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- Figiiting to save Guy’s Hospital: see Welfare State campaigns, page 2
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They came from all over the country: 80, 000 main’ly'y,au'hg
against the Tory Griminal Justice Bill — and were savagely

Trusts’ savage rent hike

CASH-STRAPPED NHS
Trusts have been trying to
balance their books by jack-
ing up rents in nurses’ homes
by an average of £100 per
month across the country. In
Leicester, the increase was a
massive 250 percent, from
£48 to £140 a month.
Student nurses in the East
Midlands have been spearhead-
ing a militant fightback against
- these massive increases. |
Grants (bursaries) for student
nurses are pegged at just £4,260
a year. Their long working
weeks running right through the
year, and the requirement to
work 1,000 hours on the wards
as part of their training, mean
“that nursing students miss out
on long vacations in which other

Labour Conference saw the
launch of Action, the
campaigning newspaper of
the Welfare State Network,
seeking to link up the
many campaigns on
Welfare State issues
across the country.

The tirst, pilot issue of the
paper carries an impressive
range of coverage, spanning
health campaigns, pension-
ers, housing, disabhility is-
sues, students, youth
benefits, low pay, and nurs-
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Poor now, jabless later?
students earn extra cash.

The fightback has centred
strongly on the East Midlands,

elfare State

ery campaigns.

The newspaper is designed
to be distributed through affili-
ated organisations, and urges
affiliations from labour move-
ment organisations, commu-
nity campaigns and
individuals. Aiready over 300
individuals and organisations
have signed their support for
the Network’s basic policy
statement.

As well as producing the
paper to spread information
and build solidarity between
campaigns, the Network will

- with ‘sleep out’ protests in

Leicester and Derby, but there
have also been actions in Lon-
don and York. -

. Spirits have been raised by
the news that after protests by
over 100 student nurses, Com-
munity Trust bosses in North-
ampton have suspended the
imposition of a 50 percent rent
increase to allow for negotia-
tions. .

With Trusts across the coun-
try cutting back on nurse train-
ing and seeking to minimise the
numbers of qualified staff they
employ, student nurses are not
even certain of a job when they
qualify.

The fight, organised by
health unton UNISON, goes on.
It could help to radicalise the
rest of the NHS workforce.

be organising a major na-
tional conference in London
on April 8.

The Network wiil be hold-
ing an open meeting on No-
vember 12 at Islington Town
Hall (beginning at 12 noon),
and is also urging campaign-
ers to participate in the De-
cember 3 conference of the
Defend the Welfare State cam-
paign supported by Ken Liv-
ingstone and union feaders
including the GMB’s John Ed-
monds.

Affiliation to the Network is
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people j‘ained the national demanstration
attacked by police. Se__e back page.

Student nurses fight

I Student accommodation
is a profitable business for
developers according to
housing specialists in
Leeds.

Ron Strong of the central
accommodation agency
Unipol has pointed out that:

‘“The return on student de-
velopment is better than most
investments. = R

“A £1.5m development
might supply 130 rooms at
around £12,500 each. If each
student paid £35 per week for
43 weeks of the year, then the
return on the investment is
about 12 percent.”

- Many students are paying
far more for inferior accom-
modation. They are not just
getting a bum deal: they are
being brutally ripped off.
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Tories

il plan to

rob blind

TORY ministers are
planning to push
through new legislation
to biock extra benefits
to blind people,
according to a leaked

circular.

In April, the House of
Lords upheld a case
brought by Eric Mallinson,
a blind man from Manches-
ter, in which he argued for
an allowance to pay for a
guide.dog when he visited
unfamiliar places.

However civil servants
have since stepped in not
only to obstruct suh-
sequent similar cfaims,
hut even to deny Mr
Mallinson the extra money
he is due.

Instead an official circu-
lar to disability appeal tri-
bunals in September says
that “lIt is the intention of
the government to lay a
short bill before Parlia-
ment which will presum-
ably have the purpose of
counteracting the decision
In some way.”

Bosses
snhatch
sick pay

VIORE and more
cheapskate employers
are now refusing to pay
sickness pay to their
staff as a result of the
Tories scrapping the
scheme under which
the government used to
reimburse 80 percent of

the cost.

The changed policy. in-
troduced in April, is de-
signed to save £700
million for the Exchequer.
but advice agencies are re-
norting a six-fold increase
in workers raising prob-
lems over Sick pay.
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Different campaigns can join forces through Network

just £25 (£10 to groups of pen-
sioners and unwaged). Make
sure your union, Labour Party
and local campaigns get in-

volved.

