseeable&true supply .. Soi t announced 
a major :moeree in the tariffs on new 
contracts. 'Ibis was purely a deterrent. 
Like oil. g:as scl1s internationally on a 
world price quotro in US dollars. This 

price can be as equally volatile as that of 
oil. The relationship is not linear, but on 
an equivalent heat basis, natural gas ill the 
EC was about 52% of the cost of oil ill 
1975, 64% in 1982, nearly level in 1988 
and 70% in 1991-92. Part of this volatility 
is consequent upon the international value 
of the dollar. More, in UK terms, rests 
with British Gas keeping its prices up to 
the level the competition Even so, gas has 
obvious attractions in firing small, rapid] y 
assembled stations using combined cycle 
technology (power generator plus large 
scale space heating). It is rapidly adapt.able 
to demand changes and measures low on 
the pollution scale. But we do not have 
enough and it is host.age to the dollar 
based international price. 

The Real Cost Of Coal 

The price stability which most major 
commodities enjoyed after World War 
Two owed much to the output being in 
the hands of relatively few producers. 
This broke down as more companies and 
countries became producers and 
consumers and free markets took hold. 
The US dollar also became the international 
trading currency. Coincident.ally with 
this, exchange-rates floated, political 
influences intervened and price volatility 
became normal. This volatility is a factor 
of the total proportion of a commodity 
traded internationally. Most coal is in 
consumed near its point of production; 
most oil is exported, as Table III, below, 
shows. 

The price of gas has to an extent 
become host.age to that of oil. The products 
are similar, often found together in the 
ground and are traded by the same 

Coal 
Production (mtce/yr) 3,346 
% Traded internationally 11 % 

Source: Min.iftg Annual Review 

Table III 
Oil 
4,650 
48% 

Natural Gas 
2,580 
15% 

companies. Price volatility has been of the 
order shown in Table 1 V, overleaf. 

Under any circumstances these 
variations are extreme, but what matters to 
Britain is the price in pounds sterling - 
delivered to power stations. BC receives 
about £42 per tonne, a reduction in real 
terms of 28% since 1985/6. In the above 
periods the £ : $ relationship has been 
broadly between 1 :00 to 2:00. Recent 
import prices have been in the $45-50 per 
tonne range. At a£: $ ratio of 1:80 this 
equates to £25-28 per tonne. To this can 
be added about £7 per tonne for landing 
and transport costs, to give a range of£ 32- 
35. But over the extremes of the£:$ range 
if could be (using the lower $45 per tonne) 
£30-52. 

Such a range would spell disaster for 
both the UK coal industry and the 
generators. On a switch to imports it 
would be outside the scope of either to 
control these variables. The possibility of 
the worst case scenario is strong. The UK 
continues to run a balance of payments 
deficit in the teeth of recession. Come a 
recovery, the pound would be under 
pressure, worsened by a coal import bill of 
perhaps $2 billion. Further, the world 
seaborne steam coal trade is only about 
200 million tonnes per year. If the UK 
suddenly become an importer of 40 million 
tonnes, the 20 per cent increase will have 
a marked upward effect on international 
prices. 

As a nation we stand to suffer: 
The loss of 40,000 direct jobs and 
many other indirect ones. 
A balance of payments 
deterioration of £1-2 billion or 
more. 
Over 80% ofour energy sources 
being hostage to international 
price and supply constraints 
including currency fluctuations. 
A writeoff of£ 3.5-4.0 billion in 
a technologically advanced 
industry which supports many 
others. 
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Fuel Price Ranges 1978-1991 

Coal 
Oil 
Natural gas 
Liquified Natural Gas 

(US$/tonne, CIF Europe) 
(US$ /barrel, " " ) 
(US$ /million b.t.u Western Europe) 
(US$ " " " CIF Japan) 

Source: BP Statistical Review of World Energy. June 1991 

Range 
29-58 
9-36 
1.9-4.0 
2.4-5. 

Volatility 
200% 
400% 
210% 
241 % 

Environmental Controls 

Much is being written of the pollution 
damage caused by fossil fuel burning, the 
twin bogeys being CO2 and SO2 gases. 
Britain is responsible for no more than 3% 
of the world total and will see this fall 
further in the future. Sulphur is of more 
immediate concern as it dissolves readily 
in water toproduceacidrain. The problem 
is being addressed by the burning of lower 
sulphur coals (favouring imports) and 
fitting de-sulphurisation plants at power 
stations. These add to the cost (perhaps 

£5 per tonne of coal) but i:mnr1ee meful 
by- products. Carbon dioxide is. a h:m.§..-'W 
term problem. The earth has a balIDJOe 
between its production and oo~ 
of CO2 and oxygen which smneSCIBRtists 
believe is being upset by exoessive fm!l 
burning. There could be an ~ in 
atmospheric CO2. This wrn:ilii ~ the 
absorbtion of incoming short\W.ve~ 
and prevent the escape of long vmw 
radiation from the earth. So fue SIIffa:e 
temperature would rise 'i\'1.fu ~ 
catastrophic effects. Muchohbe~ 
is as yet anecdotal and ~ of 

whauhe UK does, the world will probably 
donble its coal burn progressively over the 
ext thirty years. 

Tue determination to reduce the UK 
coal industry to a shell is based on the 
simple decision to privatise. It is being 
done u1 the light of present financial 
cia:um.slIB.nces, which will change if only 
becaase of the decision itself will change 
lhmi. This particular privatisation is being 
carriedout hastily with scant regard for its 
kmger term conseqences. We may repent 
at leisure. D 

her parents asked if they should bring back 
a sample of the foetus for the purpose of 
proving the identity of the rapist.) 
Mary Robinson would have been in her 

element fighting the Attorney General on 
this case. But she is wasting away in the 
Presidency. 
The would-be liberals have been jolted 

out of the fool's paradise in which they 
lived for a day or two after getting rid of 
Haughey. B utthey are now trying to blame 
the Anti-Abortion amendment on 
Haughey. 

In sober fact the Anti-Abortion 
amendment is due to the other great liberal 
hero (after Dr O'Brien), Dr Garret 
Fitzgerald. Fitzgerald took up the "pro 
life" issue as Fine Gael leader in the 1981 
election campaign. SPUC was then an 
unimportant fringe group,. The boost given 
to it by Fitzgerald made it famous and 
influential overnight. 
Fianna Fail could not sit idly by while 

Fine Gael played the anti-abortion card 
against it. Fitzgerald won the election but 
when it came to formulating the 
Amendment he found himself trumped by 
Fianna Fail on the opposition benches. 

But if he had not been so irresponsible 25 
to seek party advantage by taking up !tire 
matter in the first place, the anti-abo.o-tim 
referendum would never have~ 

Haughey has never stirred op citber 
theological issues in the Repnblk: or 
nationalist passions in the North. Tire~ 
abortion amendment which has led to the 
imprisoning of a fourteen gid ,vithin lire 
jurisdiction of the Republic, anrl tb:eAnglo 
Irish Agreement which has raised the 
killing rate in the North which wasjnsteep 
decline in 1985, are both the wo:rk of Dr 
O'Brien's good friend and kindred spirit. 
Dr Fitzgerald. 
Finally it must be said that the Workers 

Party has behaved disgracefully over the 
past six months. It has a mania about 
Haughey that almost equals DrO'Bnea's, 
Proinsias de Rossa bayed with the pHC 

and he spewed out bile at Noel Davern on 
his appointment to Bducation and was 
disowned by Workers Party memoeas in 
Davern's Tipperary constituency who 
knewhewasaprogressive. Davem'scrime 
was that he pointed out that a Workers 
Party member working in its printing 
operation in the Dail had been convicted 

ofrerroristcrime in the North. This was a 
YNJ mild response to the insufferably 
holier-lhan-thou attitudinising of the 

'mker:s Party towards everybody else in 
themat:rer of terrorism. De Rossa's tirade 
~ all the more inexcusable in that his 
tesrorisr was given security clearance on 
Hanghey's authority after being refused it 
by the routine vetting. 

A oertain amount of humbug is 
unavoidable in politics. But the humbug 
of the Workers Party is extravagant and 
wanton. 
A moderately blind eye is the best way 

of coping with individual matters as 
affected by the Northern Ireland business. 
But the Workers Party carries on about the 
moses in otherpeople's eyes and denounces 
them if they notice the beam in their own. 
It was frantically active in disrupting the 
progressive Government which has just 
fallen. And that will take a lot of forgetting. 
It is conceivable that the reaction will 

over-reach itself and that some good will 
come of it all in the end. But if so that will 
be no thanks to the Workers Party. D 
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As the General Election approaches Gavin Laird, General Secretary of the AEU, 
discusses the lessons of the eighties and the prospects for the nineties 

L&TUR: In l976 Hugh Scanlon led the 
union campaign.against the BullockReport 
with the slogan, "lt's management's right 
to manage" .. How did you feel about the 
prospects for Workers' Control at that 
time, and wha: do you think have been the 
consequencesfor trade unionism as a result 
of the victory ofHugh Scanlon' s position 
over that of Jack Jones? 

Laird: The problem with the Bullock 
Report, as Hugh and the rest of the union 
realised, was that whilst it was searching 
for a better way to do business between the 
employers and employees, and 
managementandunions, it saw the solution 
as worker-directors, ie, workers on the 
board. We had two objections to that, and 
I think time has proved us correct. Just to 
put workers on the boards of companies, 
particularly private companies, is to run 
up against the problem of ownership. We 
had no objections to worker-directors on 
public companies, nationalised companies, 
because, after all, they belong to the public, 
and there is a degree of ownership there in 
everybody sitting on the board of that 
company. In the caseofa private company, 
the ownership was primarily, indeed, 
exclusively, enjoyed by the shareholders. 
It is one thing having a directorship when 
there is an ownership responsibility, as in 
a public sector company. In aprivatesector 
company it is a contradiction in terms. 
You are on a board of directors, but you 
have no real ownership other than the 
labour that you are selling to that company. 
That was one aspect of it. The other aspect 
is that there is a need for clearer lines of 
communication between management and 
unions, particularly in private industry, 
and automatic access to information by 
the unions in the industry to enable them to 
do their job effectively for the workers 
they represent. If these two conditions 
existed there would be no need for workers 
on the board. 

L&TUR: Isn't it possible to have both? 

Laird: I don't think so, as long as the 

proper structures are in place and the 
conditions exist to allow the unions to do 
their job of representing the workers. Of 
course, we need to know just who sits on 
the board, have a clear definition of its 
role, to whom it reports, and for whom it is 
working. As time goes on, we must keep 
searching for better ways to do business, 
instead of just preserving adversarial 
relationships. 

L&TUR: The Social Contract is the other 
major policy issue linked to the trade 
unions at that time.How didyoufeel about 
it ? Could anything have been done with 
it? 

Laird: We have been wise well over a 
decade after the event, and it is easy to be 
wise after the event.We were very unhappy 
at the time with the Social Contract. Not 
at the principle, because it was right that 
weshould workwithaLabour government. 
But the social contract that was agreed 
upon discriminated against skills, because 
it eliminated differentials. It was the best 
of a bad deal at that time. We went along 
with it, our leadership went along with it 
because it was put to us that if we did not 
do that, we would not sustain a Labour 
government. Better a Labour government 
with a Social Contract than no Labour 
government. 

