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PREFACE

The split in the British Labour Party and the
congequent fomation of the Social Democratic Party in
January 1981 marked a major development in the British
political scene which may well have far reaching impli-
cations for Britigh politics in future. Historically,
the Labour Party had all the chargcteristic of a coalition
of different well demarcated groups like the trade unions,
co~operative soclietieg, the tribune group, the fabian
society, the moderates, the leftists, etc. As these
inner party groups had maintained different perspectives,
there was a constant division among them over party
priorities and approaches to different issues which came
up, from time to time, in Britain. Besides the ideoclo-
gical cont roversy, there was much tension amongst the
constituehts over the constitution of the Party, especia-
lly on the election of the Leader and on the drawing up
of the election manifesto. However, till 1981 such
differences had not reached the point of a formal break-up

of the Labour Party,

Rift in the Labour Party was brewing up from 1959

on-wards, following the third successive defeat of the
Party in General Elections which led to a debate between

the moderates and leftists over the Party's ideclogy -



(i4)

mainly the intexrpretation of Clause IV of the Party
Constitution, In 1969, the rift between Party and the
trade unions became widened when the former attacked the
corporate position of thé trade unidns. The Laboht—zeft
became more critical of the official line of the Pai:t:y
after the defeat of thé Party I.in 1979»Genera1 Blections.
At the 1979 Amnual Party c:onfe,zénce the ‘Left' made an
advance by seeking gx'eat:er‘ accountability of the Parlia-
_mentaty Labour Party and more power to the Party Confer-

ence,

Constitutional igsues were exacerbated by the
formmation of a group called 'Cempaign for Labour Party
Democracy' by some oxtreme elements in the Party. This
group, with the support of some trade unions, brought
in changes on the clection of the Party Leader, writing
the Electicn Platfomm, and on the gelection of Parlia-
mentary candidates by constituency parties, much to the
Giscanfort of the moderates. Added to these factors
were issues like the Party's attitude to the British
nembership in the Europcan community, to unilateral
nuclear disarmament etc., Following the victory of the
‘Left' on these matters the moderates constituting a
gsignificant gegment of the Party had resigned from the
Labour Party and fomed a rival Social Democratic Party.
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The objective of thio gtudy is to anolyse tho
factorg vhich lend to the split in the Britigh Labour
Party and its implications for British politic ené
exanine tho extent of differcnees botwcen the Labour
Porty and the Social Democrotice Party on various ipgsues.
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CHAPTER -~ I

INTRODUCTION
FORMATION OF THE LABOUR PARTY

On Thursday, 27 February 1900 in Memorial Hall in
Farringdon Street, London, the Labour Party was born.l 1t
contributed deCisivély in less than a quarter of century
to the almost total eclipse of a great national party of
Britain, the Liberal Party. Recently the same Labpur Party
got gplitted into two and once again ushered in remarkable
changes in the political spectrum of Great Britain.

The roots of the split in the Labour Party lay deep
in the economic and social environment that had developed
during the course of the late 19%th and early 20th century

British history.2

But it is generally agreed by the his-
torians of the Labour movement that it was the decade beg-~
inning in 1880 which saw the initiation of the process,
eculminating in 20 years later, the establishment of the

Labour Party. Infact, from 1880 onwards a good deal was

1. Francis Williams, The rise of the Labour Party
(LORdOn: 1950)0 po 6.

2, Frank Belay and Henry Pelling, Labour and Polities
1900-1906 (London, 1958), p. 3.



happening to make a large and influential section of the
working class feel increasingly discontent, with the things
as they were. There was emergence of real class -~ conscio=
usness in Britain in the 1880s. BEBeonomic¢ and social chan-
ges were also taking place, though they were not in them-
gelves, enough to give rise to the Labour Party. There

were many other factors, which could be broadly categorised
inte four geparate movements, which converged to make the

moder Labour Party. All of them were atffected by inter~
national movements and by the impact of socialist and revo-
lutionary thoughts in other countries. Desgpite their diver-
gent outlooks in terms of their philesophy they had merged
together to form the Labour Party out of sheer necessity

and circumstantial reasons.

First among them was the #bhcial Democratic Federa-
tion (SDF), the only one among the forebearers of the Brie
tigh Labour Party with a specifically Marxist orientation.
It was an incoherent body, composed of ag roup of radicals,
positivigts and anarchists., It was initially controlled
largely by:H.M. Hyndman, a man of non-conformist Consci-

ence wanting a radical change.3

3. H,M. Hyndman, Record of Adventurous Life (London,
1911), p. 7. '



Hyndman and his Social Democratic Federation gen-
uinely believed that f‘thé Great Social Revolution of 19th

4 and, 'so, chése to ignore the mind of

century was at hand",
the workersv being too inclined, as Shaw cpnmented, to misg-
take hungry stQﬁach for the .intellecéﬁal gonvictim of the
cifllss war.? This was the iine of thinking of the Social
Eem.oc'ratic Federation. As an observer of the SOF wrote,
"Our militant Socialism of the eighties, although captained
by poets, artists, anglican 'elétgymen and ex-army officers
was profoundly proletarian in speech and motto. Ite scar-
let barrier blazed with the war cry, workers of all nations

uwnite.,” 6

SOF was critical of the other constituents of the
Labour Party and was at loggerheads with other socialist
groups. Although SDF agspired to win mass support, it ali-
enated a large segment of the working class especlally 4in
the trade unions., In 1884 it issued a manifesto denying
that the unions had any right to speak for labour. John

Burns, one of their stalwarts in the SDF organ, Jusgtice,

4, Jugtice, 18 July 1885, Cited in Philip E. Piorier,
Ihe Advent of the Labour Party (London, 1958), p.25.

5. George Bernard &haw, Clarion, 4 November, 1904,
Quoted Ibid.

6. S.D, Shallard, in ILP News, August 1901, Cited in

Philip B. Pborier, op. cit., p. 24,



in 1887 heaped heavy scorns on theunions asserting that

“they were middle class and upper class rate reducing
_éocieties”.7 However, in the course of a few years the
SODF came to embody an attitude of exclusiveness and hosti-
lity to all, It contained a theory of doctrinaire radi-

calian, bereft of any revolutionary technique,

Hyndman viewed the Independent Labour Party (ILP),
anothermajor constituent of the labour party, with a criti-
cal eye, posing himself as the sole guardian of the Socia-
list fire; he thought that there was no need for the exic-
tence of Independent Labour Party and said, "it existed
simply because its leaders had to indulge their idiosyn-
cracies and in their eagemness for office and were unwill-
ing to submit to whole-gome SDF discipline®.® Thus restri-
cted by the narrowness of its definition armd its gelf-
righteous feeling SDF contributed to its own isolation and
impotence. However, SDF had helped to create a new and
militant mood among the working classes and provided a
rostrum and training centre for some of the Unionists and

even for some of the Fablans. George Bernard Shaw, a Fab-

dan member, for a time considered joining it and spoke

7. Justice, 3 September 1887, Cited in Philip E.
Poirier, n. 4, p.4.

8. SDF Annual Report, 1894, pp. 25=27. See Philip E.
Peoirier, n. 4, p. 25.



from its pla.tform.9

me second constituent of the Labour Partywas the
Fablan Society which gave to the British Socialism much of
its intellectual content, contributed to the Labour movement
a philosophy as truely revolutionary and much more rooted
in the realities of the British situation. "On matters of
forming thelLabour Party as a new distinct politi¢al party,
its contt%bution remained peripheral and advisory and at
noc time deéisive,lo although Edward Pease, later the
Soclety's seéretary, woote in 1887 that the chief aim of
Fabian blan was "the formation of distinect Labour Party in
Parliament“.ll Fablans showed little comprehension of the
place and importance of trade unicnism. Sidney Webb, the
Fabian Leader, sald; "Fabian Society did not sufficiently
appreciate the trade unionism as a political force or even

12 Fabiansg

as an essential part of the social structure".
thought.that the socialism could be brought about by the

intellectual “"pemmeation" of the traditional parties, rather

9. ~ G.B, Shaw, "The Fabian $Society, Its Early History",
Fabian Tract (London), no. 41, 1892, p. 4.

10. Philip Ea P@@rier, Ne. 4' ppo 28"29.

11, Edward Pease in Today. Quoted in Samuei Beer,
: Modggg British politics (London, 1965), 2nd edn.
p . e . . .