Write to Welfare State Net-
work, ¢/o Southwark TUSU,
42 Braganza St, London SE17.
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TONY BLAIR seems set to do what
Hugh Gaitskell could not do and Neil
Kinnock did not dare to try - abolish

Clause Four of the Labour Party con-
stitution which pledges the social
ownership of the means of produc-
tion, distribution and exchange.

However mismanagement of the La- |

bour conference by Walworth Road bu-
reaucrats enabled a debate to take place
on this question immediately, and for the
platform to lose by a whisker.

In the next year, and especially at the
union conferences next spring and sum-

mer, every affiliated organisation will

have to debate this question. The Left
must mount a huge campaign to defend
Clause Four.

That Tony Blair dares take on this
question is a measure of the lurch to the
right which is taking place in the Labour
Party. This is a qualitative new stage of
development, way beyond the capitula-
tions carried out during the Kinnock
“policy review” of the late 1980s and
subsequently.
~ The Labour bureaucracy is using the
advent of the new leader to eradicate
every remnant of traditional social demo-
cratic policy — destroy all support for the
mixed economy and the welfare state,
and-with it every major policy difference
between Labour and the Tornes.

Apart from defeating the platform on
Clause Four, the left at Labour’s confer-
- ence scored successes in having Dennis
Skinner and Diane Abbot elected to the
NEC; Ken Livingstone also came close.

Dommant rlght

However none of this can hide the real
relatx_on ship of forces: in the “New” La-
bour Party the right wing is utterly domi-
nant. While the constituencies have
undergone a certain growth in the past
period, especially since Blair’s election,
this is.a political selection of people sup-
porting the Right. It is quite unlike the
Bennite influx of the early 1980s.

* Thus it is quite on the cards that Blair
will actually carry a majority against
Clause Four in the constituencies.
Among the trade union leaders, Blair wzll
certamly get his way
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NMizking Labour fit for capitalism: Prescott and Blair will join forces to push for the fe'visian of Clause 4

The attitude of most of them was to
support the approach in John Prescott’s
final speech: don’t worry, we will have a
new constitution expressing tradittonal
values, after all we still support a nation-
ally owned railway system and post of-
fice! By that criterion, 95 per cent of the

But while the willingness of Blatr to
take on Clause Four represents the con-
fidence of the new leadership, it also
provides a major opportunity for the Left
to mount a sustained fightback. The bat-
tle to defend Clause Four must be raised
in every constituency and, especially,

Just as the Tories’ free market approach has been shown to

be incapable of resolving any

major problem, the Labour

leadership wants to abollsh all policy distinction between

the two big parties.

world is socialist. Nationalised utilities,
especially inherently unprofitable ones,
are accepted world wide: even the United
States has a state owned postal service.
The minimal pledge to support nation-

alised utilities s itself rendered meaning-

less by the refusal to renationalise utilities
like gas, water and electricity privatised
by the Tories. It is highly unlikely that a
Blair Labour government would re-na-
tionalise a privatised railway or postal
service.

~  taken into every union conference.
A major campaign, uniting the

whole of the Left inside the Labour
Party and outside must be mounted to
defend Clause Four. This must be the

major campaigning theme for the Left
at every union conference in 1995.

In one sense it could be argued that the
issue of Clause Four is not of great prac-
tical import: every Labour government
has ignored it. The social ownership of
production means socialism. The Labour

Party i1s not the instrument of socialist
transition; it 1s a pro-capitalist party, al-
beit based on the working class. Blair
could just as easily have ignored Clause

- Four, without committing himself to

anything.

However, Clause Four has immense
symbolic significance. It should not be
defended because we want to defend the
past traditions of Labourism, but as an
opportunity to take the ideological offen-

“sive to defend socialism.

One of the great ironies of Tony Blair

" is that just as the Tories’ free market
~ approach has been shown to be incapable
~of resolving any major problem, the La-
" bour leadership wants to abolish all pol-
icy distinction between the two big
parties.
~ The campaign to defend Clause Four
~can be a tremendous opportunity to €x-
" plain exactly what social ownership
-means, and how a soc1ety based on social

need and not profit is not just morally
superior, but, contrary to the claims of
the “death of socialism”, a perfectly
workable alternative.

Join us for memorial dinner |

‘SOCIALISTS from all
over the country will
gather in London on
October 22 for a dinner
to honour the memory
of our comrade Bob
Smith, who died earlier
this year at the age of

46.