L&TUR: There was a similar situation 
when Heath was in power with the 
Tripartite Talks. It seems that he was 
offering much the same deal - which was 
rejected - ie, partnership between unions, 
employers and-government. That seems to 
have been rejected out of hand, but looking 
back on it! cannot see that there was much 
difference between the principle of that 
and the principle of the social contract. 

Laird: I think you are forgetting the 
Industrial Relations Act. Heath was the 
man who introduced the Industrial 
Relations Act and all that flowed from 
that. They were basically anti-trade union 
laws, albeit kinder than the ones we now 

have to work under, but equally designed 
to emasculate trade unions. So how could 
you talk to people when their basic 
philosophy is anti-trade union? 

L&TUR: So you think that if Heath had 
scrapped that in, say, 1972 ... 

Laird: I do not think we could work with 
any Tory government, including this one, 
which starts from the proposition that it 
intends to do the unions down, to 
emasculate trade unions Then everything 
becomes flawed. 

L&TUR: But do you think you can have 
some form of social contract with a 
government, be itl.abouror'Iory.provided 
that their aim is not to do you down? 

Laird: If you are talking about the future, 
our position is unchanged. We don't think 
you can have effective national norms, 
particularly in the private sector. And we 
work primarily in the private sector. They 
are conceivable in the public sector, where 
the government is a paymaster and can 
determine how much is for· wages, how 
much is for investment, then, of course, 
you can have a national norm. But in the 
private sector, where there are tens of 
thousands of firms, it is impossible. That 
is our view - then and now. 

L&TUR: Could we move on to the merger 
between the AEU and the EEPTU? What 
are the advantages of thisf or the members 
of the two unions? 

Laird: A merger is in the interests of the 
members of the two unions not just because 
we have tried it three times in the past, and 
we are hoping to succeed now when we 
failed then. First there is the question of 
training. We insist today that the young 
women and young men who are training 
as apprentices get taught, during that 
apprenticeship, both electrical and 
mechanical skills. Technology has 
changed. There is no clear demarcation 
between mechanical and electrical and 
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electronic skills. We do not want the career 
opportunities of our young people to be 
limited to either mechanical or electrical 
skills. Young people now have to operate 
machine tools with CNCs and with tapes. 
They must have the opportunity to develop 
and adjust those tapes, to understand the 
electronic and electrical processes. 

The second thing - which I consider 
obvious in terms of economies of scale - is 
that (as is the case) if you have duplication 
of officers, this could be eliminated in a 
relatively short space of time. Instead of 
having an electricians' full-time official 
and an engineers' full-time official at a 
meeting, you could have one representing 
both skills, or the mixture of skills, and 
that officer, instead of duplicating, could 
be servicing the members in another way. 
If you have economies of scale, and you 

use your resources more efficiently and 
effectively, it means that members are 
going to get more for the same money than 
they do at present. In addition, if, as we 
will be, you are a union in the region of a 
million strong, and the biggest union in 
the car industry, aerospace, electricity 
supply, mechanical construction, 
electronics, to mention but a few, then the 
weight you will have, not just in negotiating 
with the employer, but with the 
government, will be immeasurably 
stronger both at national and European 
level than going separately. 

L&TUR: Do you foresee any problems? 
For example, it is possible that when the 
result is announced, as I understand it will 
be in early March, that the TUC may not 
accept the merger because of the EETPU' s 
behaviour at Wapping. What would you 
do in those circumstances? 

Laird: It is not a question we have to 
address, because we have discussed with 
the TUC what the position will be. They 
understand the strategy we are adopting 
and they are at one with it. That is, that a 
year after the merger takes place there will 
be a second ballot asking the members of 
the new union as a whole whether or not 
we should bring that part of the union that 
was the electricians into the fold of the 
TUC. I think the members will vote "Yes". 
It is a way to ensure that the electricians 
will come back into the fold. In the short 
term, I do not see any other solution to that 
problem. After all, they were expelled 
from the TUC not because of Wapping. 

Theoretically they were expelled be-cause 
of Orion and Salveson, although we both 
know that the real, underlying reasoa was 
Wapping. 

L&TUR: You are on record as so:yiag 
that the block vote should be abolished. l 
can imagine that, in certain circumstances, 
being a personal problem .. But given. that 
the right of CLP s to vote and propose 
motions at Conference is being abolished., 
your idea of the individual having fiJll 
rights in the Labour party couldbe abisof 
a problem because there wmdd be no 
organised system whereby the indi.whml 
in the Labour party could make itisur ker 
voice heard. Do you not, perhnps. fkin!r 
the case has been made premall.rrely ? 

Laird: It would be premature toaoolisb it 
overnight, and I have never arrgnoo lh£t it 
should be. I have argued that :it would be 
difficult, if not impossible, to jnslify die 
wielding of the block vote in the~ 
that was done in the past. But., 1h21 ~ 
there has to be recognition of tire~ 
role activists and the trade union lll(WdJr;;u 
play. Because we pay twice. Wep;Iyli.Ofue 
trade union through the political levy, rad 
as individual members of theLabom:'~ 
There must be recognition ofakindoft'bat 
significant contribution . \Ve, as a nnioD, 
are working at the moment on pllllmg O!U 

house in order so that when tn.e bloc!k~ 
is abolished the full, authoritative. wcigbt 
of the trade union movemeat is still fcli. 
within the Labour party. Let me 
demonstrate what I mean by that. In dIB 
last couple of years we have changed om 
union rules, and our procedures, We ba-ve 
appointed eleven of our elected officer.; in 
the eleven regions of the Labour pmty. 
Each of those eleven is responsible for 
coordinating the activity of the union 
within the Labour party. This is the SOCOllO 

year in which these eleven potil:iralol'ficern 
are responsible to CLP mem~. They 
meet annually at branch and divisioml 
level to coordinate our policy .a1t tb.e1,egioml 
Labour parties and the ScottishCeeacilcf 
the Labour party. we are going to be mucll 
more effective right through the 
mainstream of the Labour party in an 
organised fashion, in a way we have never 
been before. When the block vote is 
eliminated we will have in place a 
procedure that will ensure that the voice of 
theAEU is still very much to the fore in the 
forums of the Labour party at every fe vel, 

L&TUR: I take the point. I have seen in 
my constituency Labour party the unions 
being very effective in organising their 
people. That gave the CLP a certain 
direction. But if you have then got a 
sauatio« where the CLP, which is the core 
of the party, can on longer have this direct 
ir,J[}ut irao party policy-making or into 
proposing people for the NEC, then all 

';m organising doesn't really count for 
nmch_ And, more to the point, the poor 
person who is totally unorganised, the 
ir.m.vitiual member, has no way at all of 
uif/Hencing the party. So given that you 
propose to reduce the block vote, have 
you; or any of the unions, got any 
mtenuitive system to put into place which 
will allow accountability? 

LHinill.: I do not know of any proposal that 
would eliminate the constituency elections 
b> die NEC, for example (if that will still 
bedrere). And I don'tknowof anyproposal 
wbereby the trade unions will cease to 
bave direct representation on the NEC. I 
also know that direct voting by individual 
~for various positions has become 
~ throughout the party. A lot of 
~ will become less important 
~ individual members will have the 
uppodonity ofvoting for councillors, NEC 
Jw'ffll:wn;andrepresentatives to the annual 
~ of the Labour party. And I 
~ tfba1 we are in the process of 
m:g;mismg oar union at every level within 
dE labom" party to ensure that it has an 
effixtive voice up to, and including, the 
~ConferenceandtheNECelections. 
So that instead of being able to have 
inflneocesimply by wielding a block vote 
we will continue to have a very substantial 
imlllfflCe, and one that will have been 
built. np from the bottom right up to the 
top. Andl mrr NEC representatives from 
the trade unions will still be there. 

IIL.&11.JR: Do you think that proposal is 
going to stay the same as it is now? 

:LBitiiill: Nobody would be happier than me 
if ·we had a mass Labour party with mass 
participation. That would be the ultimate 
solution, but it is not going happen. 

L&TUR: You have argued that Britain's 
electoral system is in need of change. How 
would your alternative to that system help 
to elect a Labour government and keep it 
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in office? 

Laird: I don't think that is the question. It 
is not a question of changing the electoral 
system so that we get a Labour government. 
My concern is that whatever electoral 
system we have, itshouldreflectthedesire 
of the people who cast their vote. It should 
be a fair voting system. I consider that 
when nearly a quarter of the electorate 
vote for a party, the Liberals, and they get 
a miniscule number of MPs, there is 
something fundamentally flawed in that 
system. Leaving aside the important 
discrimination against women and 
discrimination against ethnic minorities, 
it is the very fact that you create cynicism 
in the electorate by casting your vote for 
parties who don'tgetrepresentation where 

· it matters, namely Westminster. And that 
is the beauty of the alternative membership 
system that is being adopted in Scotland, 
in the Scottish assembly. There you will 
have a system whereby the constituency 
link is maintained, and you will have a 
party system which will ensure that you 
get representation based on how people 
are voting. 

L&TUR: What can Labour do very quickly 
about unemployment when it gets back 
into office, particularly in order to avoid 
skill loss on a large scale? 

Laird: I can only repeat the things n the 
Labour party programme at the moment is 
aiming towards. First, they are going to 
restore substantial sums of money to 
training. We want young people trained 
for the new skills that are there at the 
moment and those that will be coming 
tomorrow. The most important single thing 
for that is to have a fiscal regime that will 
encourage investment and manufacturing. 
Everything else comes secondary to that, 
because we believe that, whilst the question 
of a better health service, a better education 
system is important, until you generate 
that wealth, until you restimulate 
manufacturing, everything else falls into 
second place. The Labour party is 
commiued to establishing a national 
investment bank: vital to manufacturing. 
Tharistbebest thing we can do, both in the 
short term and in the long term. That will 
help us, in the narrow sense, as regards the 
union and getting our members back to 
work. 

L&TUR: I certainly agree with you that 

we need more investment in manufacturing 
industry, but I think that is a medium to 
long-term solution to Britain's current 
economic problems ... 

Laird: I think it is immediate. Labour has 
already said it will allow local authorities 
to spend the money that they have accrued 
through selling council houses. Releasing 
some of the millions of pounds locked up 
there would provide a stimulus to the 
building industry. That will mean our 
people will be back at work because you 
have got to produce the goods for the 
building industry. If they take the decision 
to write off the capital allowances in the 
first year, you will get a substantial 
investment immediately in the 
manufacturing sector. What happens is 
that the orders are placed and our people 
are back at work virtually within weeks. I 
am under no illusions; Labour have no 
magic wand, and it will take time to 
introduce these policies, but I think we 
will do it well within the first term. 

L&TUR: One problem is that a lot of 
firms are going to the wall, not because of 
inefficiency but because of the actual 
recession itself Do you think Labour 
should have a more interventionist policy 
that would amount to directly helpingfirms 
get over a recessionary period because 
they are the firms that will be able to do the 
work as soon as things pick up again? 