.12, Webb's introduction to 1920 edition of the Fabian
Egsays, p. xx1. See Philip E. rP§drier, n. 4, p. 30.



than by the formation of a specifically socialist party
into a Labouy Party. In 1887, Webbs himgelf had little
doubt that the Liberal Party would choose to become the
Labour Party rather then be superceded.l3 But after the
deplsive defeat of the Liberals in General Election of 1895,
Fabians shared the wide feeling that Libesralism has reached
the point of demise and that henceforth the dividing poli-
tical line would be between conservatism on one hand and

an advanding gsocialism on the others14

It is a fact that thezmodern-bahour Party would not
have existed without the Fabian Society. But, at the same
time the Fabian Society could not have created the Labour
Party alone. It required the industrial and political
organization of the workers in the new trade unionism and
it required no less the warmth, the humility and the moral
fervour of the Independent Labour Party (ILP). The Inde-
pendent Labour Party drawing upon the moral and idealistic

resources, mobilised the awakened socilal conscience of men
and women of all €lasses and brought #into political life a

crusading and evangelical spirit that had long been absent

13. Sidneg Webb. Socialism in Englagg (London, 1889),

14. Edward Pease, Higtory of the Fabian Society (London,
1925), p. 117.




from it. Through_out the movement, the ILP was remarkably
flexible, demonstrating a readiness to compromise and a
sense of the posgsible inspite of its dlisagreement with
Pabian's methods and differeénce with the SDF ideology.

The ILP held a middle ground between the SDF extremism and
the Fablan'se isolationgém,

Trade Unionism was the most important movement which
formed the backbone of the labour Party, It grew strength
in Britain in response to the inﬂnétrial needs and it was
an inevitable ocutcome of the 19th century capitaliem,
Before 1880, the trade unions were not politically active.
They believéd that their best course of action was to quie-
tly build up their fimncial strength and to secure impro-
vement for thelr members through negotistions with their
employers and by arbitration rather than by political

action.

But from 1880 onwards, things for the unions began
to changé. Certain guthoritatian measures in the nineties
compelled the trade unibna to turn to politics. Besides,
a concept of 'New Unionism' grew in the early nineties
mohilising the working class to organise. In addition to
the three movemenis (sDF, Fabians, ILP), co-operative move-
ment had profcund influence in shaping the political mind of

many workers and giving them self-confidence.



The idea of an alliance, between these divergent
groups and trends emerged at the Glasgow trade union Con-
gress of 1892, where, James Keir Hardie, who was to be the
dominant figure in the ILP convened a private meeting of the
trade union delegates and representatives of various inde~
pendent Labour associations. It arranged for calling a

15 The conference vhich

. ¢conference to fore a new party.
founded the Independent labour Party, the harbinger of mod-
ern Labour Party, met in the Labour Institute in Bradferd

on 13 and 14 January 1893.16

The 120 delegates who attended
the conference represented eighty local ILPs nine branches
of Scottish Labour Party, four small trade unions, six SDPF

branches, and two socialist societies.17

At this conference, various organisations could not
arrive at an unanimous decision on the nature of the new
party. So, an amalgamation of thése groups, instead of a
party with a clear-cut socialist inclination, was decided
upon. 8till neither the SDF nor the Fablans society would
agree to federate. Afterwérds, through out the nineties

Hardie and his ILP became absorbed in inconclusive dise-

15, G.D.H. Cole, British Working 01as§ Politics (Lon-
don, 1925), p. 137.

16. philip, Ep Poj.rier; Ne 4' Pe 47.
17.  Ibid, p. 48.



cussions on ﬁatters like fusion of socialist bodies with
the trade unions. But, the nineties were in many ways,
\nfavourable to the formation of a new party, with politi-
cal 1life being relatively calm, the electorate apathetic
and towards the end of the decade a mounting imperialistic

tide had swept socialism to the background.l®

However, the process towards the formation of the
Labour Party was accelerated when Kelr Hardie was elected
to the Parliament as an Independent Labour member in the
General Elections held in 1892, Theie were two other
Independent Labour men, John Burns for Battersea and J,
Havelock Wilson for Middlesborough. . There was still no
Labour Party, however, although it was often styled as
such. It was simply a group weak in leadercship, in cches-

ion and in programme.lg

Occassionally the Labour members
met in formal meetings and at other times they exchanged

views in the lobby of the Parliament.

Havelock Wilson, once elected, gradually turned
towards Liberal. Burns and Hardie were soon at cross-

purposes. Burns had little respect or liking for the ILP

18, G.D.H. Cole, History of the British Working Class,

19. Philip E. Poirier, n. 4, p. 63,



and ladelled it "badly led, worse crganiséd and wroughly
inspired”.?® Hardie, in his counter attacks, in the Labour

Leader, harshly lampooned Burns and thus helped kill any

hope of understanding.

1895 General Election had caused a setback to the
Labour movement when all the Independent Labour candidates
were defeated. The biame was appo:.;tioned to the lasﬁing
tongue of Bumns, who, even in the late 1893 had denounced
Ythe arrant frauds that in the name of Independent Labour
and Soclalism, were going about the country doing every-
thing to disintegrate Labour aﬁd the trade unios".?!

When some one commented t¢ Burns that a party which coﬁld
expend over £ 5,000 on an election could not be considered
dead, he retérted that it was the most cogtly funeral he
had known since Napoleon was burried.??

The dismal performance during the 1895 elections
had not deterred Hardie and his associates from having an
alliance with the trade unionists, Their objective was to
harness funds and votes of the trade unions through a

Socialist-Labour combination, the 'Great Alliance' as

20. Labour Leader, 20 October 1894, see Frank Belayand

H. .Pelling (ed.), Labour and Politics 1900-1906
(London, 1958), p. 15, _

21. Trad Union Congress, Annual Report, 1893, p. 48.

22, David Lowé, From Pit io*Parliamént; Life of Keir
Hardie, (London, 1923), p. 86,




Hardie called it, Unlike Blatchford and some of the follo-
wers of Hyndman, they did not assume that the trade unionists
must become sodl alist before there could be a close and
effective collaboratioﬁ. The bridge of agreement was to be

political independence, not some socialist abstraction.

Subsequently Hardie, in collaborgtion with James
Bamsay MacDonald drafted a resolution to be introduced in
the Trade Union Congress at Plymouth in 1899, and it was
put forward by James Holmes, the Railway Servant's dele-

gate.23

The. resolution called for the co-operation of all
the co-operatives, socialistic Trade Unim s, and other
working organizations with a view to securing a better
representation of the interests of Labour in the House of
Conmons. According to the resolution circulars were sent

to different organisations.

Seven welks before the Memorial Hall Conference,
which gave birth to Labour_Rep:esentation Committee, there
was a significant development. The Scottish Workers Parlia-
mentary Election Committee was formed, on a basis quite
similar to that of Labour Representation Comnmittee. A
resolution of the Scottisgh Trade Union Congress of April

23, Godfr Elton, The Life of James Ramsay, MacDonald,
1866-1 19 (I-On m' [ po ] — A



1899, had led to the gathering at Edinburgh on 6 January
1900.24 This Conference was attended by 116 trade union-
ists, 29 trade councillors and 29 co-operators, 34 delegates
from the ILP, and 19 from theSDF. A resolution in favour
of independent repregentation was carried by a big majority
against an amendment by the SDF to remove the word indepen-
dent and to require the candidates to support the nationa-
lisation of means of production. Hardie criticised the
rigidity of SDF which had threatened to withdraw if the
améndment was not accepted. The SDF weekly, Justice, heaped
ridicule on this not-here-and-now-but-gome-time socialism
of the ILP and ac;:used it of having become a reform party‘,

25

pdre'and simple. The trade unionists had supported the

irp.

The trade unionists, soclalistes and co~operators
finally met on 27 February 1900 in London Memorial Hall to

formnm the Labour Party.26

As at the previous conference,

the SDF criticised its socialist counter part and asked

for a party based upon the reéognition of class war with the
nationalisation of means of pioductioﬁ, distritution and
exchange as its objectives. Trade Unions were generally

averse to such kind of extreme declaration, Hardie's

24, Frank Belay and H, Pelling (ed,), A History of Labour
Representation Committee (London, 1958), p. 66.

25, Justice, 13 January, 1900, Philip E, Poirlier, n.4,
p. 80.