Bob, who lived in
Birmingham, was
well-known in the
anti-racist and lrish
solidarity movements,
and devoted much of
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struggle of Asian
women at the Burnsalls
factory.

The dinner will see the
launch of a book,
dedicated to Bob’s
memory, on the
anti-racist and
anti-fascist struggle -
Here to Stay, Here fo
Fight

It will also feature
speakers prominent in
the anti-racist struggle.

'i'. ‘-j' ﬁ-\ "’ '0. . “?'_ 33 ‘9

money for the memorlal
fund.

This fund will be used
to finance the book, as
well as to refurbish
Socialist Qutlook’s
offices and buy new,
and urgently needed,
computer equipment for
the paper. |

The dinner is not just
for Socialist Outlook
supporters, but open to
all those who knew Bob
ard those dedicated to
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~ the anti-racist and

Socrallst Qutlook, PO

anti-fascist struggle. Box 1109, London N4
Be there!l 2UU. Cheques should
: - be made out to ‘Bob
Tickets cost £12 waged, . . ,
£7 unwaged from: Smith Memorial Fund'.
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Tory sleaze

By Dave Osler

“MARK Thatcher. £40 mil-
lion. Business. The son of

SOCIALIST OUTLOOK No.70, October 22 1994, Page 4

Baroness Thatcher. Mark ;e

Thatcher made his fortune
from his Middle East and
American business deals.
Joint 219th”.

So reads the entry for Mark
Thatcher in the 1993 Sunday
Times ranking of the super-rich.
The truth is somewhat more
complex: Mark Thatcher made

his fortune as a go-between in |}

the global death trade, playing
on the family name to amass a
fortune.

Tam Dayell, Labour_ MPs for
Linlithgow, claimed in 1992 that
Thatcher junior was “up to his
neck” in arms deals with Iragq..

It has been established that on
December 14 1992 Mark
Thatcher’s 11 Swiss bank ac-
counts at three separate financial
institutions added up to
93,142,139 - francs
(£41,581,312).

That was just his liquid assets.

There are also shareholdings in
South Africa, and considerable

personal assets around the
world, incl’uding a one-million
dollar home in Dallas, a Simi-g
larly-priced one in Swztzerland
and a £2,100,000 home in Lon-

don. His net worth is probably

between £80m and £100m. This
pushed him up to about 80th on
the rich list. .

- Mark Thatcher left Brltam In
1994 after revelations that he
had won a commission in a
£300m contract with Oman dur-
ing his mother’s visit there three
years previously.

Regular job

He took up a job as American
agent for Lotus Cars, a company
owned by an old Thatcher fam-
ily friend, Alan Curtis, on acom-
paratively modest salary of
£45,000 a year until 1986. It 1s
the only regular employment he
1s ever known to have had.

Basing himself in Dallas, he
established a personal and busi-
ness relationship with Ross
Perot, the right-wing populist
presidential contender in the
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Throughout his nine
years in exile, Mark
Thatcher made most

“of his real money from

introducing private

‘arms and munitions

manufacturers to key
~contracts in various
governments.

1992 elections and a key player

in the Irangate scandal.

In 1991 Mark Thatcher took
out Swiss resident status on the
grounds he was consultant to the

‘Lausanne branch of a Portu-

guese banking and investment
company, Espirito Santo. He
thus enjoyed an income tax rate
of only 12 per cent.
Throughout his nine years in
exile, Mark Thatcher made most
of his real money from introduc-
ing private arms and munitions
manufacturers to key contracts
in various governments.
There ts nothing to say he
ever acted illegally. Merely fur-
nishing introductions where no
specific deal can be shown to
have occurred as a direct result,
and receiving money for the in-
troduction rather than the sale, 1s
legitimate business practice.

JOHN MAJOR decided to
write his own speech for
Tory conference this and,
according to Newsnight’s
Jeremy Paxman, “it
showed”.

- Homespun reassurance that
the NHS would never be priva-
tised drew muted applause
compared with the loud recep-
tion given Michael Portillo’s
xenophobic rantings and Peter
Lilley's new plans to force
ciaimants to work for a pit-
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e P0INtING towards the cash?

As Gerald James, the former
chairman of the defunct muni-

- tions manufacturer Astra Hold-

ings commented: “No one is
ever going to find a piece of
paper with Mark Thatcher
name on it”.