Laird: I think we have learned the lesson 
that you do not solve these problems just 
by throwing money at them. Y"fe can't be 
good at everything, and a new Secretary of 
State for Industry cannot protect every 
company that is in trouble. But they have 
surely got to look at certain industries. It 
depends on what the project is, but they 
should give them some protection for a 
limited period of time. What we must 
never do is once again fall in to the trap of 
defending inefficiencies. In the past, our 
defence of the public sector has been 
irrespective of inefficiency. But, again, 
we have learned that lesson. We want a 
viable public sector. The reason why 
privatisation has been possible, and, 
indeed, popular, is that many of the 
industries that have been privatised were 
inefficient and have now become efficient. 
Labour have got to ensure that in the 
public sector everybody is as efficient as 
in the private sector. But we may have to 
ring-fence British Rail, for example. I do 

not think we will ever be able to operate 
BR totally on the basis of profit. Freight, 
perhaps, but the rural areas have always 
got to have the rail link there. And if there 
is a form of bookkeeping which means 
paying a subsidy, then so be it. But that is 
not inefficiency, that is the social cost of 
running a railway to the rural community, 
and that, to me, is defensible and desirable. 

L&TUR: A number of economic 
commentators argue that Britain should 
devalue the pound, within the exchange 
rate mechanism, difficult though that may 
be since the agreement of the other 
members of the ERM is necessary. Do you 
believe the Labour government should 
devalue in order to get us out of recession 
quickly? 

Laird: I think the Labour government, 
with the policies it is currently projecting, 
can achieve its objectives without 
devaluing the pound. The priority is to 
ensure that there is not a run on the pound. 
If a Labour government of tomorrow was 
to start suggesting today that they were 
going to devalue the pound, it would create 
the very conditions that would produce a 
run on the pound. That would undermine 
what we are going to achieve. □
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Notes on the News 

By Madawc Williams 

I 

Labour and Moscow 

In the 19 50s,there was a clear and healthy 
antagonism between democratic socialism 
and communism. Democratic socialists 
wanted to improve the existing social and 
economic system in Britain and the rest of 
the Western world. Communists wanted 
to overthrow it and replace it with a new 
system modelled on the Soviet Union. 
This division of forces actually resulted in 
a multiplication of strength. Communists 
got on with the job of building a new 
world, confident that whatever suffering 
they might be causing was justified by the 
inherent nobility of their cause. 
Democratic socialists felt an equal degree 
of virtue - they could achieve the same 
ends by gentler methods. Even right 
wingers found it wise to incorporate many 
socialist ideas in their programs. 
MacMillan's Toryism was basically social 
democratic, and most Tories accepted this 
as the best that could be hoped for in a 
changed world. 

Then came Khrushchev. The whole 
move away from socialism started with 
the post-Stalin leadership of the USSR. It 
was they who first proposed replacing 
state planning by market forces, at a time 
when even the Tories had relegated such 
ideas to the lunatic fringes. Under Stalin, 
the USSRhadbecomeasuperpowerbased 
on state planning and state ownership. It 
took three decades of market "reforms" to 
reduce it to the present shambles. 

Worse than that was what 
Khrushchevism did to democratic 
socialism. The healthy antagonism broke 
down, since Labour Party people supposed 
that the USSR was now moving towards 
democratic socialism. With naive 
optimism, they tried to ease the process by 
being nice to their former foes. But in 
truth, Khrushchevism was neither a 
socialist nor a democrat The socialist 
aspects of the Stalin era were demolished. 
The whole apparatus of repression and 
dictatorship was kept in being. The only 
significant reform was that purged party 
officials were no longer shot. For the bulk 
of the population, the system remained 
exactly the same, except that it was run by 
greedy cynics rather than harsh idealists. 
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It was the Labour party, guided by Ernest 
Bevin, that created NATO. It was Labour 
that pioneered the strategy of containing 
the Soviet Empire while ensuring 
prosperity for ordinary people in Western 
Europe. But when this strategy finally 
brought about the non-violent destruction 
of the Soviet system, it was Thatcher and 
the Tories who got the credit. 

Tories are trying to make a big thing of 
the links that some Labour politicians had 
to Moscow. The truth is, all of those links 
were disastrous for Labour and a free gift 
to the Tories. Almost all of the advice they 
gave was wrong, and disastrous for 
Labour's chances of carrying through 
sensible left-wing reforms. 

With the decaying USSR gone, 
socialism can begin a long slow process of 
recovery. 

Yesterday ... 

Early in February, the Sun carried a 
small item about a "six page diatribe 
against Kinnock" that L&TUR had 
supposedly carried "yesterday". Now this 
was odd, since our magazine only appears 
every second month, and had last appeared 
in January. Even more strangely, the 
reference seemed to be to the six-page 
editorial of our November-December issue. 
They seem to have a peculiar notion of 
time, over therein the strange Twin-Peaks 
territory of the Sun. 

I say 'seemed to be', because two out of 
three quotes came from that particular 
article. A striking reference to "higk 
flying power-mad yuppies" doesn't seem 
to come from anywhere. Possible the 
phrase wandered in from some other article 
on theSun'scomputer, while theauthorof 
the piece was busy ogling Page Three 
girls. 

Nor would a Sun reader get the least 
idea of what the article was actually about. 
The point at issue was the way in which 
Labour's leadership are pushing the idea 
of proportional representation - and doing 
so without any proper debate or decision 
by the Labour Party Conference. It argued 
for"ensuring the long-term survival oft he 

Labour Party as one of the two serious 
parties in Britisli politics". Devolution for 
Scotland and Wales risks losing Labour a 
large proportion of its safe seats and the 
lands that produced many of Labour's 
best leaders. Proportional representation 
would make it impossible for Labour ever 
again to rule in its own right. Some people 
on the left mostly began pushing electoral 
reform when Thatcher looked invincible. 
But with Thatcher gone, and the next 
election very winnable, it is foolish to go 
on pushing such notions. 

SDLP delenda est 

Several years ago, the Protestant 
paramilitaries had hung up their guns, and 
even IRA violence was on the decline. A 
few more years of doing exactly the same 
thing would probably have forced the 
Provisionals to call a cease-fire, especially 
if they had continued to make progress as 
a constitutional party. 

Then came the Anglo- Irish agreement. 
This enraged the Protestants without 
satisfying the Catholics. More than that - 
it was clearly demonstrated that Northern 
Ireland's constitutional position could be 
changed by Westminster without regard 
to the views of the majority of its 
popniation, Even though the IRA 
denounced the Agreement,the very fact 
that it had happened gave them renewed 
hope. Their campaign began to pick up 
again, and in due course their killings of 
Protestants reactivated the dormant 
Protestant paramilitary killers. 

1Nho · argued for the Anglo-Irish 
agreement? The SDLP. Who was it 
supposed to benefit? The SDLP, in as 
much as it would help them fight off the 
electoral challenge of the IRA/ Sinn Fein. 
This 'benefit' of the agreement has been 
its only solid achievement, and has been of 
benefit only to the SDLP. All over the 
world, former terrorist or guerrilla armies 
have been turning to democratic politics. 
In Southern Ireland, three out of the five 
major parties began in just this way. But 
by listening to the SDLP, the British 
government threw away this prospect. 

or is this the only mess that the SDLP 
are responsible for. Back in the early 
1970s, they wrecked power-sharing by 
insisting on an 'Irish Dimension' despite 
growing Protestant hostility to the notion. 
The talk is always of"unity by consent". 
B ut in practice, their notion of"consent" is 
not all that different from Mike Tyson's. 

□



Down in the Valley 

l 
Peter Brooke argues that the moral and 
aesthetic concerns of 19th century thinkers 
such as Morris and Ruskin need to be 
central to the renewal of socialist politics 
if this is to make an adequate answer to the 

Tim Williams' How Green Should My 
Valley Be? (L&TUR No. 27) is a plea 
that Labour should root itself solidly in the 
interests of the industrial working class 
and should not, therefore, in an arbitrary 
and ill-thought-out fashion adopt bits and 
pieces of a 'green' policy that has not been 
devised with the interests of the working 
class in mind, and which may sometimes 
cover sordid motives such as a desire to 
maintain 'property values' in pleasant rural 
or semi-rural areas. So far so good. But 
the major, serious concern of the Green 
lobby is a concern with the quality of life; 
and if the working class is to advance 
culturally and spiritually it too must be 
radically concerned with quality, as 
opposed to simple quantity. This was 
once well-established as a concern of the 
British Labour movement, for whom 
William Morris used to be a hero. But it is 
one of the concerns that has been lost, 
especially since the Labour Party adopted 
the economic determinism that is one of 
the hallmarks of Thatcherite Toryism. 

Tim Williams expresses an affection 
for urban industrialisation which is based 
on the very remarkable development that 
occurred in the Welsh mining villages in 
the valleys above Cardiff. He talks about 
'the working class brought together in 
communities - yes, communities, which 
are not easily forged in dispersed farming 
areas - by industrialisation.: Out of the 
environmental desecration of the rural 
South Wales came an alternative beauty 
the beauty of communities which spawned 
an innovative collectivist politics 
associated with the names of Anuerin 
Bevan.Arthur Horner and James Griffiths 
and an impressive popular culture whose 
finest exponents were singers, 
instrumentalists, actors and sports people 

of the world class." 
He does not mention what was the real 

spiritual ground of this collectivist 
community life - the growth of Calvinist 
Methodism in the eighteenth century, 
which gave the people who were driven 
into the dreadful work of mining a sense of 
individual worth and dignity which the 
nature of the work itself could not provide. 
Nor does he mention that many of those 
who pioneered the Labour movement in 
these areas had themselves previously been 
independent skilled craftsmen, who carried 
their sense of their own worth, developed 
through the mastery of a craft, into the 
mines. He represents their flight to the 
valleys as an act of free will; but it would 
be equally if not more true to regard it as 
the result of sheer economic necessity 
which they resented, very deeply. This 
resentment and anger was a major force in 
the early Labour and trade union 
movement. 

The Welsh mining communities are, in 
any case, hardly typical of the development 
of urban industrialisation. They were not 
great cities; they were small towns, still 
surrounded by an awesomely beautiful 
and easily accessible natural environment. 
Tim Wllliams may be right to say that it is 
difficult to forge a community in dispersed 
farming areas (though it wasnotso difficult 
on the great landed estates of the Middle 
Ages, where a large number of the 
necessary resources were held in common). 
But it is equally difficult to build 
communities in large urban 
agglomerations. It was relatively easy in 
the Welsh mining villages precisely 
because they weren't cities. 

Tim Williams represents a preference 
for town life over country life as elemental 
to human nature and he says: 'This was as 
true of mediaeval Germany (where the 
phrase 'Stadt-luft Macht Frei' ? Town life 
makes free', was coined) as it is of 
contemporary Latin America". However, 
'Town life makes free' was not just the 
expression of a preference for the town 
over the country: it was an expression of 
legal fact. All over Europe in the eleventh 

and twelfth centuries, new towns were 
being established by land-holders as 
centres of commerce and craftsmanship. 
They were largely peopled by runaway 
serfs and the principle was established 
that, after a period of time, they became 
freemen and their former landlords no 
longer had any rights over them. The 
towns in question were still very small 
towns. Henri Pirenne, in his Economic 
and Social History of'Mediaeval Europe 
compares them to the new towns of the 
American West in the nineteenth century, 
which modern America still nostalgically 
evokes in its cowboy films. 