26, G.,D.,H, Cole, n. 15, pp. 154-55,=



supporters considered the SDF resclution very heroic and
confronted with the problem of steering a middle course
between the stiff socialist dogmaf;ﬁd' the loose and informal
vhich did not indicate the formation of a new party. Hardie,
very skillfully proposed an amendment which stipulated that
no trade unionists could oppose a socialist candidate or
vice-versa in the elections - the maximum possible area of
effective socialist-trade union collaboration. As a result
of this meeting new Labour Party was formed and for the
time being it was named gs-the Labour Representation Commi-
ttee {(LRC). .'I'hus, the Memorial Hall Conference was the
culmination of prolonged struggle of the working class
towards political independence. Although the formation of
LRC was regarded as the turning point in the Labour move-
ment, it created a migture of diverse feelings among its
congtituents. Many o0ld school trade unionists felt cer-
tain that the Cdnmitt:ee would soon get dissclved in the
face of irreconcilable differences. Edward Pease, speaking
for the Fabians observed: "The socialist lions have lain-
down with the trade union lambs, and if elther party be

inside it is not certainly the 1ambs".27 The SDF even

27, The Economic Review (London), 17 Rpril, 1900,
p. 236.




after the Conference could not patch up with the ILP aﬁd
its weekly journal, Justicé, chose to describe the ILP
opposition to the class war as the display of tréachery.28
James MacDonald the ideologue of the ILP replied to this
cirticism by defining the philosophy of the ILP as “socia~
lism marks the growth of Society, not the uprising of
class.29 To him it was not so much as a revealed doctrine
as a general tendency. As for the soclalist party, this
was to be the laét, not the first, form of the socialist
movement.30 He was critical of Fablans whom he considered
too willing to ignore the vast untapped source of socialist

energy that would come from the creation of a new politi-

cal force,

In the late 1890 the labour movement had appeared to
be at a sgtanding stilll In the opinion of G,B, Shaw, this
paribd showed an utter slump in socialism and everything

else intelleétual.31

But thig periocd showed the lull be~
fore the storm, the movement was on the threshold of a new

resurgence, The BHoer War stimulated the political activi-

28. The Economic Review, n. 27, p. 237.

29, J. Ramsay MacDonald, Socialism. and the Society
(London, 190%), p. 127,

30. J.R. MacDonald, The Socialist Movement (London,
1911), p. 195, . .

31. G.B. Shaw's Cofment on Ed, R. Pease, The Hisgtory of

Fabian Society (London, 1925), See P,E. Poirier,
Ne 4, po 1000




ties, party conflicts and invigorated the public discuss-
ions. Ties of the new Party were put to a severe test,
While most socialists excluding those in theIlP and SDF
attacked Chamberlain's war as wicked aggression, prominent
Fsbians had focussed the backwardness and inefficiency of
the Boer farm communities and jusgtified the war. This
attitude of the Fabians towards the war helped to under-
mine both thelr interests and thelr inf 1uetice in the larger
Labour movement. But fortunately the Fabians did not make

any official pronouncement and averted a virtual split.

Amidst mounting war situastion in 1900, the general
election, known as Khaki election,32 was folsted on the
nation, fhe conditions were very much against a reason-
able Labour Representation Committee showing. In the first
place, tﬁe election was an attempt on the part of the
unionist government, prompted by its strongest persona-
lity, Chamberlain, to capitalise on the jingoism stirred

by the South African war.

In the circumstances Socialism was relegated to the

background. Secondly, the election cane a bare eight months

32. 1900 election was after the war, an appeal to Khaki,
an attempt to exploit patriotic sentiments, see

Roger Moore, The Emergence of Labour Party (iondon,
1973), pp. 68«69,



after the Party's foundation and in that short span yof
time it had neither the time to organise itself not to
choose a body of worth while candidates. Finally, there
was an acute shortage of funds. The LRC accounts show that
a mere £ 33 was spent for the whole compaign by Ramsay
MacDonald who only printed some pamphlets regafding the

33 Besides these unfavourable objective

party polid es.
conditions the LRC showed the disunity of the groups in

it and all its executive meetings were marked by a spirit
of compromise and caution., The socialist and trade unions
cleavage sometimes revealed itself in sharp exchanges, as
was the case when the committee had to decide between Alex
Wilkie and Peter Curran as rival claimants to labour candi-

dature of Jarrow.34

Subgequently, there was a move by some
of the Liberals and Labour leaders to forge an alliance
between the two parties. At the Memorial Hall Conference

in 1900, while Will Thorne, the Liberal leader, had spoken
of the LRC as a possible instrument for reaching some agree-
ment with the Liberals in regard to seats, Hardie had given
the assurance that nothing in his past recrod should pre-

vent him éupporting such a proposal. Two weeks after

33, Roger Moore, The Hmnergence of Labour Party (Lon-
don, 1978), p. 80,

34,  ©hilip. E. Poirier, n. 4, p. 119.



Thorne and Hardie had made these remarks, SamWoods, the
Chairman of the Pérliamentary Committee was persuading
MadDonald to approach the Liberak Chief -whip for agjustment
of the constitubfcles. Despite these attempts, the LRC
remained divided and deferred discussions. While MacDonald
was able informally to let know Herbert Gladstone, the
Liberal Leader; the intention of the LRC, no top-level

formal agreement was made.

However, LRC f;eldeg a total of 15 candidates during
Khaki election, held in September 1900 and polled 62,698
out of some 177,000 votes, i.e. about 35% of the total
votes polled. One LRC-Socialist and one LRC-Trade Unionist

had won.as

There was a lot of confusion emanating from the
differences among the socialists in regard to the Labour
electorate. While ILP suggested that its branches be str-
ongly recommended to vote inlfavou: of thoge candidates
with good anti-imperialistic inclination and Labour reco-
mmendation, the other faction of the soclalists decided that
the branch should be left to itself to decide such actions
as to best prcmote the interests of Labour and socialism

at the poll. The poor performance in 1900 election made

3s. Philip E. Poirier, n. 4, p. 133,



clear the magnitude of LRC's most urgent task - its sur-
vival. The apprehension was that the new body would go
the way of Labour Representation ieague of 1867 and the
Labour Electoral Association of 1886, both of which had
withered away and the remnants of which had been absorbed
by the Liberal Party. ¥For more than a year after the Gen-
eral Election in 1900, the LRC was baset by the grave
doubt whether it could survive, let alone prosper. There-
fore, at itsg first Annual Conference in February 1901,
there prevailed an air of despondency. The Conference
showed the lack of large trade union participation which
was an essential requirement to strengthen the new orga-

nization.

Equally dismal was the state of affairs for Labour
party in the Hose of Commons. The creation of distinct
Labour group appeared to be as remote as ever before. The
Labour MPs were hardly distinguishable £rom the Liberals.
Numerically the LRC had the support of a very few Trade
Unionsg with a membership of 353,070 , whereas the total
trade union membership in Great Britain, at the beginning

of 1901, stood at 1,905,116.36

Prgctically all the trade unions founded after
1899, had joined the LRC. The older unions which had suff-

36, Ibid, p. 139,



ered most from uﬁemployment and trade depression had looked
more favourably to political action and had joined the LRC.
But, however, this showed obviously that despite legal
uncertainties and several industrial set-backs, the unions
were not sufficiently aroused in 1900 to turn en masse to
the LRC and the concept of Great Allisnce between the soc-
ialists and the trade unionists seemed to be £izzling out
almost at its birth. A new impetus was needed to keep the
LRC alive.

Fortunately for the LRC, in the following year,
1901, the political apathy of the traée unions was ended
by a legal decision which threatened their whole effective
existence as an industrial crganigation, This was the
Legal decision of the Law lords in 1901, in the Taff Vale
case, arising out of a strike on the Taff Vale Railway in
gsouth Wales. This judgement not only surprised the trade
union world, but almost the entire legal profession as

37 In effect, the decision held a trade union liable

well.,
for damages or injury caused by any person affiliated to
the trade union. Again in August 1901, &n case of Quina

Vs Leathem, a deecision was taken which made the acts of

any strike organiger mor@ easily declared tortious.38

37. Sidney Webb and Byeatrice Webby Trade Uniomiem
(London, 1925), pp. 600-604,

8. Frederic Harrigon, "The end of Trade Unionism", The

———

Review of Reviews, Vol. XXIV, 14 Sept., 1901, p. 203.
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Another gewere blow to trade unions came from The Times in
a geries of articles on 'The crisis in British Industry’
which ledit its support to the employer‘'s argument and urg-
ing for legislation to curb the trade union's scope and

effectiveness.39

The LRE, an instrument of gocialist and trade unén
alliance, lost no time to seize the opportunity thus provided
and turn the anger of the trade-unions against the Lord's
decision to more constructive channels. The issue which
was to prove of such higtoric significance in the develop-
ment of the Labour ‘movement was ended to make a genuine and
effective Labour Party possible within the next five years.
It has often been said that the Taff Vale made the Britisgh
Labour Party and without it the Labour Party would have

foundered.

The reaction of the trade-unions to Taff Vale was
two fold. Firg, they attempted to strengthen the trade
unioh movement by forming a general foundation of trade
unions, as today, to promote mutual support. Secondly
there was an immediate awareness of the need for indepen~

dent political action as the best long term means of gecur-

39, E.A, Pratt, Trade Unionism and Brit Indust
(London, 1904), Contains series of articles on
Legislation.



ing redress. This at first boded well for the LRC, On 1
August 1901 MacDonald igsued a circular to the Unions in
which he argued: "The recent decisions of House of Lords
should convince the unions that a Labour Party in parlia-

ment is the inmediate necegsity". 40

Following this, a num-
ber of unions were affiliated to the LRC. Even thebig
unions like United Textile Factory Worker'w Association
which were indifferent to the earlier appeals and had deci-
ded to steer clear of party politics, had joined the LRC.
The affiliated tfade union membership in the LRC in 1902
had increased from 375,931 to 469,311 the number of trade
unions from 41 to 65, and the number of trade councils

from 7 to 21.41

No deoubt, thé Taff Vale stimulated the Labour Party's
growth. But it required the gskill to marshall the dig-
content which Taff Vale left into a political victory.