In 1992 James gave evidence
to the House of Commons Select
Committee on the Iragt super-
gun affair, claiming that Mark
Thatcher was among the British

nationals who received commis-

sion from Britain’s £20 billion
Al Yamanah II (AY?2) weapons
contract with Saudi Arabia in
1985, the biggest arms deal in
history. The deal took place only
after the personal intervention of
Margaret Thatcher.

£1m house

British Aerospace was a
prime beneficiary of AY2. The

CIear blue water engulfing Major

tance.

The enthusiasm Ior intro-
ducing identity cards and the
anti-Europe mania showed the
politics of the ageing party ac-
tivists, a massive 90% of
whom are over 56. Once again
the Tory right is setting the po-
litical agenda.

On one thing Major was
right: the Tories have won the
political battle, and in contest-
ing the “middie ground” Blair
is capitulating to Tory ideol-
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company’s Saudi agent, Wafic

Said, was a personal friend of the
Thatchers, and provided Mark

Thatcher with a£1 million house

in London 1n 1988.
In weapons sales, especially
when sanctions-busting is in-

- volved, commissions often out-
~strip the actual cost of the

equipment.

Mark Thatcher, it has been
claimed, was involved in deals
including the supply of 48
Chieftain tanks to Pinochet’s re-
gime in Chile in 1983; light ar-
tillery to Jordan, again in 1983,
as part of a deal in which
Thatcher junior netted £1 mil-
lion; and helicopters to Saudi
Arabia in 1985 in a package
worth £1.5 bilhon.

Malaysia

.In 1987 he was involved in' a

£2 billion contract with Malay-
sia, taking a share of the £65
million fees with other British
business people. |

The most explicit allegations

about Mark Thatcher’s careeér

are contained in the book The
Profits of War, written by An
Ben-Menashe, who formerly
worked in the Israeli prime min-
ister’s office.

Ben-Menashe points out that
the Israeli secret service, Mos-
sad, often “takes out” people in-
volved in the supply of arms to

pointed out, if people want
Tory policies they will tend to
go for the real thing; as he put
it, “if you want to buy a Rolex
you don’t buy it from a man on
a street corner”.

The Portillo-led right wants
to hounce Major even further
rightward before the next gen-
eral election in 1997. If Major

loses, Portillo is the next

party leader and the mad dogs
of vicious anti-working class
nationalism will be let loose
with a vengeance.

nations of which it disapproves.
This category included Mark
Thatcher, and only the fact that
his mother was serving prime
minister stayed Mossad’s hand.

Yitzak Shamir, the Israeli
prime minister, wrote to Mar-
garet Thatcher officially, ex-
pressing his disapproval at the
involvement of unnamed “Brit-
ish nationals” in supplying Iraq,
an obvious potential enemy. He
was cClearly referring to her son.

Without
comment

“Little Major will be
quite unable to hold
the party together -
of that we can be
sure. VMly guess is
they will ditch him
before the next
general election,
and the
Conservatives will
give us the
delightful choice of
Vir Kenneth Clarke
or VMir Michael
Portillo as our next
Prime Minister...

“The ‘soul of the
party’ will be fought
over by the yobs,
represented by the
heo-Fascist Portillo,
and the slobs
represented by the

smug Hush Puppy
Chancellor.

“True Tories...must
vote Labour and do
so/enthusiastically.”

AN, Wilson, Evenine Stand-

HOME NEWS

Leaning to the right? ogy. As Major so rightly ard. Ociober 14.
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delegate, one threat

By Jason Pocock

For Tony Blair, the Labour
party lives or dies by its me-

dia coverage; all the stops are

pulled out to make sure it
goes smoothly,

At last year’s Labour confer-
ence, which debated the party-
union link, attempts to
intimidate delegates were made
for the first time in years. Party
officials and MPs tried to get
delegates . to break their man-
dates.

This year, blatant manipula—. a
tion of the conference, the media
and delegates was apparent

throughout.
Due to the increase in the

‘number of constituency dele-

gates and the introduction of the

quota system for women dele-

gates, there was a high propor-
tion of first-time delegates.

~ This is no bad thing in itself;
but many were unfamiliar with
procedures, and this made them

* less confident in standing up to
. pressure.

~Nor were such attempts re-

stricted to constituency dele-

gates.

Last year’s conference, as
~ part .of weakening the union

link, decided union delegates
would be issued with an individ-
val voting card - rather than one

- card for the whole of each un-

10n’s vote.
Union leaders immediately
‘made it clear this would make no

-difference - delegates would be
- expected to vote 1n line with un-

By Steve Hall and

Glenn Voris

A MAJOR regional
conference to help
organise a fighting left
against Tory attacks will
be held in Manchester
on October 29/30.