They were certain! y as different as can 
be imagined from the sprawling, 
demoralised shanty towns of Latin 
America. It was in these small mediaeval 
towns that the system of guild was 
developed by which not only work but the 
quality of work was protected. The freedom 
of the Middle Ages was rational and 
disciplined. In these circumstances, the 
elaboration of a common culture was 
possible. 

Culture is based on the ability to 
discriminate between what is good and 
what is bad, and between what is good and 
what is better. This is not self-evident, and 
can only be a collective work, conducted 
over generations. It required both the 
development of a moral sense and of a 
closely related aesthetic sensibility 
acquired through the kind of formative 
education that was provided by the guild 
apprenticeship system. It is almost 
impossible in the conditions of ourpresent 
day economic life to the extent that such 
matters - morality and aesthetics - are no 
longer regarded as a respectable subject 
for political debate. 

In particular, they are not thought to be 
relevant to the interests of the working 
class. They were thought, by such as 
F.D.Maurice, John Ruskin and William 
Morris, to be relevant to the working class 
of the nineteenth century, and something 
of their spirit survived in the Labour 
movement at least up to the Second World 
War. If this is no longer the case, the 
problem runs deeper than just the 
inadequacy of the present Labour 
leadership. It is a problem within the class 
itself, grounded in its conditions of 
existence, which encourages a sense of 
irresponsibility and powerlessness. The 
nature of work is not such as to develop 
any of the better human qualities, and the 
sense of community is not strong enough 
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- as it was in the Welsh mining villages - 
to provide any compensation. 

Whatever their faults, the Green lobby 
have at least raised a problem concerning 
quality, and have introduced an idea into 
political debate which is not simply based 
on adaptation to the laws of the market. As 
such, they go against the grain and may 
appear marginal, idealistic, impractical, 
quixotic. But the development of marginal, 
impractical and quixotic idealisms within 
the working class is, at the present time, 
highly desirable. It would be a sign of life 
in what, at present, has the appearance of 
a passive lump of humanity, without 
culture, without values, without any 
concern for anything other than immediate 
material necessity and passive pleasure. If 
the Greens are largely a middle class 
phenomenon it is a regrettable sign that 
the middle class is still more thoughtful 
and imaginative than the working class, 
and therefore still better adapted to the 
role of a ruling class. 

My own criticism of the Greens is that 
I think they concentrate too much on the 

practical and moral argument and do not 
sufficiently stress the aesthetic argument. 
Itis undoubtedly true that air polluted with 
petrol fumes is bad for our health. But it is 
equally true that it is simply unpleasant to 
breath. It is probably true that organic 
farming nourishes the soil and is therefore 
good for the development of agriculture in 
the long term. But it is certainly true that 
organic vegetables taste better than the 
vegetables produced by the' agri-business'. 
Wood is more refreshing to the touch than 
plastic. Stone is more refreshing to the 
eyes that concrete. Such considerations 
undoubtedly lie behind much of the Green 
argument, and are probably the reason 
why Tim Williams reproaches them with 
snobbery. But they belong to an order of 
reality we are nowadays embarrassed to 
bring forward, which is why the Greens 
couch their argument in the more abstract 
terms of science. 

By concentrating on the obscurantist 
scientific argument rather than on the 
sensibility that is common to us all, the 

ecologists elevate themselves into yet 
another layer of bourgeois 'specialists' 
interposed between the worker and his 
work, the worker and his own 
responsibility, the worker and himself. 
But this is probably unavoidable given the 
present state of affairs in which our 
common sensibility is so badly degraded. 
The first step in the development of a real 
culture is to have confidence in the value 
of our own sensibility and the abilities of 
our eyes, ears and hands to discriminate 
between what is good and what is better. 
Such confidence is difficult to acquire. 

The working class is a class whose 
sensibility has been systematically 
brutalised by the work it has been required 
to do over several generations. Previously, 
the working class developed through 
discontent with the bosses on questions of 
immediate material necessity. Now it is 
time for it to develop through discontent 
with itself. The Green argument is one of 
the very few means offered in our general 
political culture by which this can be done. 

□
Book Review 

Stalin: Triumph and Tragedy 
by Dmitri Volkogonov 
Weidenfeld & Nicholson 1991 £29.95 

The author, a Red Army General, was put 
in charge of the Soviet Institute of Military 
History by Gorbachev in 1985. The book 
was written from an advanced 
Gorbachevite viewpoint, and with free 
access to the Soviet archives. The Russian 
edition was published three years ago. But 
it is already obsolete, and is of interest 
only as a historical curiosity. 

It is obsolete because it presumes that 
the October Revolution and the Brest 
Litovsk Treaty were good things. Its 
perspective is Leninist. The validity of 
Leninism is taken as axiomatic. 

It was the much-criticicised Stalin who 
laid it down as an axiom that Leninism 
was true. In practical politics at any given 
moment something must be taken as 
axiomatic. Not everything can be 
questioned all the time. Stalin drew a line 
under Leninism and said in so many words 
that its truth was to be taken as axiomatic 
and was not to be subjected to questioning 

within the Bolshevik order of things. And 
for thirty years remarkable things were 
done in the world in the medium ofLeninist 
politics. 

Leninism did not cease to be axiomatic 
truth in the Soviet state until that state 
began to fall apart in the aftermath of the 
coup last August. But although it remained 
the official medium of thought it had not 
since the death of Stalin been taken in 
earnest by Soviet officialdom. Things were 
done and said which made no sense m 
Leninist terms, and yet they were done and 
said in the name of Leninism. 

When in the mid-sixties 1 began to do 
things in politics the reduction of Leninism 
to gibberish was far advanced both in the 
Kremlin and in the British Communist 
Party. For a few years I took part in what 
was called the "anti-revisionist 
movement", and tried to restore effective 
political meaning to the language of 
Leninism. When I saw that the cause was 

hopeless I concluded that the Leninist line 
or development had aborted. That 
immediately brought into question the 
validity of the October Revolution and the 
Brest-Litovsk Treaty. Leninism is the 
October Revolution as modified by the 
Treaty of Brest-Litovsk. In 1980 I 
published a long criticism of Lenin's 
conduct over the Treaty ofBrest-Litovsk. 
I followed this with a review of Soviet 
Law. I took these articles to be a final 
settling of accounts with Leninism. 

Much that I wrote around that time, 
being directed against Roy Medvedev and 
the Monty Johnstone tendency in the 
British CP, was popular with 'hardline' 
elements in the CP. It was a meaningless 
popularity and I never supposed anything 
would come of it. I assumed that 
'Eurocommunists' and "Tankies' would 
drift together towards oblivion conducting 
an argument which was of no consequence. 
And that is what they have done. And now 
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the Soviet P'a!rty bas followed them. 
~ VoU;:,og,onov' s first criticism 

ofS:tati.nhastodo1with his policy towards 
the Provisional Government when he was 
the fir.st Bolsb:eviik leader to arrive on the 
spot .after the February Revolution: "His 
firntblrmder was to permit the publication 
of 3!11 article by Kamenev called The 
Provisional Government And 
Revolutionary SocialDenwcracy, in which 
the author plainly stated that the party 
must support the Provisional Govemmen t, 
as it was "genuinely struggling against the 
remnants of the old regime." This was 
blatantly against Lenin' s directives. 

"The very next day, 
Kamenev ... published another article .. .in 
which he virtually espoused the 
"revolutionary defencist" position ... 
Kamenev's semi-Menshevik views met 
no opposition from Stalin, who himself 
published an article the day after 
Kamenev's appeared, called On the War. 
Despite its being in general anti-war, the 
article was nevertheless in complete 
contradiction to Lenin' s views. Stalin saw 
the way out of the imperialist war as 
"putting pressure on the Provisional 
Government to announce its unwillingness 
to open peace talks at once." 

"To his credit...in 1924 Stalin publicly 
admitted his error ... 

"No doubt, Stalin could not guess that 
Lenin was going to proclaim a course for 
socialist revolution when he arrived in 
Petrograd a month later. He was too 
involved in the political manoeuvrings 
which he saw as an end in themselves ... 

"Stalin's hesitiation was 
understandable. He did not have his own 
conception of how the great idea was to be 
made real. February and October exposed 
his weakness, his shallow theoretical 
grounding, his low level of initiative, his 
inability (as yet) to convert a political 
slogan into a concrete programmatic 
proposition." (p 19-20) 

But then Lenin came to the Finland 
Station. "And, at the station, Stalin felt 
Lenin' s internationalism obliterating his 
own naive doubts and erroneous attitude 
to the Provisional Government." 

Stalin's programme in March 1917 was 
that Bolshevism should become a party 
within the revolutionary democracy which 
sprang up after the collapse of Tsarism. 
Such a course of action might well have 
given substance to Russian democracy as 
a body politic. And that of course would 
have been a tragedy. Such at least was 

Trotsky's opmion, and he regularly 
scourged Stalin over it. A decade before 
1917 Trotsky had declared that the 
bourgeois democracy would be a brief 
interlude between the Tsarist dictatorship 
and the proletarian dictatorship. After 
Lenin'sretum to Russia in Aprill917 Stalin 
jettisoned his democratic programme and 
went along with Lenin' s policy of ultra 
democracy for the purpose of overthrowing 
democracy. 

I have not been following Soviet 
publications closely for the past ten years 
or so. But to the best of my knowledge 
Volkogonov's criticism of Stalin for 
adopting a democratic programme in 
March 1917 is the first criticism of that kind 
made by the Kremlin. I suppose it is logical 
that the Leninist regime at the end of its 
tether should be more sensitive in the 
matter of doubts about the necessity of its 
origins that it was when it felt secure. 

But surely, in the light of what has 
happened since last August, Stalin's 
mistake of 1917 has been reversed. It will 
be interesting to see if the next Russian 
history of the period says that Bolshevism 
was on the right lines in March 1917 when 
it was directed by Stalin, and that Stalin's 
great mistake was to give way to Lenin's 
metaphysical vision in April 1917. 

Although the October Revolution 
opened up a chasm between the Soviet 
parties and the bourgeois Parliamentary 
parties it was not necessarily the end of 
democracy in Russia. The Soviets enacted 
the revolution in alliance with the Left 
Socialist Revolutionary Party and with the 
support or acquaintance of some 
Menshevik Tendencies. But for the Brest 
Litovsk Treaty the Soviets might have 
developed as a more effective form of 
representative government than the 
Parliament was, and a nationalist 
democracy such as had never existed in 
Russia might have evolved. Lenin was 
determined that his scientific socialist 
vision should not be degraded into 
representative government. The Brest 
Litovsk crisis enabled him to get rid of the 
SRs and construct a state according to his 
own design. And he did this against a 
majority on the Bolshevik Central 
Committee by saying that unless that 
majority let him have his way he would 
resign from the Government and pull the 
house down. 