This leadership of skill and tact came from the ILP which,
for political expediéncy. decided to forget the sotfilalist
exhoriationa and concentrate on appeals to nérrower trade

union interests, as long ag the polimr of in dependence was
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On the other hand, the SDF decided to withdraw from
the LRC in August 1901 after proposing unguccessfully for
the second time that there be a gociaslist test for the IRC
candidates. This decision caused less exeitement in socialist
circles than Hyndmen's announcement at the same time thet
he was resigning from the SDF executive because he had failed
to detect gufficient class antagonigm among the EnY¥lish wor~
kerg and that the memberg of SDF seemed to him to be wholly
bereft of political aptitude. The ILP membors atill smart-
ing under the 3DF charge of betrayal exulted in thig deve=
lopment. Ramsay MacDonald commented that the decigim of
Hynéman constituted o frank acknowledgenent o0f the complete
failure of the Marxian movement in &ngland. Hardie's
comment was equally terse. He gaid, "The propaganda of the
class hatred is not cne which can ever take root in this
country. HMankind in the mass is not moved by hatred but
love of what is right. Ifwe could have socialisk' on the
SDF lines, nothing would be changed save for the worse.42
In thig situation of hurling criticlisms and counter-criti-
cism at each other the guestion of reviviing the attempt at
fusion peemed improbable. Moreover, in January 1902 by-
election in Dewsbury, thesDF having been refused the support
of the LRC felt no qualms in €louting the LRC authority.

However, the success of 5DF candidate made them more afament

42, philip B Pﬁirie:: Ne ‘4' Pe 143b
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and rigid. Meanwhile, Blatchford, the ILP Leader writing
in_clarion, the ILP pericdical, was adding fuel to the SDF
fusion agitatien by indulging in his periodic outbursts on
Hardie.. He used to camment that Hardie is neither wise
nor successful and was a major obgtacle in the socialigt
unity. Nonetheless, in the mids% of all these vontrover-
sies the LRC got congiderable boogst to its morale in the
by—elecﬁiOn'victory at Clithero in Lancashire in July 1902,
David shackleton, secretary of the Darwen Weavers, was
chosen as LRC candidate and was retumed unopposed, ILP
had an obportunity of demonstrating and winning the sympa~
thy of the trade unions by withdrawing their candidate,
Philip Snowden, in favour of a textile trade unionist,
David shackleton., As 1902 drew close, the LRC with itg
membership expanding and three men in the Parliament, was
confident that it would command increasing attention and

respect,

The abgsence of a clear and definite programme which
slackened the process of cohesion was revealed when Mac-
Donald wanted the Committee to protest against the Efucation
Bill and the Fabian Society objected to the proposal. Ed-
ward Pease, onéﬁﬁhé E%bian member was authorised by the
Fabian Society to point out that "the action of the LRC on
the Education Bill is ultra vires" and that the Committee's

practices of travelling beyond thepurpose for which it wag



appainted(by passing and publishing general political
resolutions was likely to lead to the withdrawl of the
cmstitpent bodies and the disruption of the Ccmm:lt:te«a.43
However, despite the threat of the Fabians, the LRC conf-
erence of 1902.adopt¢d a resgsolution favouring the contin-
uance 6f the School Boards and providing free meals to the
school children. Thepresident of the Trades Union Cong-
ress endorsed this view point sponsored by the ILP when he
stated, "under our present system an attempt is béing made

ndd The second

to feed the brain while the body is starved.
controversy which aroused and involved the Labour Party
was the tarrif ;eforms. While the ILP argued for the free
trade, the Fabianq opposed it. However, there was no
clarity of programme of the LRC. It wasg almost in agree-
ment with the Liberals on the questiog%éoer War, education
and tarrif reform. Hence, there was a demand for both an
independent organis ation and an independent programme, to
which MacDonald and his colleagues replied that since out-
right socialist resolutions were voted down by the trade
unionists in the LRC conference it was begt to legve the

party's objective vague. The important thing, they consi-

43. Fabian Society Bxecutive Minutes - 17 March 1901,
See Philip E, Poierier, n. 4, p. 157.

44, J.A. Steward Reid, The Origins of the British Labour
part! (London. 1985 ? Po 102,



dered, was to get a Labour Party in to the House of Commons
and keep it there. Then there would be time enough for

official programmes.?>

When the LRC @onference was convened at New Castel
in Februéry 1903, the Sharp differences over the terms of
alliance with the Liberals surfaced. The Liberals sympath-
isers advanced a motion calling for the admission of any
other organisatibn which is prepared to adhere to the ob-

jects of the Committee.?®

This move was engineered by the
Fabians to contain the pressure of ILP for political indep-
endence. The second question to be discussed in this Conf-
erence was that of the central authority. The trade unions
hadé begun tovfield their own candidates. There grew some
guspicion of the concept of tﬁe Labour Party which would
represent not simply sectional trade union interests but
the interests of all those who were striving for a more just
and economically sdund social system, Trade~Unions could
do so because of their financial and organisational stren-
gth. This tendency was resented by both Hardie and Mao-
Donald who opind&d that the trade union officer alone being

so0 involved in union matters and often imbued with purely

45, Postman's Gazette, (London), 9 December 1905,
p. 532.

46. Roger Moore, The Emergence of Labour party 1889~
1924 (London, 1978), p. 82.
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sectional app:oa?h could not constitute a broad enough base
for the Labour Party. In Britain, in 1903, there were
about 2 million trade unionigts, out of 14 million voters.
80 it was felt essential that {f the idea of the Labour
Party was to survive, the Committee should aquire new auth-
ority as the central organisation Ffor sponsoring.the Labour

candidates and mobilising funds for them.

The third and most important factor in strengthen-
ing the movement in 1903 was the need for a £irm declaration
of independence. Although it was generally understood that
Labour was to be quite independent of Conservative and
yiberal organisations, the LRC constitption in its defini-
tion of independence was not hard and fast, Such was the
state of confusion that in late 1902, W.E, Clery, the LRC
candidate for Deptford, saw nothing incongruous in accept-
ing an invitation to run under the banner with Richard Bell,
the Labour MP and the Chatrman of LRC, complicated the
matter more by officially .and unéfficially associating
himself with the Liberals. S0 the LRC Oonstitution waw
sought to be amended by the adoption of a strongly worded
" resolution censuring Richard Bell on the agenda and empha-
sising the political independence of LRC. It required the
LRC members to abgtain gstrictly f£rom idenitifying them-
sekves or promoting the interests of any gsection of the

Liberal or Conservative parties. But Richard Bell continued



to go his way seeking cloge co-operation between the Lib-
eral and Labour MPs despite resentment of the LRC gtalwarts.
As a result, Philip Snowden was provoked to write that for
Bell to continue his agsociation with the LRC while cons-
piring to destroy it was bog#‘dishonourable to himgelf and
was injurious to the prospects of the LRC candidates.47
However, the 2nd great Constitutional steps had been taken
in New castle in 1903 which could convert this loose poli-
tical alliance of the socialist societies and trade unions

into a genuine Labour Party in a couple of years time,

Thug, the year 1903 was the climatic year in the
history of the LRC. The movement was consolidZated, its
membership disciplined through a stricter definition of
independence, the financial position strengthened through
the inauguration of the Parliamentary Fund, and it was
expecting to make a fair showing in the next General Ele~
ction. But the year 1904 began inauspiciously for the
Committee when it suffered a set-back in a triangular by-
election contest at Norwichand Norfoli. This was due to the
fact that the LRC trade unionigts in their drive to reéaeve
their former legal status, decided to confine their support

to the LRC candidate alone. S0 the leaders of the movement

47, ILP News, 1 December 1903, See Philip E. Piorier,
n. 4, p. 167,



decided to geeck agreement forunited action at polls because
conbining the LRC and the TUC provided no answer for, until
the miners, the only left out major trade union, willingly

joined the LRC, welding the two organisations together.