The conference has wide

sponsorship from leading lo-
cal union activists, trades
council leaders and campaign
acticists.
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Blair's ‘democracy’
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The old block-vote wheeler-dealing has been replaced by Blair’s new-model intimidation

ion policy.

Manipulation of the agenda
took place before the conference
started, when USDAW with-

drew their resolution spelling

out a definite figure for a na-
tional mlmmum wage.

Ducking conﬂlct

Despite this having emerged
as a contentious issue, with Blair
refusing to accept a commit-
ment to a specific figure, aunion
representing some of those most

affected didn’t wan&to be seen
as being in conflict with him.

In past years, resolutions on
cuts in defence spending and
scrapping Trident have been
taken separately. This time offi-

- clalsbrowbeat delegates into ac-
- cepting both being composited

North WeSt gets

into one resolution.

This was done as a ploy to get
both defeated, since some un-
ions like the GMB, committed

to defence cuts, would not sup-

port scrapping Trident.

But this attempted manipula-
tion failed, with the composited
resolution being carried by a
small margin.

Regional organisers, used
only to organising booze-ups,
this year organised “briefing”
meetings for delegates, which
went through the agenda ex-
plaining the NEC’s position on
resolutions.

Some of thém followed this

up with pressure — sometimes
successful — on delegates to re-
mit resolutions.

Blair’s speech itself was the
height of media mampulation.

side pit and the signal work-
ers’ struggle which was well
supported in the North West,
as well as existing fighting
networks like Women Against
Pit Closures, whose activists
are prominent sponsors of the
conference.

The conference aims to pro-
mote joint work and greater
unity among the left on a re-
gional level, particularly
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Sponsor: Alec McFadden

(Wirral TUC Secretary)
It aims fo build on struggies
such as that to defend Park-

FIGHTBACK CONFERENCE

UMIST Students Union, Barnes
Wallis Building, Sackville St,
MANCHESTER
Saturday 29 - Sunday 30 October

Further details: Fightback Conference,
c/o | Church St, Atherton, Manchester

among trade unions and local
communities. |

A wide range of workshops
will take up issue such as
fighting racism and fascism;
defending the welfare state;
fighting for jobs; fighting the
Criminal Justice Bill; defend-
ing the ecology; homeless-
ness; privatisation; and the
Tory offensive on “tamily val-
ues”. |

The conference a:ms to be
much more than a taiking
shop: a plenary session with
debate the establishment of a
North West Liaison Committee
as a permanent forum for
butlding unity in struggle.

" Copies of the text released be-
forehand left out the coded ref-
erence to scrapping Clause
Four.

Only during the speech did
officials alert the media to the

Equality — a
point well taken

By Peter Purton

(LCLGR)

THE SUPPORT for lesbian
and gay equality at Labour
Party conference stirred the
syrup of Blair's New Labour.
Even the AEU, which has tra-
ditionally opposed resolu-
tions from the Campaign for
Lesbian and Gay Rights, did

not vote against.

Despite opposing an equal
age of consent in February,
David Blunkett had to announce
a 97.6% vote in favour. His
words to the delegates — ‘point
well taken’ — put the seal on a
massive victory.

Never in five LCLGR confer-
ence campaigns has backing
come so easily. Lesbian and gay
equality is no longer a problem

for Labour Party and trade union

activists. Support and under-

standing is weli inadvance of the

Parliamentary Labour Party.
Converting the win into prac-

one

meaning of “a modern statement

* of our objectives”, which meant

they were able to represent the
standing ovation, given while
delegates were still digesting the
final few sentences, as endorse-
ment of Blair’s plans.

Suddenly realising there was
a resolution reaffirming Clause
Four on the agenda, the appara-
tus was mobilised 1n an attempt
to mimimise the damage.

MPs, officials at all levels and
the standing orders committee
were all brought 1n to try to get
the resolution withdrawn, and as

~ a result the Maryhill delegate

went into hiding overnight to
avoid the pressure.

Then attempts were made to
pressurise delegates into break-
ing their mandates on this issue.

With some blips, media cover-
~ age of the conference was good

for Blair.

But a large minority went
away determined to fight his
plans and aware of the means he
will use to try to achieve them.

tical politics will not be so easy.

Labour students put forward
a far less controversial compos-
ite to that favoured by lesbian
and gay activists. It concen-
trated attention on the age of
consent above all other ques-
tions.