Stalin was one of those who gave way 
to Lenin over Brest-Litovsk with great 
reluctance. General Volkogonov says: 

"Stalin was mostly passive over this issue, 
not because he disagreed with one side or 
the other, but rather because the question 
was too complicated for him to follow." (p 
36) My impression when I went to the 
matter was that Stalin, having given up his 
own position a year earlier, was acutely 
aware that it was Lenin's game that was 
being played, that Bukharin and Trotsky 
did not have either the will or the practical 
ability to take the revolution from Lenin 
and conduct it against him even though 
they had a majority against him on the 
Central Committee, and since Lenin could 
not be persuaded to wage a war of national 
defence and was determined to make a 
Treaty with Germany the only thing to be 
done was let him have his way. But I 
would say that Stalin - who did not tend to 
lose himself in rhetoric like Trotsky or in 
abstraction like Bukharin - appreciated 
the implications of Brest-Litovsk better 
than any of the others. And then having 
accepted them he knew that the only thing 
to do was draw a line under those events 
andhedeclareditan axiom thatLenin was 
right in all of these matters. 

Existential doubt had no place in 
Lenin' s revolution. 

General Volkogonov puts it this way: 
"the revolutionary romanticism of the 
left...broke on the reef of Lenin's more 
sober pragmatism, and eventually 
managed to overcome his inner divisions 
and found the strength to follow Lenin to 
the end." Surely the criticism of Stalin 
now must be that he followed Lenin all too 
well and developed Lenin' s fundamental 
mistakes into a catastrophe of gigantic 
proportions. Lenin' s state would almost 
certainly have fallen apart in the ten years 
after his death if Bukharin, Trotsky, 
Zinoviev and Kamenev had had the 
running of it. None of them had any time 
for representative government, but as 
dictators . they were little more than 
fan tasists. 

Lenin's "sober pragmatism" of March 
1918, and the consequent suppression of 
the SRs, led to the formation of the 
monolithic state; the crusading state which 
remodelled society according to a theory, 
and which taught the dialectic as a form of 
belief while ensuring that it was itself 
located beyond the dialectic of actual 
political forces; the scientific socialist state. 
And it isolated this state from turmoil 
which began in central and Western Europe 
eight or nine man ths after the Brest-Litovsk 
Treaty. 
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In 1920 Lenin tried to break out of this 
isolation by making war on the new Polish 
state. His army was broken at Warsaw by 
Pilsudski, who in cavalier fashion had 
blended his Marxism with the elemental 
humanism of the Polish renaissance of the 
19th century. Thereafter Bolshevism 
became an external manipulative influence 
on the politics of Western Europe. 

Lenins "sober pragmatism" was 
neither sober nor pragmatic. 

It would be pointless to dwell on the 
remaining 500 pages of General 
Volkogonov's book. While they include 
much interesting detail, they attempt the 
impossible conceptual task of making a 
Leninist criticism of 'Stalinisrn'. The 
standpoint of this attempted criticism, the 
"democratic potential which Lenin had 
begun to build", is barely mentioned in the 
Foreward and is never mentioned again. It 
is in fact one of those notions which can 
only exist if they are not thought about. 
The book as a whole is therefore a castle in 
the air. 

Chapter 55 is entitled "A Historical 
Anomaly". In it the General says: "We 
may ... speak of S talinism as having grown 
in the soil of Marxism, and been nourished 
by twisting its arguments, but it does not 
follow that Marxism was responsible for 
Stalinism. As an intellectual system of 
philosophical, economic and political 
views of society, nature and thought, 
Marxism cannot be blamed for the way it 
has been interpreted." (p 546) 

I have often heard that said but I have 
never been able to figure out what it means. 
Many able intellects have read the books 
of Marx and have become Marxists, and I 
would assume that what on the whole they 
became had something to do with what 
was in the books. It is thirty-five years 
since Stalin was denounced by 
Khrushchev. If a politically functional 
variant of Marxism had been developed 
by the many thousands of people who 
pitted themselves against Stalinism, 
Stalinism would not have remained the 
central preoccupation of Marxists. But all 
the Marxists have done is mull over the 
notion that Leninism and S talinism are 
very different things without being able to 
specify the difference. 

Volkogonov says: "Stalinism took the 
primacy of the state and society to absurd 
limits." (p551) In fact he did no more than 
accept as axiomatic Lenin' s sweeping 
assertion of the primacy of the state. As I 
recall this was done in his comment on 
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Sukhanov in 1922. The Mensheviks 
pointed out that Lenin' s socialist state was 
without either the economic or cultural 
preconditions which Marxists had assumed 
to be the necessary basis of socialism. 
Lenin asked where it was written that the 
socialist state could come first and then 
create its cultural and economic 
preconditions. And I don't see how Stalin 
could conceivably have gone beyond that 
limitless primacy of the state over society. 

Lenin asserted an absolute voluntarism 
of the state and none of the Marxist 
tendencies of the past thirty years has 
dared to question that fundamental of 
Leninism. 

The major intellectual force in Western 
Marxism since the death of Stalin was 
Louis Althusser. Twenty years ago all the 
major Marxist tendencies in Britain hailed 
Althusser as a master. The Althusserians 
were so Leninist that they regarded 
Stalinism as a form of slipshod 
philosophical humanism. It was they who 
dehydrated Marxism of whatever human 
spirit remained in it and brought it to such 
brittle perfection that all it could do next 
was crumble. Because I flirted with Locke, 
Burke, Rousseau, Kant, Dostoevsky and 
others the Althusserians told me I wasn't 
a Marxist at all but a vulgar empiricist. 
And I thought the sensible thing to do was 
accept their verdict. 

Volkgonov has an interesting little 
chapter on "Stalin' s Mind": "Stalin's way 
of thinking was schematic", he says (p 
230) and therefore "his works were 
popular, since they were accessible in 
their simplicity and people could grasp 
their meaning." But this"severely shackled 
the people's creative abilities, demanding 
110 deep analysis or understanding of the 
complexity and interdependence of the 
world." 

This appears to say that understanding 
and creativity are mutually exclusive. (And 
I seem to remember something of that 
kind in Hegel's Logic, though of course 
stated more conditionally.) But surely if 
the state is to remake society, as Lenin 
decreed, the people must get sornedefinite 
ideas whose meaning they can grasp. The 
process can hardly go on entirely outside 
their heads in the tortuous creative 
paragraphs of the philosophers, Stalin 
made sense of Leninism at the level of 
understanding for the millions of people 
who were willing to be remoulded but 
wereincapableofbeingremoulded without 
comprehensible explanations. And even 

though an excess of understanding may 
retard 'creativity', it is also a precondition 
of creativity. And in my experience 
99.999% of 'creativity' creates nothing 
out of nothing - which is what creative 
Marxism has done this past thirty years. 

Volkogonov concedes in a dismissive 
sort of way that Stalin provided the 
understanding which was needed for the 
realisation of Lenin' s project of 
development in reverse order: "Similar 
ideological fodder, as dogmatic and anti 
historical as the Short Course led to 
spiritual pauperization and intellectual 
primitivism. Stalin was preparing the soil 
for rearing a broad spectrum of people 
who thought in elementary terms, people 
who would provide a constant supply of 
careerists, informers, time-servers and 
mindless functionaries for his system ... 

"The intellectual energy in the Short 
Course was sufficient for more than a 
decade. Before the war it dominated the 
public mind not only because the 
propagandists made good use of it, but 
also because millions of people ... seemed 
to find in it a predigested and accessible 
outline of an entire epoch." (p553) 

In this passage the same theory is 
described twice, and the two descriptions 
are jumbled together in a way that short 
circuits the process of thought. The Short 
Course [In the History of the CPSVP] is 
first described as if it had been imposed by 
the state on a vigorous civil society with 
many sources of political culture, and had 
therefore led to spiritual pauperisation. 
Then it is referred to in its actual social 
context ·as supplying intellectual energy 
sufficient for more than a decade. 

If anything is implied by the passage as 
a whole it is that a better book than the 
Short Course might have served as a 
manual of elementary thought for millions 
of people and at the same time have 
engendered a liberal public opinion of the 
kind produced in a few European societies 
as the outcome of a few centuries of 
intricate social conflict, (and certainly not 
by govemmentpolicy). And that is absurd. 

Lenin intentionally established a state 
oriented society. It was the business of that 
state to provide its society with the means 
of thought. Khrushchev, Brezhnev and 
Gorbachev failed to provide their 
generations with the means of thought. 
The Short Course served the thirties and 
forties, butithadno functional replacement 
in the sixties, seventies and eighties. 
Therefore the state collapsed. Soviet 
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society under Stalin may have had only 
elemental forms of thought. But elemental 
forms of thought are necessary, and even 
in the most sophisticated society most 
thought remains elemental. And under 
Gorbachov Soviet Society lost even the 
most rudimentary forms of general thought 
required by the Leninist relationship of 
society and the state. 

Volkoganov tells how Stalin went to 
school in the mid-twenties. He was 
"intellectually incapable of achieving even 
the slightest grasp" of philosophy, and 
especially of dialectics: "He was aware of 
this, for he spent a long time and devoted 
much effort to trying to enrich his 
philosophical knowledge. On the 
recommendation of the directors of the 
Institute of Red Professors, in 1925, he 
invited Jan Sten, a leading philosopher 
among the Old Bolsheviks, to give him 
private lessons in the dialectic. 
Sten ... devised a special programme which 
included the study of Hegel, Kant, 
Feurbach, Fichte, and Schelling, as well as 
Plekhanov, Kautsky and Bradley. Twice a 
week at a fixed hour he turned up at 
Stalin's apartment and patiently tried to 

elucidate to his pupil the Hegelian concepts 
of substantiation, alienation, the identity 
of being and thought. He tried in other 
words to give him an understanding of the 
real world as the manifestation of an idea. 
Abstraction irritated Stalin but he 
controlled himself and sat listening to 
Sten's monotonous voice, occasionally 
losing patience with such questions as, 
"What's all this got to do with the class 
struggle?" or "Who uses this rubbish in 
practice?" (p230) 

Twenty-five years ago I found out all I 
could about the Institute ofRedProfessors. 
As I recall they spent some years thinking 
great thoughts to no purpose, and 
wondering what use they were, when Stalin 
took them in hand. He used the Institute as 
his research department to find out things 
that might be useful to him in the factional 
conflicts of the mid-twenties. The 
professors, given something to do that had 
a discernible connection with the great 
revolutionary turmoil going on outside the 
Institute became happy. And now it turns 
out that Stalin was at the same time trying 
to learn philosophy. 

Philosophy is a guide to action. The 

point of interpreting the world is to change 
it. There was general agreement on that 
score. But Stalin did not go to the Red 
Professors to learn how to change the 
world, about which in any case they hadn't 
a clue. It seems that at one and the same 
moment he was using the Red Professors 
as office staff in the business of changing 
the world and was trying to learn 
philosophy from them. Perhaps 
Dostoevsky would have been able to give 
that joke the artistic treatment it merits. 