With this objective in view, representatives of the
LRC and the TUC and theGene ral Federation met at Caxton
Hall, london, on 16 February 1905, The Argument reached
at Caxton Hall, popularly known as Caxton Concordat,48
contained 4 main Clauses such as ; (a) all LRC candidates
should be supportéd by all sections of the labour movement;

(B0 the candidates approved by the TUC would receive support

of the LRC and vice-versa; (¢) in no case the candidates
run either by LRC or TUC should oppose one another; and

(d) in congtituencies where no Labour candidate is running,
the policy of abstention in no sense be recommended to the
local organisations. This was the final and last feather

in the cap ®f the Labour Party.

In January 1906, the General EBlection was declared
in Britain. And MacDonald's careful work as Secretary of
the LRC over the past six years was put to the test. The
LRC put 50 candidates in the field. The Caxton House agree-
ment with the Lib-labs was generally held well. The LRC

48, Frank Belay and H. Pelling {(ed.), n. 20, pp. 99-
101.



Election Manifesto declared that the election had to decide
whether or not Labour was to be fairly represented in the
parliament, "Landlords, employers, lawyers, brewers and

financers are there in force. Why not Labour 7*4°

1906 turned out to be a turning point fior the LRC.
Of its Sd'canaidaﬁes, 29 were returned. The number rose to
30 when J.W. Taylok of the Durham Miners declared his adhe-
gion to the cause immediately after the eleCtion.So Thus
30 Labour victors took their seat on the opposite gside in
the Parliament and assumed the new name, Labour Party, by
dropping the old title of the Labour Representation Commi-
ttee. Symbolicaliy, 1£ asserted their independence with
their own repfeSentation'in the House of Coanmons. Comment-
ing on the tfiumﬁh of the 1906 General Election, Arthur
Henderson said in Memorial Hall in 1906,_“A.Labour Party
now sits in the House of Commons and our Success.at the
poll has been regarded as the most gignificant event of the
election. We.have won natidnal"recognition and for the
time being the fate of our movement has to be decided not

only in the platform, but also in the House of Commons". 51

49. LRC Election Manifesto of 1906, see Philip E.
Poirier, n. 4, p. 245,

50. Roger Moore, The Emergence of Labour Party (London,
1978), p. 101,

51. Francis Williams, n. 1, p. 150,



CHAPTER - 1I

IDEOLOGICAL PROBLEMS IN THE LABOUR PARTY

The Labour Party since its formation has been riven
between different factions of Socialist, Soccial Democratic
and Marxiét inclinations. Therefore from the very beginn-
ing the Partylacked a coherent and congistent ideology.
G.D.H, Cole, the foremost historian of the Labour Party,
characterised its ideological foundations as "Socialism
without doctrines = so unindentified in its doctrinal bagis
as to make recruits readily among persons of quite different
type-."l However, to understand the specific 1dedlogical
cleavages in the Labour Party which had contributed to the
famal and final split of the Party on 24 March 1981, it
is necessary to examine the ideological moorings of the
various groups which had federated themselves to form the
Labour Répresentation Committee which gubsequently, in
1906, became the Labour Party. The main federating groups

were Fabian Socilety, Independént Labour Party, Trade

1. G.D.H. Cole, A Short Historvy of the Brit W

A _ghort History of the Britigh Working
g;ggzza Movement, 1789-1937 (London, 1973), Vol, VIII,
Do .



Unions and the Co~operatives, Among those federating
groups, the Socialist Democratic Federation, the oldest
organisation of the Britigh Soecialist tradition, propounded
the Marxist version of the class war ahd believed in the
revolutionary doctrine.. Consequently, this group was
constantly at loggerheads with other members of the labour
party. As a result, a year later, in August 1901,2 the
Federatien diéaffiliated from the labour Party. The SDF
represented a British reﬁolutionary tradition which, though
significant, had never been stronge The nationalist séc~
tion of this tradition, under Hyndman, broke away during
the First World War and rejoined the Labour Party, while
‘the internationaliét section opposed the wWar became, in

1920, one of the elements in Britigh Communist Party.

Fablian Soclety, another federating group, f£ejected
the Marxist propheey of impending revolutionary doom.
On the contrary, they envisaged a gradual and peaceful
change by constitutional meang from capitalism, through
collectivism, to gocialism. They enunciated their doctrine
in 1887, proposing the use of existing institutions, Party

and Parliamentary machinery for the realisation of politi-

3. Frank Bealey (ed.), The Social and Political
Thought of the Labour Party (lLondon, 1970),
Poe 25,



cal reformms, which were designed to lead ultimately to the
elimination of privately awnéd land and to the establish- |
ment of‘community ownership of the means ofnproduction.
Democratic eontrol, municipalisation, and natioﬁalisation
were the methods recommended for achieving these objec-
tives.3 The Fabilansg wére, therefore, constitutionalists
because, unlike Marxists, they regarded the gtate not as a
eXpreésion of the démination by tﬁe capitalist cléss, but
as a neutral apparatus. They were élitist in Gheir stra-
tegy. if not in aspiration. The socialist society they
anticipated was one of the nationalised monopolies run by
technocrats, it was ®§emment for thé people, not by

them.,

In 1889, under the title "The New Fabilan Research
Bureau", Fabian,Socigty brought two changes in its poli-
cies:4 (a) in the conéept of equality of opportunity - the
aim of the society was the establishment of a society in
which the equality of opportunity will be assured and the
economic power and privileges of individuals and classes

abolished through the collective ownership and democratic

3. Josephine, Miliburn, “"The Fabian Society and the

British Labour Party"“, Western Political Quarterly
(London), vol., II, no. 2, 1958, pp. 319-339,

4. R.H.S., Crossman (ed.), New Fabian Egsavg, (London,
1952), p. 112, .
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control of the economic resources of the community; and

(b) the Fabians restricted themselves to making interpreta-
tions to socialism. They regarded their part in the Labour
party as the advisors to the party. Since then till 1918
the Fabians had only two alternatives for political action:
(1) the policy of permeation - the stzategy of spreading
¥abian ideas to all receptive parties, leaders and govern-
ment officilals and working through them for reform; and

(2) the policy of supporting a soclalist political party
to the exclusion of all ether political parties., In 1913,
howrever, the change of action from permeation of all poli-
tical partiés to affiliation with the Labour Party became

evident.>

In 1919, the Society became a constituent of the
Labour Party and of the International Socialist Congress
and itg ideas were incorporated into the basic programme

of Labour Party, but it could take part freely in all cons-
titutional movements, social, economic and political, which
can be guided towards itg own objects..6 However, the Fab-
ians were dismetrically opposed to Marx, and were instine-
ctively gradualist and permeators, believed on the contrary,

that the reforms could come through the capitalist media.

5. "A Plan of Campaign ofor Labour®, Fabian Tracs,
(Iﬂndon'_ 1958)1 no, 49,

6. Edward Pease, History of the Fabian Society (Lon-
don, 1925), p. 260. -




The Soclalist tradition of Independent Labour Party,
the core-~base of the lLabour Party, has been extremely in-
fluential, but not -easy to define. The Independent Labour
Party was noneconformist in origin, and believed in the
brothe rhood of man, fellowship, service and altruism. It
was formed in 1893 with two objectives: (a) to establish
an independent working class Political Party: and (b)
through that Party achieve the common ownerchip of the indu-
strial system. The ILP called for Industrial Cofmonwealth
founded upon the socialisation of land and capital. Kelr
Hardie, .the leader of the Independent Labour Party, wished
to achieve the 'Kingdom of God on earth'. He wrote:
"Socialism means each for all not eachfor self; it was not
classes but the system that was at war; both classes being

the victim of the system".’

The trade union agpirations were by and large, mater-
ialistic. Their material moiive was bound to bring into
conflict with moral and theoretical basis of socialigm,
George Bernard Shaw of the Fabian Society gaid - of the
trade unions: "they were out to exploit capitalism not to

abolish it",8 Trade union movement has bagically two asp-

7. Kelr Hardie, “Kingdom of God on Earth", Labour leader
: (London), 10 August 1901. See Frank Bekaley (ed),

Social and Political Thought of lLabour Party (Lon-
don, 1970), p. 25.

8. See A.M, McBriar, Fabian Socialism in Enqlish Politi-
cg 1884-1908 (London, 1962), pp. 304-7.




ects. In the first place, it is an organisation of wage
earners, working within the framework of a capitalist
goniety in order to defend its members from injustice and to
gain for them advantages. Secondly, it ig algo in eppo-
sition to the existing system of society which it seeks

to alter, 2

The strains between the national values of the Lab-
our Party and the gectional approach of the union was
quite clear all along. When the Party agsumed office and
translated its ideas into practice, Roy Jenking, one of the
moderate social democratg, had to comment in the Annual
Labour Party Congerence at Blackpoocl in 1970: "there is no
future for the movement in a complete ﬁree—for;all.“ He
said that there was some contradiction between the aimg of
social democracy and the éims of trade unionism. He had
appealed to the trade union leadership:" If you are a part
of the Labour movement then you must accept that with the
rights you have certain obligations as well to the commu-~

nity" 10

Subsequently, there developed a group in the line of

social demec ratie federation, known as the Left, inside the

S, C.R. Attlee, lLabour Party in Perspective (London,
1949), p. 55.