Yet an equal age of consent
has been voted for no less than
FIVE times before.

LCLGR wanted to widen the
debate to address issues of fam-
ity and social policy to highlight
the inferior rights of lesbians and
gay men compared to hetero-
sexuals.

This is especially vital in the |
current climate of “back to ba-
sics” and the attacks on single
parents.

The work of LCLRG must con-

tinue if we are to dent the enthu-

siasm for the mythical model
family shown by both old-fash-

ioned labourism and new-fash- -

ioned Blairism.

But the near unanimous vote
at conference shows how far we
have come.
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“movement’

Clause Four

By Jon White

Ramsay MacDanald jamed a Tary
coalition - but didn’t drop Clause 4! |

“To secure for workers
by hand or by brain the
full fruits of their
industry and the most
equitable distribution
thereof that may be
possible, upon the
basis of the common
ownership of the
means of productlon,
distribution and
exchange, and the best
obtainable system of
popular administration
and control of each
industry and service.”

THE LABOUR leaders have never
liked Clause Four - it sounds to them
too much like socialism. Ygt despite
its radical tone, it was adopted in
1918 as a way of blocking a more

left-wing alternative.

To understand how the Labour Party
came to espouse such a far reaching com-
mitment it is necessary to look at the state
of the labour movement after the first
world war.

It was not until 1918 that the Labour
Party become a truly national organisa-
tion. Before this it was a loose federation
of groups.

Only under the impact of the Russian
revolution could so radical a statement be
accepted. However, it was deliberately
conceived by its authors as non-revolu-
tionary. This strange state of affairs is
explained by the unique origins of the
Labour Party.

Origins

The party grew out of the Labour
Representation Committee, set up in
February 1900 to win representation
for the working class. This was not
seen by its advocates as an instrument
of soctalist change, but to express the
opinion of “men sympathetic with the
aims and demands of the labour
. Class struggle was not

part of its programme.

- Only the Marxist Social Democratic
Federation suggested a more radical po-
sition. The vast majority of the delegates
at the 1900 conference were quite happy
with the formulation. They were mainly
radical liberals not socialists. They de-
sired only for wage earners “to be organ-
1zed to support trade union principles and
ideas by political methods”.

The LRC took upon itself the endorse-
ment of candidates for parliament. These
were never opposed by the Liberals. In-

deed there was a formal agreement for
Liberals not to stand in opposition to the -
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“F:ghtmg far $oc:ahsm ” has bean the stock slogan af Brihsh Ieﬂ refarm:sm

LRC. In return Kier Hardie and Ramsey
MacDonald promised to “demonstrate
friendliness”.

This went as far as to let in without a
fight the Liberal Party’s candidate in
Dundee in 1908, one Winston Churchill.
There was, said MacDonald, “no pro-

found gulf”’ between the two organisa-

tions. The LRC in this period was a
Liberal pressure group rather than a party
in its own right. -

MacDonald’s organisation rejected

militant action in favour of parliamentary
tactics. In 1911 Arthur Henderson even

proposed a Bill to make strikes Wthh had 9

not given 30 days notice illegal.

War

unhesitatingly by the Labour Party.

Days after it began Keir Hardie wrote

>
~»

“a nation at war must be united”. He

.argued that “With the boom of the

enemy’s guns within earshot, the lads

country’s battles must not be: dis-
heartened by any dtscordant notes at
home”. s o
The bosses soon reallsed how useful it
was to have the Labour leaders on: their
side. They were the erfect agents for
supressing working classaction
Keeping production going was vital to
prosecute the war. Through appeals for

workers’ self sacnﬁce hours could be

extended and wages cut. -

the Labour leaders were given access to

- the highest level of decision making. In
| Asqulth s coalition government they

The first World War was supported

were taught to reject all militancy as un-
patriotic. Henderson’s Treasury Agree-

. ment of 1915 took away the right to strike
from- several unions and suspended- all

The construction of a mass working class party wholly tied
to parliamentary politics was a deliberate strategy aimed to
“rehabilitate Parliament in the eyes of the people” and
channel dlscontenl away trom Bolshewsm

Clement Attlee ( Ieft) at 1 938 Mmers Gala even Labaur S nght wmg has coexisted with Clause 4 for almost 100 years
~ rules that would hinder increasing pro-

duction.
Labour MPs enthusiastically recruited

- young men for the cannons of the battle
. fields. They opposed all negotiation. The

only: peace they favoured was through

- complete victory for the British Empire.
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'The Russxan Revo]utlon changed.