I have encountered a fair number of 
people who studied philosophy in the 
Marxist spirit in order to discover the 
secret of how to change the world and who 
were disabled for politics in the process. If 
the Red Professors had succeeded in 
communicating their philosophic spirit to 
Stalin, Problems of Leninism and the 
Short Course would never have been 
written and the Leninist departure would 
have run out of momentum about sixty 
years ago. The philosophers might then 
have boasted that philosophy had at last 
changed the world - except that something 
which is prevented from happening doesn't 
count. D 

Analysis 

Algeria: The 
Return of the 
Old Guard 
The interruption of the electoral process 
and the thwarting ofthefslamists' bid for 
power does not represent a defeat for 
democracy in Algeria so much as a vie tory 
for Algerian nationalism, as Hugh Roberts 
explains. 

The striking thing about the results of the 
first round of the legislative elections in 
Algeria on December 26 was not the 
number of seats won by the Islamic 
Salvation Front (Front I slamique du Salut, 
FIS), but the extraordinarily poor 
performance of the National Liberation 
Front (Front de Liberation Nationale, 
FLN) coupled with the unusually low 
turnout of 59 per cent of the electorate. In 
an election fought on a first-past-the-post 
basis in one-member constituencies, the 
FLN won only 16 seats to the FIS's 188, 

and it was clear that the very high FIS 
score had been achieved by default in 
many cases: the FIS candidate had won 
outright on the first ballot in 188 
constituencies only because the FLN 
candidate did so badly. 

In the local and regional elections in 
June 1990, turnout had been 65 per cent. 
In most parts of the country it was much 
higher than this, between 70 and 80 per 
cent, but the overall figure was brought 
down by the effect of the abstention call of 
Hocine Ai:t Ahmed, leader of the Socialist 
Forces Front (Front des Forces So cialistes, 
FFS); this call was largely heeded in Ait 
Ahmed's native Kabylia region, where 
turnout in 1990 was around 22 per cent. 

Last December, however, AitAhmed's 
FFS was contesting the elections, and did 
well, winning over 500,000 votes and 
sweeping Kabylia toend up with 25 seats. 
It follows that the low overall turnout of 59 
per cent cannot be explained by an FFS 
boycott. Indeed, given that no party was 
calling for a boycott - with the negligible 
exception of the tiny Socialist Vanguard 
Party (Parti de l'Avant-Garde Socialiste, 
PAGS - an evolution of the Algerian 
Communist Party) - the fact that there was 

a significantly lower turnout in the much 
more important legislative elections than 
there had been in the 1990 local and 
regional elections calls for explanation. 

The explanation can only be that a 
major element of the FLN vote did not 
come out. In fact, there are grounds for 
supposing that barely half of its 1990 vote 
was mobilised on December 26. (Proper, 
detailed, constituency by constituency, 
election results have not been published, it 
should be noted.) 

Now, there was no reason to expect the 
FLN to do twice as badly in late 1991 as it 
haddoneinmid-1990. The 1990elections 
were the first ever free elections in Algeria 
and as such were bound to be seized on by 
many Algerians as an opportunity to 
express their long pent-up feelings about 
28 years of arbitrary government. But it 
was reasonable to expect a reflux of support 
to the FLN over the following 18 months 
and an ebbing of support for the FIS, as the 
protest vote element diminished and sober 
realities obtruded. And, if the official 
figures are anything to go by, the FIS's 
support did fall off very considerably: 
their 3.26 million votes in December 
represented 24.6 percent of the electorate, 
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whereas their 1990 vote almost certainly 
mobilised about 34 per cent, if not more. 
Some of the decline in the FIS' s vote can 
be attributed to the fact that other Islamist 
parties were in the field in December, 
which was not the case in June 1990, but 
this splitting of the Islamist vote should 
have worked severely to the detriment of 
the FIS. It didn't. 

In other words, the FIS's spectacular 
score of 188 seats on the first ballot on 
December 26 could not have happened 
unless a massive percentage of the FLN' s 
1990 vote stayed at home in 1991. 

I was aware of this when I wrote the 
article on Algeria which appeared in 
L&TURNo.27,andtookitthatthefailure 
to mobilise the whole FLN vote had not 
been a failure so much as a deliberate 
manoeuvre. And I supposed that the 
purpose of the manoeuvre had been to 
engineer a FIS victory against the trend of 
voting behaviour, in order to consolidate a 
deal between the state and the FIS: - "we 
get you your majority and enable you to 
form a government, and you, mindful of 
our service to you and the fact that you 
actually represent only a quarter of the 
electorate, and are consequently 
dependent upon our goodwill and 
assistance, will agree not to tinker with the 
constitution or other matters which do not 
concern you, such as army affairs, etc." 

This reading of the situation was 
supported by the abundant evidence of 
collusion between the state and the Islamist 
movement in Algeria going back over the 
last twelve years, ever since the Chadli 
regime first used the Islamists in its witch 
hunt against the Left in 1980-81. And it 
was also supported by the substantial 
evidence of regular negotiation between 
the FIS leadership and the Chadli regime 
since the introduction of the pluralist 
constitution in February 1989. It was 
certainly not based on wishful thinking. 

Ever since I first went to Algeria in 
1972 I have accepted the fundamental 
achievement of the Algerian revolution, 
the constitution of a sovereign Algerian 
state, as an accomplished fact of 
contemporary world politics. Unlike many 
Western visitors to Algeria, I have made it 
a rule never to interfere or take sides in 
Algerian politics. During my prolonged 
periods of academic fieldwork there in the 
mid-1970s, I observed French and other 
Western visitors indulging their ideological 

preferences in the Algerian context, and I 
saw how vain these endeavours were in 
the face of the Algerians' tenacious self 
respect. And I long ago learned to accept, 
when Algerian socialism died with Houari 
Boumediene in 1978, that catering for my 
political preferences is not a priority of 
Algerian politicians. I decided at that point 
that Algeria will be whatever she decides 
to make of herself, and that I had no 
political stake in the issue, beyond 
regarding the existence of a sovereign 
Algerian state as a good thing, if only 
because it represented the triumph of the 
human spirit over a terrible odds. 

For this reason, while I did not relish 
the prospect of an Islamist government in 
Algiers.I was prepared to defend it against 
European and North American hysteria 
and interference. And I was quite prepared 
to allow that a controlled experiment in 
lslamist government, if firmly confined 
within the parameters of a pluralist 
constitution, might be beneficial to the 
cause of good government in Algeria, in 
that it might effect a reconciliation between 
the people and the state and a restoration 
of order on the basis of law, while 
compelling the non-Islarnist liberal 
democratic opposition in Algeria to grow 
up and get its party political act together 
with a view to getting the Islamists voted 
out in five years' time. 

This is roughly what I supposed was 
being arranged when I saw the election 
results after December 26 and heard the 
army announce that it would accept them 
and other authorised spokesmen announce 
that thesecondround of the election would 
go ahead as scbeduledon January 16. But 
it is now clear that these announcemeats 
were simply holding operations while 
anosber scenario was being ~ 
behind the scenes, and lhaJ. the ~ 
situation rould be read in two 'W3}'S. 81d 

that the second ;reading wru the conect 
one. 

This is tha.t the massive d:efeal of the 
FLN was engineered, not in OJlreI' to 
facilitate a FIS government on tenns 
acceptable to the state, but in CltChx to 
destabilise the Chadli presidency and 
secure its replacement by an alternalive 
drawn from the ranks of the orgmal, 
revolutionary, generation of the FLN. 

The political party calling itself the 
FLN which failed so lamentably to won 
the electors in December was by 11be11 

firmly identified with President Chadli 
and his policies. Its General Secretary, 
Abdelhamid Mehri, is related to Chadli by 
marriage and the party's electoral 
campaign was led by Mouloud 
Hamrouche, a Mehri protege who has 
long worked closely with Chadli in the 
presidency and was his prime minister 
from September 1989 until June 1991. 
The possibility that the FLN might, in the 
era of political pluralism, convert itself 
into a broadly based party capable of 
representing the mainstream of public 
opinion had been thoroughly sabotaged 
by Chadli between November 1988 and 
December 1991, presumably because this 
would have meant the return to power of 
leading personalities of the Boumediene 
era who had been the principal victims of 
the purges of the early 1980s, and this was 
something Chadli had reason to fear. 

He could not prevent them from 
returning to active politics in the new 
conditions prevailing after the riots of 
October 1988. And he could not even 
prevent some of them from getting back 
onto the FLN's central committee in 
November 1989. But he seemed to be 
determined to prevent them from taking 
over the FLN leadership as a whole, and 
vigorously promoted his own supporters 
to this end. 

The fact that the FLN was far more 
decisively defeated in December 1991, 
when its campaign was led exclusively by 
Chadli's supporters, than it had been in 
June 1990, when Chadli's critics had 
figrn:edprominently on the hustings, meant 
that the. Algerian electorate, which had 
never md any other opportunity to pass 
~t ou its President in a free vote, 
md effectively repudiated Chadli. And 
dlis 1D2de his position as President 
oob::mible.. It meant that he would 
beurefo:rth lack the political base and moral 
antbority he needed if he was to serve, as 
President, as the guarantor of the pluralist 
constitution against the pressure for 
constitutional change which was bound to 
come from an Islarnist movement 
commanding a massive majority on the 
National Assembly and unable on that 
account to restrain itself. 

There are grounds for thinking that the 
army would have been prepared to live 
with a FIS government on condition that 
this posed no threat to the pluralist 
constitution, that is, a minority FIS 

- liiiiiii 
liiiii - ~ - 
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gov,filD.Iil=-.At or one possessing only a 
nam,w majm:i!l:yin 1fue National Assembly, 
wifu no»-W~ parties also strongly 
1ep:r~nntoo and so capable of bolstering 
CbarlJ:m's position against the FIS. But this 
wasnot~n prospect. TheFIS's score in the 
first round meant that it was heading for a 
massive majority on the second round. 
And this meant that Chadli had entirely 
outlived his usefulness from the army's 
point of view. His usefulness was a 
function of his ability to control and 
orchestrate a political sphere consistent 
with the vital interests of the military 
sphere. OnDecember26it was made clear 
to the army that he had lost control of the 
political sphere altogether. 

The army waited a fortnight, 
presumably to allow the implications of 
December26tosinkinathomeandabroad. 
It gave anti-FIS sentiment in Algerian 
public opinion time to express itself, 
notably in the huge demonstration in 
Algiers on January 2. It gave Chadli time 
to compromise himself further with the 
FIS behind the scenes. And, above all, it 
gave the panic factor time to have its 
effect, in Tunis, Rabat and Cairo and 
especially, of course, in France. And once 
it was clear that an unfettered Islamist 
government would have disastrous 
repercussionson Algeria's standing abroad 
as well as precipitate bitter strife at home, 
the demonstration had been satisfactorily 
made and 180-oddarmy officers signed a 
letter calling on Chadli to resign. 

The subsequent suspension of the 
second round of the elections and thus the 
denial to the FIS of their certain electoral 
victory provoked a flutter of tut-tutting 
editorials in the West Because Europe 
and America had given wholly uncritical 
support to Chadli, and had rashly endorsed 
Chadli's credentials as a democratic 
reformer, it was honour bound to cover its 
confusion with a bit of editorial muttering. 