10. See Giles Radice, "Trade Unions and Labour Party",
Socialigt Commentary (London), November 1970,
Epe 7=-11,
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Labour Party. This was a mixed and amorphous factlon. The
nature of this group was that it was composed, by and large,
of two sets of people. The hard core was made up of many

who could almogt certainly belong to the Communist Party,
if Comunist Party had any chance of political success in

Britain, Sorroudning this was a much larger soft periphery
which was not a homogeneous group. This periphery did not
have any aonvicticnvat all, but they played the role of
the rebel and fire-brand. They used the word 'Democracy’
constantliy., But thei-did not accept its implications.
Democracy means tolerance, respect for other's views; it
means seeking to gain congsent for change rather than impo-
sing change by use of force. Once the editorial of Socia-~
list Commentary admonkhed the left thuss "The role of the
radicals has to be discharged in democratic fashion by
reagsoned argument and tolerance, not by the whips and

scorplons of vencmous denunciationa,”ll

Since then the Labour Party's history is replete
with the ideological wrangles between the ‘Left' and the
'Right', between the trade unions and the other congtitu-
ents of the Party. The sources of strain between the
unions and the labour party on ideoclogical planes can be

traced to the fact that the trade unions are predominantly

11. Soclalist Commentary, "Out Side Left", Socialigt
Commentary, November 1961, pp. 18-19.




working class organisations which cannot deny that the
divisions gtill exist in modern capitalisgt society, which
their members expérienCe at the place of work. Therefore,
the tradé unions continﬁe to perform basicially a class
function’, whatever its leader's sympathiges for the values
promulgated in the name of the compunity. As a result,
one comes across a number of incidents of conflicts between
the Labour Party, Labour government and the trade unbons.
i 1911 while four members tabled a bill in Parliament,
reqatfing 30 days advance notice before a strike could be
called, it was roundly condemned by the Trades Union Cong-
ress. The Labour government of 1924 and 1929 unsagcess-
fully attempted to demonstpate a national consgciousnesgby
obviocusly disregarding their class allegiance, demandad
gacrifices from the unions as a part of their national
policies and attempted to use them as agencies in imple~

menting them.12

Despite the extensive post-war integration
of the union leaders into the consultative bodies and other
government agencies, conflicts have been common, particu~
larly as the latter had continued the practice of relying
uptn the union loyalty to introduce policies' the union

would normally oppose. The cort roversies over the lncome

12. Leo, V. Panich, "Ideology and Integration: The Case
of British Labour Party", Political Studieg (Lone
dm)' VOlo 19; n0¢ 2' 1971) ppn 184-200.



policy, both during the 1948-50 wage restraint period and
since 1964, are illustrative of this conflict in which the
rhﬁtoric of class hag figured prominently. In 1967 and
1968 the Party organization suffered defeats, in the Party
conferences, at the hands of the trade unions over the:
incomes policies. In 1969, ‘In Place of strife' prOpoSal
was rejected by the Unions. Howewver, the govemment was
able to pursue itg policies dﬁe to the tradition of the
Parliamentary Labour Party‘'s independence from the Conf-

erences.

Samuel Beer hag traced the so-called “transformation"
of the Labour Party to the reluctance ¢of the trade unions
to limit their traditional functions in the wages field,
which he sees as the evidence of thelr rejection ef a
gsocialist planned economy. In the early - post-war peried,
he observed{ a change of purpogse occured in the trade union
movement due to its new position of power in national deci-
sion=making and the increased influence of the working
class. This stance presumably drove the Labour Party from
its socialist goal of economic planning and led it to emb-

racing a mixed market economy by 1950.13

Secondly, the
unions recognised, and probably appreciated by virtue of

their close allegiance with theparty, that it was an aggre-

13. Samuel Beer, Modern British Politics (London,
1965), p. 188,



~ gative party that was driving, within a given pregrammatie
framework, at a cnnéensus of conflicting interests, a
party which was not acting for one class, but e that
admitted the legitimacy and responded to the demand of a

broad ranges of classes and interests.14

The fatricidal strife between the 'Left' and the
'Right' within the party has also been endemic since the
Party adopted a constitution in 1918, Although the cons-
titution committed the Party to a ecommon ownership of the
means of production, distribution and exchange (clause IV
of the party constitution), - there had hardly been unani-
mity on how to achieve this objective. The Fablian tradi-
tion envisaged that thig would be achieved through a gradual
processe in which social democracy would precede the ine-
vitable - conmon ownership and equality - on the Keynesian
pattern. According to Keynesz “Secial Democracy is a state
baged upon the mixed economy and a high level of social
welfarism, growth and employment, with as much individual
liberty as possible within the edonomic and social circum-
stances, that exist in Britain“.ls Hence there was conf-

lict over the means. The conflict was eﬁ?erbated by the

14, See Paul Derrick, "Class and the Labour Party"
Twentieth Oentury (Lineoln, N.E.) Vol. 173, Spring,
1965, p. 123,

15, Andrew Cox, "Political Instability of Liberal and

Democratic State Reforms", Parliamentary Affairs
{London), Autumn, 1982, pp, 318-396, :



fact that the party grew out of the trade union movement
and the union's interest of free collective~bargaining

was ofﬁen inimical to either Social Democracy or Socialisme

The flash point of this conflict was not fully tested
in the 1930s mainly because the Labour Party 4id not win
the office, although the decision of Ramsay MacDonald and
some of his colleagues to enter the national governmett
in 1931 bears testimony to the inherent tension between
thege two approaches. According to Samuel Beer, the stru-
‘ggle'between the 'Left' =snd the 'Right' in tﬁe 19308 was
about the fleans, rather than about ends, about the speed
with which the Party should move towards the Socialist
Commonwealth of the future, not about the goal because both
the factions believed that the ultimate goal was the soch-

ligt society and the esgsence of socialism was common owner-

sh:l.p.16

In forties, however, a major conflict took place in
the labour Party as socialists in the 'keep left' group
questibned the common ownership proposals., But, they were
unable to force a commitment to a socialist gtate on the
leadership, when Hugh Gaitskell replaced Element R. Attlee ’
in the 1950s. Yet, they 4id ensure that éhe, Labouxr Party

b

16. S.H, Beer, Modern British Politicg, (London, 1975),
PP, 126-62, y -



4id not become unequivocally committed to a Social Demo-
cracy when it was in Opposition. Since then, after aAttlee
Government went out of office, there had beeﬂ a powerful
body ©f trade unionists within the Party to press for more:
radical programmes, notably for more nationalisation. The
'Right', in its attempt to defeat the pressure from the
‘ILeft', had constantly uged one argument', namely that the
Labour Parﬁy could never win an election on a programme of
nationalisation. Thus, by the fifties things had changed,
Now the 'revisionistg' on the 'Right' of the Party differed
with the ‘fundamentaiists' on the 'Left' about the goal

as well as the speed and style of joumey towards it. The
fundamentalists accepted the analysis that ills ofvcapi~
talism were irremediable and drew the traditional socialist
conclusion that exploitation could be ended and socialisgt
justice be established only when the means of production
were soclally owned., The 'revisionist right' believed that
capitalism had changed fundamentally since the war and saw
the mixXed economy in which strong and profitable private
sector~ co-exigts with the public sector. However, the
Labour governments of 1945«51 while pursuing policies
acceptable to most socialists did nothing to demonsgtrate

decigively that they had passed beyond Keynesian position

: : 1
of making capitalism work. 7

17.  Leon, D. Epstein, “Socialism and the British Labour
Party", Political Science Quarterly, {(Londen),
vol. XVI, No., 4, December 1951, p. 559.