everything. The cosy deal the leaders
had with the bosses could not con-
tinue while the revolutionary wave

i | S Wept through Europe

- A three week strike of 200,000 people

B | in May 1917 was part of a mass radical-

isation in Britain that saw the growth of
a huge unofficial rank and file move-

'ment

......

claimed “the whole state of society is
molten”. He told Labour leaders “If I

- could have presumed to have been the
who have gone forth to ﬁght their -,".'-"-l_adwser of the working classes...I should
.say.to them: ‘audacity is the thing for
you. Think out new ways; think out new
Z.methods Don’t always be thinking of
getting back to where you were before

fﬂio'_War: get a really new world’”.

The workers’ leaders were not SO bold

avmdmg the struggle for the new world.
Seeing revolution first hand on a visit to

Russia filled Henderson with dread. He
._ was detenmned to stop 1t happemng in

In return for: pamfymg t.helr members

~ ..,;;,Parllament

The new Labour constitution of 191 8
was designed with this purpose in
mind. “Revolutlon 1s a word of evil
omen” said one of its authors. The
construction of a mass working class
party wholly tied to parliamentary
politics was a deliberate strategy
aimed to “rehabilitate Parliament in

the eyes of the people” and channel
discontent away from Bolshevism.

The Fabian graduahst Sidney Webo
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. Beatrice Webb

wrote the constitution. Just like Blair he
wanted to rename the party so as to ap-
peal more to the middle class. Although
he eventually had to abandon this idea he

succeeded in reorganising the party so as

to stifle the left.
In transforming the Labour Party into
a centralised membership organisation,
he established a system of local constitu-
ency parties and the election of an execu-
tive at annual conference.
The trade uniéns were given most of

the votes. This aimed to 1solate the left in

the constituencies.

Clause Four

The commitment t0 common owner-
ship of the means of production was

put into the constitution by Webb to

avoid an even more radical position.
That this was a moderate option is an
indication of just how militant the
working class was in the period.
‘The leaders had to have a form of
words that was without day-to-day rele-
vance. They had no intention of letting it
affect their practice. They have always
ensured that socialist demands are left as
abstract positions so that they can con-
tinue their class collaboration.
Nevertheless Clause Four expresses
the peak of British working class mili-

‘tancy. This is what makes it so important.
The inclusicn in the Labour Party consti-

tution of a statement in favour of social
ownership expresses the strength of anti-
capitalist feeling after the first world war.
That is why the Labour leaders have al-
ways disliked it.

Although it is not a revolutlonary pro-

gramme the clause is-unambiguously

anti-capitalist. Its reference to “the best
possible system of popular administra-
tion and control of each industry and
service” comes close to a demand for
workers’ control.

The reformist views of ‘its Fabian
authors are also present. It talks of secur-
ing for the workers the full fruits of their
industry. This is a top-down socialism
not a recipe for class struggle.

Class
Independence

The 1918 conference meant a rejec-
tion of Liberalism. This break with
the party of capitalism was a big step
forward. But the new ideology was
not socialist. It was a peculiarly Brit-
ish product called “L.abourism”.

This was enshrined in the statement of
polrcy ‘“Labour and the New Social Or-
der’”’ that accompanied Clause Four. This
document spoke for the “genuinely sci-
entific reorganisation of industry, on the
basis of the Common Ownership of the
Means of Production”. It was easy to win
support for nationalisation following the
huge growth in state control during the
war.

While it condemned poverty, unem-

s:dney Webb no Ieme

ployment and poor quality housing and
called for a big improvement in living
standards, it never went so far as to de-

‘mand an end to capitalism. It was a pro-

gramme for extending the war economy
in the favour of workers.

Ralph Milliband in his famous book
Parliamentary Socialism concludes that,
“the new programme was much less the
manifesto of a new social order, alto-
gether different, economically and so-

cially, from the old one, than an explicit

affirmation by the Labour Party of its
belief that piecemeal collectivism, within
a predominantly capitalist society, was
the key to more welfare, higher effi-
ciency, and greater social justice”.

It was Fabian plan for a new type of
capitalism not a declaration of socialism.
This notwithstanding, the 1918 settle-
ment between the right wing leadership
and the radical mood of the day stood for
significant reform of capitalism. It 1s
more than Blair offers today.