Once that dependable and authoritative 
interpreter of the New World Order, 
Professor Fred Halliday, had informed the 
Algerians over the BBC World Service 
that an Islamist victory would be 
considered an even greater threat to 
European and American iriterests than the 
Iranian revolution had been, the 
representatives of these interests were 
badly placed to complain when the 
Algerian army removed this threat by an 
adroit manoeuvre at the eleventh hour. 
But it was too much to expect them to be 
properly grateful. They could not be 

Boudiaf steps out of the shadows 
properly grateful because they were dimly 
aware that they had been had. And in the 
Elysee and the Quai d'Orsay, which had 
invested very heavily in Chadli Bendjedid 
these last thirteen years, this awareness 
must be assumed to have been far from 
dim, although it was hardly in the French 
national interest, or at any rate that of the 
Mitterrand presidency, that Paris's 
painfully acute understanding of the matter 
should be generally shared. 

Throughout the last three and a half 
years, European and American 
commentary has taken its tone from Paris 
and has accordingly insisted on depicting 
the Algerian drama in terms of the analogy 
with the Soviet Union and the analogy 
with Iran. Both of these analogies have 
been entirely misleading, but attempts to 
explain this to the British media have been 
unavailing in advance of the Algerians' 
own demonstration of the fact. The Islamist 
challenge to the Algerian state has been a 
superficial affair by comparison with the 
insurrection against the Shah, and all it has 
taken is a change of leadership in Algiers 
and a bit of firmness and resolution to put 
a stop to it. And the duel between 
'reformers' and 'hardliners' in Algeria, so 
beloved of British and French 
commentators whose heads have been full 
of the Soviet analogy, has been largely a 
figment of their imaginations, as 
manipulated by the plausible spokesmen 
of the Chadli faction. 

In terms of the Soviet analogy, the 
'hardliners' have won. The Algerian 
Gorbachev has been toppled by the 
Algerian counterparts of Igor Ligachev 
and Victor Alksnis, while the Algerian 

has been in custody since last June. What 
happened on January 11 was a neat, 
bloodless, barely unconstitutional and 
wholly effective coup which saved the 
state - the coup which failed to happen in 
Moscow last August. And what happened 
on January 16, with the return to Algiers of 
Mohamed Boudiaf, is that the Algerian 
counterparts of the Red Army brass, 
mindful of their lack oflegitimacy, brought 
back the Algerian Lenin from his 
mausoleum in Morocco to save his 
creation. 

But the media have had the sense not to 
depict matters in these terms. They do not 
want to admit that the 'hardliners' have 
won, and so they prefer to forget about the 
Soviet analogy altogether. And quite right 
too. The result is that they do not know 
how to describe what has happened. 

What has happened is that the 
nationalist tendency within Algerian 
politics has at long last defeated the anti 
nationalist tendency. It has not got rid of 
the latter altogether, but it has evicted it 
from the presidency. The perverse result 
on December 26 was engineered by the 
simple expedient of Chadli' s nationalist 
opponents within the FLN refusing to 
mobilise the vote in their own bailiwicks. 
The FLN as a political party is structured 
in much the same way as Congress in India 
or Christian Democracy in Italy; it is a 
coalition of notables and their local 
followings. It was enough for the anti 
Chadli element in the FLN leadership to 
do nothing on December 26 for Chadli & 
Co. to come to grief, because by doing 
nothing they were able to demonstrate 
what Chadli' s supporters actually represent 
within the society- about 12 percent of the 
electorate at the outside - and 
simultaneously deprive Chadli of the 
balanced legislature he needed in order to 
stay in business as arbiter of the political 
game. 

In this way, Chadli' s critics forced the 
army to drop Chadli. And because the 
army itselflacks political legitimacy, and 
knows that it cannot govern the country by 
itself, the conditions were created for the 
return to power of the nationalist tendency 
in Algerian politics. The High State 
Committee set up to fill the vacant 
presidency with a collective leadership 
until the current presidential term ends in 
December 1993 is presided, in Mohamed 
Boudiaf, by the man who organised the 
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founding of the original FLN in 19 54. And 
while the modern regular army is 
represented by the minister of defence, 
Major General Khaled Nezzar, the old 
revolutionary army which actually saw 
off the French is very powerfully 
represented by Ali Kafi, currently the 
general secretary of the National War 
Veterans Organisation but whose place in 
Algerian history is assured by the fact that 
he was a senior member of the guerrilla 
leadership of wilaya 2 (the FLN' s second 
military region in north-eastern Algeria) 
from 1954 to 1957 and its commander 
from 1957 to 1959. 

A great deal remains to be decided in 
Algerian politics, and the extent of the 
economic, social and political shambles 
inherited by Boudiaf & Co. from thirteen 
years of misgovernment by Chadli and his 
supporters can hardly be overstated. Chadli 
was trying to govern the country with 
French support and in the French manner 
at the expense of the interests of a large 
and rapidly growing majority of the 
Algerian people and of major elements of 
the national political elite, and in his efforts 
to outflank his nationalist critics he was 
led to mobilise all the various anti-national 
forces in the country, most obviously the 
Islamists but also the Berberists and 
especially the uncritically pro-French 
tendencies in the middle class. This is 
what his much misunderstood venture in 
'democratisation' was really about. Its 
democratic character was very greatly 
exaggerated by Western commentators and 
the motives behind it thoroughly 
misunderstood, and his adversaries have 
turned the tables on him with a vengeance. 

Algeria is not an easy country to govern, 
but it can only be governed effectively by 
its own national politics, not French politics 
imported from across the Mediterranean 
nor Islamist politics imported from Saudi 
Arabia. In getting rid of Chadli, Algerian 
nationalism has got rid of the principal 
source of disorder in Algerian politics. 
Whether it has the political resources to 
give the country effective government 
while promoting rather than stifling the 
prospect of genuine democratisation in 
the medium term remains to be seen. But 
at least the Algerian state, unlike the Soviet 
Union, has not fallen apart, and is not 
about to. It is time Europe stopped 
misconceiving it, and endeavoured to take 
its measure. D 

Bipartisanship, how are you? 

David Gordon reviews future prospects for Northern 
Ireland after the General Election 

What difference would a Labour 
Government make? Like voters across 
Great Britain, people in Northern Irelood\ 
will be asking this question as the Gen~ 
Election draws near. 

There will be a crucial differeace, 
however. Labour does not contesteleeaens 
in Northern Ireland, so no one m die 
province will be able to vote for a Lalmm' 
alternative to Majorite Toryism, There 
will be no Labour canvassersknoekingun 
doors to explain exactly whaHl!ifferem:e~ 
Kinnock Government would make. And 
we could do with a bit of explaimng. 
Labour's recent policy statements: on tm: 

subject have been vague, coid'oooo ~ 
contradictory. 
It should be said at the omset that a 

Government intent on makingadnfereoce 
in the province is long overdue. Tory 
policy since 1979 has been bypocritic21 
and irresponsible. It has also f:ailedtotaDy: 
people are still getting !killed 199'1 ms 
seen another increase in the~ wilh 
innocent Catholic and Prote.si!:lmt~ 
class people yet again bearing ilhe lmmt.of 
the violence. The Conservative ~ 
has been to privatise responsibility. John 
Major has effectively said !lti!ate~ 
will be okay if local powerless~ 
from the province sit down mffl truk to 
each other. The Governmeet's duty to 
govern the place and try Ito sort out dre 
mess has been forgotten. 

Sadly, however, Labour'saltematisem 
Tory abdication is not encouraging. Pera 
start, there is a great deal ofdoubtwbedrer 
Neil Kinnock's approach wiI! be any 
different from John h•fajor•s. 
'Bipartisanship' - the cosy gec-out claese 
employed by successive Labour mm 
Conservative governments for over two 
decades - appears to be still in fashion. 
Labour's Shadow SecretaryofState,Kevin 
McNamara, would dispute this. From t:li.e 
moment he was appointed to the job by 

eil Kinnock in 1987, McNamara has been 
proclaiming that bipartisanship is dead. 
McNamara has interpreted Labour's 
"united Ireland by consent" policy in his 
oMJ peculiar way. Unionists have a right 
to say no to Irish unity. But they will not 
bed allowed to block "progress towards" a 
united Ireland. 
Little extra detail has been added to this 

commitment. There has been vague talk 
about certain specific policies, involving 
"harmonisation" of economic and social 
structures between North and South. But 
the underlying theme of much of what has 
been said is that Labour will push for a 
united Ireland, irrespective of the views of 
Ulster Protestants. As a recent article in 
the lllirish Post stated, "He [McNamara] 
bas staled that it is his ambition to be the 
last ever Secretary of State for Northern 
Ireland." (29.2.92) 
This kind of talk was very much in 

evidence at the October 1991 conference 
in Brighton. McNamara made a strongly 
wrutloo . speech to a fringe meeting, 
indi.caimg that Irish unity would be at the 
top of bis agenda. The same sentiments 
ffi!ft': voiced in the conference itself by 
CoHSE's Colm 0'Kane (on behalf of the 
NEC) and Jim Moher, Labour's PPC for 
Brent North. 
In October 1991, Labour's Northern 

Ireland! policy seemed clear enough: it 
wooJd pnsh firmly for a united Ireland. 
Consent in the North would be needed, but 
ODly for the final transfer of sovereignty. 
J.notha-words,theUlsterProtestantswould 
bavearigbuo say 'No' to a united Ireland, 
bnt.mdy whenithas been established in all 
bnt mime. Since then, however, there has 
beea a marked change in Labour's 
staroments of :int.einL Before Christmas, 
eil Kinnock m.ade his annual visit to the 

previoce .. With the level of violence on the 
increase, the Labour leader appeared to be 
trying to outdo the Tories on the security 
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front, There would be no let-up in the 
state's drive against the paramilitaries 
under a Labour Government, was the 
message. 
Early in the New Year, an IRA bomb 

killed eight Protestant construction 
workers. Later on the same night, the Tory 
Secretary of state, Peter Brooke, appeared 
on a TV chat show in Dublin and sang "Oh 
My Darling Clementine". There was 
uproar from relatives of the dead men and 
from Unionist representatives. Peter 
Brooke offered to resign and announced 
the news of his offer in an address to the 
House of Commons. Now, Labour 
normally ~ the departure of 
Co~ !Ministers, for whatever 
reason. wil1h glee. And' surel y a pro-united 
Iretand pru:ty woo.Id be glad to see the back 
of Peter~. an old-style upper class 
Tory with µto-Unionist leanings? But no, 
there M:S aosrpan:y support for the 
Con~zw~li~in Iris hour ofneed. 
~~ to plead with him to stay 
on. LclroJ:'.rv.::s~ Mr Brooke' s song 
- theSm.:i.~-yofS!ale would not be "lost 
am~~~ all. 
lbG~~~fmmer,even stronger, 

signs C:a.cy-1~ is still with us. A 
'ffJ ~ liL\ bomb in the vicinity of 
\~ c ~ prompted very 
simil1-7 ~s from Major and 
KiiTiinm.. ~ me will be able to bomb 
~ tD the conference table; the 
Go1ns::::::v,::f's Jililllicy will not be changed 
by ~ - t"E:t was the message from 
both fu.eGma-~t and Opposition. 