In the fifties and s‘ixtieé, however, the ‘revision-
ists® and ‘'fundamentalists' could bridge their differences
in the short~term, though, irreconcilable were their long-
term disagreements. But, gradually in the late sixties the
situatioﬁ in Britain changed again for the worse. The pri-
vate seéﬁcz became so weak that the continued existence of
the mixed economy could no longer be taken for granted. The
differences betwéen the 'fundamentalistg’ or the 'Clausge
1V socialists' and the 'revisionists' or the defender of
mixed economy were no longer long-term and tHefloretical but
became sharped, short term and actual. The Labour Party,
given the econamic situation of the country, was left with
only two choices, It could retain itg existence as a
Party pledged to introduce a new system of society based
on the economic policies of soclalism, or aiternatively
it could became a Pérty claiming to be able to manage
capitalism better than capitalists, R.W. Wright, arguing
in favour of the former choice, said: “"Socialism is not a
sedative that can be applied to a capitaiist system hut a

system of economic ownership by the people".18

In the early fifties the development of a concept
called ‘Bevanism' also had serious effect on the ideologi-
cal cleavages of the Labouxr Party - Aneurin Bevan, Harold
Wilson and Jchn Freeman resigned from the Attlee government

in 1951. Bevan had differed from the rest of the cabinet

is. R.W. Wright, "Sedatives or Socialism®, Labour
Monthly (London), 42(10), 1960, p. 169,



on their diagnosis of Britain's economic gituation and on
their approach to rearmament.- He criticiged the Labour
Party's stretegy on launching the socialigt revolution and
its basic philosophy. He pointed out that the battle in
the Labour Party was being fought back and forth between
extxeﬁea, and guggested a middle ground between the adhere-
nts of 'left' and the ‘right'.}? 1n fact, Attlee Govern-
ment had accomplished very little in the way of socialist
legislation. The only striking radical proposal, the nat-
ionalisation of the Iran and steel industry, would never
have been put into effect had it not been for the unyeild-
ing personality of Aneurin Bevan. Bevanaites were al%o
eppo%ed to the ideas of limitations of state control. They
afgued that gtate control did not necessarily limit the
personal freedom. It was often only a means of releasing
the individual from the bonds which the capitalist soclety
had forged on him. Bevan wrote: *Untler capitalism the

hope of individual emancipation was crushed by the weight

of accomplished power". 20

In the late gixties the conflict between social

democracy and trade unionism became more pronounced. The

19, N.I. Gelman, “Bevanism: A Philogophy for British
Labour®, Journal of Politics (London), 16(4),
1954' ppo 654"'630 '

20. -Aneurin Bevan, "In Place of Fear (London, 1952),
p. 2.



right wing lost to the trade union in Conferences over the
income policy. 1In 1969, 'In Place of strife was rejected
by the unions. 1In the'aeéenties while the Parliamentary
Labour Party stuck to the concept of mixed economy, the
Conferences, dominated by the leftist constituency parties
and the trade unions, wanted a more positive step in the
direction of Socialism, than either Keynesianism or cor-
poratism, through nationalisation of major sectors of indu-
stry and firmmance and planning agreementg with private

enterprisé and the national enterprise board.,

While surveying the history of conflict within the
Labour Party, one finds four major areas of ideological
controversies, Firgtly, there has been continuous confu-
sion about the Ends and Means, the goal of sociaiism and
the means to achieve the goal. Secondly, there has been
fierce debates about the publicomership of the means of
production, distribution and exchange. Thirdly, the fight
for and against the £ amous chuse 1V of the party constitu-
tion. And finally, the issue of worker's control or fndu-~

strial democracy or joint management.

Endg and Means 1

In formulating the socialist doctrine, the Labour
Party had not been able to decide clearly what precise
meaning was to be attached to the word socialism. Thig can
easily be seen by studying the numerous and often inconsisg-

tant meanings attached to the word socialism by people who



sweai by it. Karl Marx, by defining it as the "nationali-
gation of means of production, distribution and exchange"
meant sqnethincj quite different from Proudhan who defined it
as consisting of every aspiration towards the amelioraticn
of the society. While one gsection in the Labour Party,
namely éDF, called for a distinct Party based the recogni-
tion of class war, Rémsay MacDonald, the leader of the Inde-
pendent Labour Party, refuted this contentien and saids
"s::cialiém marks the growth of a society, not the uprising
class. The consciocusness which it seeks to quicken is not
one of eeconomi¢c solidarity, but cne of social unity and

growth toward organic wholeness" .2l

Like this, any higtory
~of scc ialist thought would provide several definitions to
the word socialigm = some in texms of ownership, some of
co-operation, some cf planning and some in terms of income
distribution. However, the end seems to be common to all

the bewildering variety of doctrines. And these ends

consist of certain moral, human values and aspirations.

The confusion and controversy centred around the
question of means. So far as the means to achieve socia-
lism are concerned, Sam Aaronvitch puts forth four campet-

ing strategic conceptions .22 The €irst, held primarily by

21. Ramsay MacDonald, Socialism and the Sgéietz. {Lon-

don, 1908), 6th edn., p. 144.

22, Sam Aaronvitch, "Recipe for Defeat”, Marxism Today,
(London), 26(4), April 1982, pp, 15-19.
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the ‘'right' and some part of the 'centre’', was to argue
for the gtatus quo. This was the 'broad church' in which
the ministers and the hymn books were to remain in the tra-
dition of Attlee Galtskell, Wilson and Callaghan. The
desire was to purge the ‘Left' and cement the essentially
*Right' and 'centre-right' leadership. The second idea
held by some section of the 'left{ within and outside the
Party was for the Labour Party to becane, in the shortest
possible time, a thorough going Socialist Party with a
bold and uncompromising Soclalist progrguse pursuing the
socialist transformation of Britain. The third strategy
was that the Labour Party must be transformed into a revo-
lutionary party of vanguard type, completely purged of its
right and centre and of the goft left., The fourth was that
the Labour Party must move along the path of becoming a
party committed to socialist transformation and it shoulqd

be a prolonged process.

In the light of Ehe above strategy, the rightist
Labour leaders appeardd to think that the nationalisation of
industky and central planning Were ncot the only means to
the fuller and richer life, they seek for the British.2>

They believed that the individual rights and dignity could

23, Arnold Rogow, The Labour Government and British
Industry 1945-51 (Oxford, 1955), p. 112.




be secured from the business community, largely through
taxation, subsidies and customary control, which otherwise
meant that socialist society should be gradually pregeded
by mixed economy and social welfarism. But sad;y, both
these concepts came under the heavy attack of those belong-
ing to the rival ‘left' faction of the party. Reg Race,
subscribing to this fuhdamentalist faction said: "The mixed
economy solution to Britain's economy is on the last legs.
It can no longer deliver the kind of reforms and the funda-
mental changes which meny gectiong of the working class

want to see".z4

According to Reg Race, whowas a Labour MP
in 1979, theré were only two options open to the British
economy ~ {a) to go back to a highly competitive force
enterprise system, based either on the immediate changes
which the Thatcher goverument was proposing, or (b) move
forward to a highly planned economy which meant fundamental
changes in the economic philosophy and accountablity in
other directions, Moreover, R.H.S. Crossman preclisely
pin-pointed the short-comings of the welfare capitaligm.
According to him, under welfare capltalism, though the
national income was rather more fairly distributed than
before, the concentration of the capital, and so of the

economic previleges, remained unchanged. Further, profits,

salaries and wages were still detemmined not by national

24, Reg Race, "Democracy in the Labour Party", Labour
Monthly, July 1979, pp. 308-9,



interest but by traditional method of laigsez-faire. And
finally, though certain basic industry had been subjected
to same control, effective power continued to remain in
the hands of a small grdup of managerial and civil gservice
elite. Therefore, Crossman cautioned the Party leadership
that theré could be no advande to socialigm unless each of

these problems wag honestly fac:eei.25

Thug, the 'Left' within the Labour Party, deriving
their ingpiration £rom Karl Marx, defined socilalism as
collective anership of the means of production, distribu-
tion and exchange on the assumption that the pattern of
ownership determined the character of the whole society,
and that the colléctive ownership was a sufficient condi-
tion to fulfil the bagic aspirations. If this theory is
accepted, it could lead to conclusions which would be quite
irreconcilable to what the socialists had in mind when they
used the word ‘sécialism’s the'conélusions like the one
that the Soviet is a completely socialist wuntry even
though it deniedlall the values the westerﬁ socialigts have
normally read into the word. Similarly, if socialism was

defined as economic collectiviem or state econtrol of eco-

25, R.H.S. Crossman (ed), Toward Philogsophy of
gSocialism (London, 1952), pp., 26=27.



nomic 1ife, then Nazl Gemany would correctly have been
called a socialigt country, But in neither case would the

end-result be described as socialism by most socialists.26

However, in the 1950s the leftigt clamour symbolised
by the growth of Bevanism of more nationaligation, follow-
ing the 1951 election debacle, had led the Party to a vir-
tual split., But leaders like Hugh Gaitskell, having succ-
eeded C.R. Attlee, fought hard and temporarily halted the
encroachment of Marxists and the pltraaleft, and outlined
clearly the controﬁrs of gocial demoeracy. The #enets
Gaitskell thug put forth included : (a) the Labour Party
must fight for the underdog and the oppressed; {(b) it must
adtance social justice and an equitable distribution of
wealth and income; (¢) it must aim for a society without
snobbery, privileges or testrictive soclal barriers;

{d) it must adhere to belief in fundamental equality of all
races and people; fe} it must seek to build a society based
upon fellowship and co-operation, a good life having idea~
lism and material satisfaction; and (£f) it must accept the
need for public planning as a basic principle of soci alism
and view that the public interest must come before the pri-

vate interéstsy etc.