Gaitskell

It was not until 195'9 that the clause
was challenged. The Labour Party
had lost three elections in arow. Party

leader Hugh Gaitskell blamed the
commitment to nationalisation.

He favoured a massive retreat tfrom
public ownership and even proposed

working class share-owning of industry

long before Thatcher thought of it.

The parallels with Blair are smkmg :

Gaitskell wanted a debate overbasics. He
wanted to undo the Labour Party’s link

with organised labour in order to present

it as a ‘people’s party’ rather than a work-
ers’ party.

He argued that only by dumpmg na-
tionalisation could the party win the mid-
dle classes. This electoral argument hid-a
more fundamental divide. Gaitskell did
not just want to win elections, he wanted
to put an end to the party’s formal oppo-
sition to capitalism.

In arguing for the removal of the com-
mitment to nationalisation he said that
Britain was now a “mixed economy”, “in
my opinion, capitalism has significantly
changed, largely as a resuit of our own

"effort”. Like Blair, his catchword was

“modernisation”.
This reopened a basic divide in the

labour movement between those who

want to run capitalism and those who
want to build socialism. It was a division
the leadership would have better left
alone.

Gaitskell’s proposals were defeated.
He was forced to back down 1n the face
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Harder-line
. | for

. | capitalism
o Gaitskell:
Tony Biair

of massive trade union opposition. The
post-war boom had created a powerful

-and self confident trade union movement

that was not prepared to be cajoled or
bullied by the party leadership.

- Nevertheless the compromise the
party adopted still recognised “that both
public and private enterprise have a
place in the economy’. Despite rejecting
Gaitskell’s ‘grand reconciliation’ the
right retained the leadership of the La-
bour Party.

B lair
“Like Blair, Gaitskell dld not call out-

4 By ght for the removal of Clause Four. This

would have been too forthright an attack.
Both coded the change in the language of
modernisation.

But even if widespread natlonahsatlon -

had been called for by the party it is
certain that the leadership would not have
implemented it. In this sense all the de-

bate and discussion over natlonallsatlon

is unreal.
The leadership will never be won to
socxahsm, or to measures that lead in its

direction. Declarations in favour of social

ownership are useful to them only for
May Day speechifying. They have no
intention of acting upon them.
Defending the Clause against the Gait-
skell-Blair attacks is necessary not be-
cause its retention will make Labour one

‘day implement socialism, but because

behind the attacks lies an attempt to get
the rank and file of the labour movement

- to accept capitalism as permanent.

Both Gaitskell and Blair have seen
Clause Four as an impediment to people
understanding that the Labour Party is a
pro-capitalist party. They are united in a
desire make the labour movement aban-

5
Defending the Clause is necessary not because its retention
will make Labour one day implement socialism, but

because behind the attacks lies an attempt to get the rank
and file of the labour movement to accept capitalism as
permanent. Clause Four is an impediment to people
understanding that Labour is a pro-capitalist party.

“moving in the same direction toward so-

don a socialist altemative. This is why
defending it 1s soimportant.

The defence of Clause Four is a prac-
tical matter not an “article of faith”. If
Labour Party activists can be persuaded
to accept capitalism as the only way of
organising society then they will have no
basis for opposing its demands and re-
quirements - if capitalism needs to make
cuts they must be implemented. Getting
rid of the Clause is an attempt to demo-
bilise opposmon to capitalism. -

This 1s what lies behind the latest de-
velopments in the Labour Party. Kinnock
brought in the ad-men not to do more than
communicate more effectively. It was the
beginnings of a right wing strategy to
make the party more wholeheartedly em-
brace the market.

Symbol
Kinnock may not have been fully
aware of the consequences of the pol-

“icy review. The present leadership 1s

far more confident. It understands
that Clause Four is an important sym-

bol. One that speaks of a completely
different type of society. It has to be
removed in order to help carry out
unashamedly pro-capitalist policies
in office. |
The right has traditionally claimed that
its differences with the left are just over
the speed of change, that everyone is

cialism, only that more caution is neces-
sary. The attacks on Clause Four show
this 1s not true. | |

Blair intends to remove all what is left
of the social democratic intention to re-
form capitalism. His new constitution 1s
motivated by just the same intention as
Gaitskell’s reforms — to put an end to the
working class nature of the party. The
leadership is laying the groundwork for
carrying out capitalism’s cuts if Labour
should win the election.

The removal of the Clause would be a
profound victory for the right. It would
not only weaken the Labour Party, but
weaken the struggle against capitalism,
This is why every socialist must fight for
its retention.
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