is firmly behind the 
Tory policy in Northern 

~_1E;-o::11919oowards this has meant 
trying to eJ!OOII:t--agit: the local parties to 
~ bl(;~ some form of partnership 
tonmade'mh'edgovemment. This policy 
b2S hnl such a spectacular failure that it 
has ~ sfi,ghdy altered in recent years. 
TbeGovamnmtoow just encourages local 
parties to talk about the possibilities of 
cobblingtogediennme form of partnership 
to nm a devolved government. 
These discussions, known as the 

"Brooke talks" ran into the ground yet 
again at the beginning of 1992, partly due 
to Unionist unease about the possibility of 
Kevin McNamara becoming Secretary of 
State. A clear statement of Labour's 
intentions was requested. In reply, 
McNamara and Kinnock said that the 
Labour Government's position on the talks 
would be exactly the same as that of the 
Tories. As a result, the Brooke talks 

reconvened at the end of February. 
So, once again, there appears to be little 

difference between the Tories and Labour 
on Northern Ireland. Is this a goodt1:hing? 
No, not as things stand at preselil': Would 
Kevin McNamara's previous, apparently 
shelved, plans be any better? No, probably 
worse. 
Let's start with the 'pushing for a united 

Ireland' scenario. The likely results of 
such a course of action were considered by 
Labour's Northern Ireland team in the 
mid-1980s. A document, written by Clive 
Soley, outlined a number of pro-Irish unity 
policies and the likely responses from the 
unionist community. The document makes 
spine-chilling reading. The "least bad 
Unionist response" to "the appointment of 
a Secretary of State known to be in favour 
of a United Ireland" is said to be 
"demonstrations; sporadic or weakly 
supported strikes; sporadic killing." The 
"possible worst response" is "very real 
danger of strike and/or demonstration and 
killing of Catholics". In both scenarios, 
the document argues that the Government 
should "sit out" Unionist demonstrations 
and break the strikes. The document 
continues in the same vein, evoking 
memories of the callous old totalitarian 
maxim, "You can't make an omelette 
without breaking eggs". 
Another policy outlined by Soley entails 

the involvement of Southern Irish people 
in the administration of the North. The 
worst possible Protestant response is given 
as "selective strikes and boycotts; killing 
of selected individuals (possibly 
kidnapping)". And the Government's 
response? "Anti-terrorist activity, 
especially security services". Finally, the 
document predicts that, at worst, the 
Protestants would respond to an Act of 
Unity with "general or sporadic violence" 
which should be met with the use of troops, 
"where possible Irish, backed by British". 
Is this what Kevin McNamara has in 

store for the North? It should be 
remembered that the Protestant 
paramilitaries are now better armed than 
in the mid-80s when the Soley document 
was drawn up. So the likelihood is that 
more Catholic than anticipated would be 
murderedifLabourpursued such policies. 
Given this, it would hardly be surprising if 
Labour decided to keep its hands clean 
and stuck to the old bipartisan approach. 
Discussions between the local parties 
would be urged, with the aim of restoring 
a devolved government. 

Despite the media's fascination with 
describing such discussions as "peace 
talks", there is is no likelihood of an end to 
violence resulting from the establishment 
of a devolved government. 
If Labour continues to boycott the 

Northern Ireland political scene, there will 
be no prospect of an end to sectarian 
politics. Politics will still be about 
Protestants versus Catholics and sectarian 
politics will still breed sectarian violence. 
If the Protestant/Catholic 'party-system' 

in the North goes unchallenged, a devolved 
partnership government would be 
inherently unstable. Each side in the 
partnership would have to play to their 
own particular gallery. 
The Unionist parties might well hail the 

new arrangements as a strengthening of 
the union. The nationalist SDLP would 
have a very different interpretation of the 
set-up. In such circumstances, the hard 
line Protestant paramilitaries would be 
more likely to believe the SDLP's claims 
than those of theirown politicians - the old 
'sell-out' card could be played again. In 
any event, uncertainty and instability 
would increase rather than decrease. 

Supposing, for example, that the IRA 
committed another outrage, resulting in 
the deaths of Protestants, the Unionist 
members of the Northern Ireland 
Government would demand a hard-line 
military response to the IRA: internment, 
'shoot to kill' policies, etc. The SDLP, 
naturally, would strongly oppose such 
policies. The result? More instability. And 
the IRA would have the incentive of 
knowing that it could unhinge the 
Government every time it pulled off a 
military success. 
Overall, itis difficult to get too optimistic 

about the future of Northern Ireland under 
either Labour or Conservative rule. There 
are, of course, a few uncertainties about 
the exact course a Labour Government 
would take in regard to Northern Ireland. 
It is possible that the Secretary of State 
post will not go to Kevin McNamara; that 
someone with a better grasp of reality will 
be sent over instead. We will have to wait 
and see. 
But one thing is clear. If Labour wins 

the election, it will govern Northern Ireland 
without a mandate. It will not have received 
a single Northern Ireland vote. It will not 
have a single Northern Ireland member to 
consult over policy decisions. That's what 
Neil Kinnock"s brand of democratic 
socialism means to us. O 
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... the point, however, 
is to change it. 

by Brendan Clifford 

A liberal reforming Government was 
toppled in the Irish Republic in February 
and was replaced by a conservative 
Government more in tune with the 
requirements of the Catholic Bishops. That 
was the only possible interpretation of the 
replacement of Charles Haughey by Albert 
Reynolds as Taoiseach, if you kept your 
eyes on what the Haughey Government 
was actually doing and on which vested 
interests suffered most from what it was 
doing. 
But since this is the media age, and the 

manipulators of media images are the most 
devout believers in the images they project, 
the event was depicted as being the opposite 
of what it was in actual fact. Actual fact 
has become a dual mystery to those who 
live with the image, and only a few old 
fashioned people still have the ability to 
see it. 
The liberals in the Irish media have been 

trying to topple Charles Haughey for ten 
years. Their fixed idea that he is a 
reactionary is one of the great 
psychological puzzles of the era. It began 
with Dr Conor Cruise O'Brien about 
twenty years ago. O'Brien, as a would-be 
liberal in the leadership of the Irish Labour 
Party, disputed with Haughey in the early 
seventies about national ideals. Because 
Haughey had in 1970 been made the 
scapegoat for the gun-running that most 
people with principle and guts had engaged 
in at the time of the events of August 1969 
in Belfast and Derry, O'Brien must have 
thought he would be easy prey. But 
Haughey held his own in the ideological 
dispute. And he survived the scapegoating 
to come and replace Jack Lynch, his party 
leader who had stabbed him in the back. 
O'Brien, on the other hand, entered the 
Coalition Government as a senior Cabinet 
Minister in 1973 and made the painful 
discovery during the next few years that 
he had no aptitude for realising his liberal 
convictions in practical politics. He became 
a political has-been in 1977, having 
achieved worse than nothing. (His 
inflammatory nationalist speeches in the 

spring ofl974 helped to wreck the power 
sharing "Sunningdale" Executive in 
Belfast.)Buthedidnotdrawthereasonable 
conclusion from his failure that a vital 
element 'was missing from his political 
understanding. Instead, he blamed his 
failure on some mystical power of evil 
supposedly exerted by Haughey. 

At the last General Election O'Brien 
flew home on election day from America 
where he was on a lecture tour. He gave a 
press conference at Dublin airport, 
explaining that he had come to cast his 
vote against his own party, the Labour 
Party, because he could not trust it not to 
do a deal with Haughey. There was in fact 
not the slightest danger of a Labour /Fianna 
Fail deal. The Labour leader, Dick Spring, 
has been quite as irrational as Dr O'Brien 
on the subject of Haughey. It looked as if 
O'Brien's motivation was a need to 
dramatise his hatred of an enemy. 

There have been two women in the 
forefront of Irish politics during the past 
year or two, one in a figurehead position, 
the other in a position of real power. Mary 
Robinson, a leading civil rights barrister, 
stood for President, put a lot of effort into 
it, and won due to a fantastic chapter of 
accidents. She now counts for much less in 
the real world than she did two years ago. 
The other woman is Mary O'Rourke, 

who was Haughey's Education Minister 
until the Cabinet reshuffle last November 
and was then transferred to Health. As 
education Minister she prepared a Green 
Paper (preliminary to a Bill) with the object 
of making education publicly accountable. 
Irish Education operates without an 
Education Act, through the informal 
influence of the Catholic Church on the 
Department of Education. 

There is no state provision of basic 
education. The vast majority of schools 
are owned and controlled by the Catholic 
Bishops and the remainder by the declining 
Church of Ireland. Over the past ten years 
about a dozen "multi-denominational" 
schools have been set up by groups of 
parents who wanted a more liberal 
education for their children. These groups 
faced a clericalist obstruction from the 
Education Department under the Labour/ 
Fine Gael Coalition, but their way has 
been eased considerably since Haughey 
took office. 
Mrs O 'Rourke aimed to put the education 
system as a whole on a more satisfactory 
footing, and she was acting in conjunction 

with liberal pressure groups in society. 
Her replacement of last November, Noel 
Davern, showed every sign of continuing 
her work while she applied herself to 
restructuring the health service. (There is 
no NHS in the Republic). 
The Catholic Church sees itself as having 
a crucial hegemonic role in both education 
and health. It was profoundly uneasy about 
the projected reforms, but would have 
found it difficult to gain leverage against 
Haughey while appearing in ecclesiastical 
dress. 
In the past the West British liberals have 

jeered at Haughey for devising "Irish 
solutions to Irish problems". But that was 
his great strength as a reformer. And the 
trendy liberals never explained why Irish 
problems should not have Irish solutions. 
The liberals have now done the work of 

the Church for it and got rid of Haughey. 
They have been more influential than they 
ever thought they could be. But their 
influence was specific to a particular event. 
They have acted as a catspaw for the 
Bishops in driving Haughey from office, 
and in this they were facilitated by the 
great conspiracy of the Church. 

The week after its great triumph the 
Irish Times was shocked by the sweeping 
change Reynolds made in the Cabinet. 
Davern was dropped from Education and 
Mrs O'Rourke from Health. O'Rourke 
was offered a junior ministry (Women's 
Affairs) and when she refused was given 
the safe department of Trade. And signs 
were given that the Education reform was 
off. 

And then the liberals who had been 
hounding Haughey for ten years were 
shocked again by the court order confining 
a fourteen year old girl, pregnant from 
rape, to the jurisdiction of the 26 counties 
so that she could not get the abortion she 
wanted. 
Haughey's Cabinet was not made up of 

liberals. Fianna Fail is the great nationalist 
party of the state so it covers the spectrum 
of opinion with regard to religion. The 
Minister of Justice and the Attorney 
General were on the reactionary wing, but 
that scarcely mattered while Haughey was 
Taoiseach. But the very moment his 
controlling hand was removed it mattered 
a great deal. The Attorney General acted 
to enforce the Anti-Abortion clause in the 
Constitution against the girl who had come 
to Britain for an abortion. (The matter 
came to the notice of the authorities because 
continued on page 10 
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