26, C.A.R. Crossland, The Future of Socialism (London,




Gaitskell broke clear of public ownership ag one of
Labour's soclalist tenets. He argued that the Labour ghould
abandon the idea that puhaic ownership was the ultimate
firgt principle and aim of socialism.27 As opposed to
Aneurin Bewan, who was a doctrinaire not ready to sacrifice
basic principles in pursuit of Parliamentary majority,
Gaitskell was a pragmatist, ready to bargain with capita-
lism because he felt that, that would be the way by which

the Labour ecould ever gain power.zs

Thus, the Party had achieved a remarkable degree
of agreement undexr the pragmatic leadership of Hugh Gaitskell
The disagreement was confined only to between the socialist
philosophy of the 'heretics’' of the 'left' and the ‘'right's’
concern for the Party image which was sullied in the 1951
election due to extreme philogophy. The difference lay in
the ‘'revisionist's' persistent determination to regain ele-
ctoral popularity and the fundamentalist's obstinate adher-
ence to doctrines. The revisionists were convinced that the
only way of revitalising the Labour Party was to break with
the tradition. The ‘'leftists' were sure that nothing worth-

27. See Geoffrey Goodman, "Britigh Labour's Crigisg",
New Leader (London), Vol. 43, no. 2, 11 January,
1960,

28, "Bevanism and Britigh Labour", New lLeader, Vol. 16.
19584, p. 645,



while would be achieved by forsaking the principles. Both
the factions were divided by mistrust. The'right' doubted
the capacity of the 'left' and the 'left; doubted the
sincerity of the ‘right'. This mutual suspicion and mis~
turst continued till the split, "

Public Ownership :

The concept of public ownership had been a bone of
contention in the Labour Party since the Party's constitu-
tion was drawn up in 1918, Although the Party congtitution
did not precicely define the concept, both the groups, the
extremistsJand the liberals had tried to interprete it in
different ways. The leftigts argued that the root of the
capitalist evil was the payment of rent, interests and
profitg to a propertyosning class who thereby deprived the
workerg of the full product of thei r labour. It was, there=-
fore, necessary to take over the ﬁeans of production and
arrange for what had hitherto gone into rent, interest and
profits, to accrue insgtead either to the workers as the
producer or to the commtinity as a whole. Income structure,
according to the propounders of this concept, should resem-
ble a sphere, rather than a pyramid with the majority of
the people nearer the middle than the bottom. Moreover
in the 1950 post-election reapﬁrtsal this group attacked

the welfare refomists of Attlee government to nationalise



th@ major private sectors. According to R.H.S. Crossmans
“Whgt we got were not nationalised industries hut centra-
lised bureaucratic state monopolies. ‘The nationalised Board,
for example, is neither public enterprise, responsible to
parliament, not yet an efficient profit making monopoly,

is a hybrid, neither £ish nor fowl“.zg

In his Planning
for Freedam, Crossman wrotes "It would be strange indeed
for the Labour Party to abandon its belief in the central
importance of public'ownetship when the supetioﬁity of the
gocialised economy is being triumphantly vindicated in the

world affairs.>°

On the mther hand, the 'right wingers’ attributed
the failuré of the Labour Partyin the October 1950 election
to the Party's continued adherence to gsuch unpopular conc-
ept as nationalisation and working militancy and believed
that Gaitskell would have won if the confidence of the
electorate had not been unnecessarily alientited by the image
of the labour party as dogmatically wedded to wholesale

nationalisation,
29, ‘Commerce’, "Crisis of British Labour Party, Soc-

ialist Concept under fire, Commerce (Bombay), 25
June 1960, pp. 142=50,

30. R.H.S, Crossman, Planning for Freedom, (London,
1965), p. 121,



The most theoretical objection to the concept of
public ownership had been made by Anthony Crossland in his
popular masterplece, The Future of Soclalism. He had
weighed this c¢oncept against each of the basic character-
istic of a socialist society. Firstly, against political
freedom and democracy. Re¢ent higtory demonstrates that
they may exist in a largely privately owned econamy and not
in a collectiu st one, presumably no one would deny that
they were present in Britéin and absent in Soviet Russia.31
Secondly, against the degree of exploitation -~ that is the
extent to which the workers, indtead of being paid and con~
suming the whole value they produce, surrender some part
in the form of surplus value. A collectivigt economy can
extract as much surplus value as it chooges by means of
heavy taxation and ploughing back of profits by state enter-~
prises, Thirdly - the digtribution of pergonal income is
not uniquely determined by the pattern of ownership, It
}depends on the share of wages in the national income the
taxation poliey éf the government, the level of unemploy-
ment, degree of competition, the strength of trade unions
and political complexion of the government. Fourthly,

the degree of government planning does not depend exclu-

sively on ownership. Pogt-war experience in Britain has

31. Anthony Crossland, The Future of Socialism (London,
1956), p. 38.




shown that private industry can be subjected to a cloge
dégree of government control while nationalised industries
may béhave in a réﬁher independent £ashion. Generally,
there is no theoretical reason why a privately owned eco-
nomy cannot be subjeéted to, as Nazi économy was, state
control of all major‘decisions. Lastly, the status of wor-
kers may be better or worse in a collectivist than in a
privately ownéd econbmy. Soviet worker is more proletari-
anised than the British workers. He has no free trade
unions to protect him, no right to étrike, no freedom to
change his job, no elaborate system of judicial remedy,

no political party to represent his interest in a democ-~
rati¢ Parliament, He is deprived of individual right and
subject to autocratic fmanagement., Thus the ownership of
means of production decides much less than the character

of political system.

The critiecs of the public ownership adduce the argu-
ment that according to Clauge V of the Deflaration adopted
by the soclalist international at Frankfurt in 1951, "The
socialist planning does not pre~suppose public ownership
of all means of production. It is compatible with the
the existence of private ownership in the important

a w32

fiel While continental Socialist Parties have aband-

32, See 5aul Rose, "Socilalist Doctrine and the Labour
Party", Listener (London), 10 January 1963, pp.
54-’55 *
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oned the public ownership ideal, the British Labour Party
remained stubboraly fixed to its earlier course, in line

Qith Clause IV of the Party censtitution.33

c IV controversy :

The ‘'revigionists' in the Labour Party came out with
a scathing attack on Clause iv of the Party Congtitution
and demanded its re-drafting. The revisionists, led by
Anthony Crossland, stressed that if the Labour leaders had
stopped harping on public ownership a moderate lLabour
government would have been electeda34 They attributed the
dismal perfomance of the Attlee government to the rigid
adherence of the fundamentaliststo all-out natiocnalisation
of ‘'pub and garage'. Crossland believed that the Party
militants blindly atthered to the éoncept of publie ownership,
1argely owing to the influence of the 'left wing' leaders
who intellectually accepted a mixed e¢conomy but stilil
clinged to the dogma of whole-sale public ownership, The
adherents of this concept derived the legitimacy to their
approach from the extremist phraseology of the Party congti-
tution. Crossland wrote: "The Labour Party ghould have one

over-riding aim over the next three yearg to adapt itself,

33. saul Rose, n. 32' Peo 55

34. See Paul Foot, "The Socialist Draught®" New States-
man (London), August 1971, Vol. 82, p. 255.
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without surrendering any basic principles, to the realities
of sccial change and present itself to the electorate in a

35 Robin Blackbugn, another

mid-20th century guige,
‘revisionist® participating in public oﬁnership Bebate,
said that the ownership of the meang of production no long=-
er determined the nature of the society and that capitalism,
as modified, no longer stood in the way of equality. Soc-
ialism was not about equality. Rather equality was no
longer about socialism;Be
Gaitskell, who gave a sharper ideoldgical substance
to the 'rightist drift' of the Party, opened the battle of
the common ownership (Claugse IV) in the Party constitution
after three successive defeats in 1959. 1In the Annual
Conference of Labour Party of 1959 in Blackpool Gaitskell
urged the British socialists to distingulsh between the
means and the ends. He made two clear qualifications, viz.,
that he had no plan to take every sphere of productiop,
distribution and exchange into publicownership; and secondly,
nationaligation and public¢ ownership was only a means not

an end in itself towards the soclalist goa1.37

35. Anthony Crossland in Encounter, March 1960. See R.H.
: S. Crossman, Planning for Freedom {london, 1965),
p. 113.

36, Robin Blackburn, "Labour and the Marxist Left", New
Statesman (London), 14 Sept. 1973, pp. 339-46,

37. Hugh Gaitskell, Public Ownership and Equality®,

Soclalist Commentary {(London), Vol. XIX, June 1955,
pp. 65“70-




The mogt gstout defense of Clause IV came from
R.H,S. 8rossman, who denied that the consiitution contained
any extremist phraseology. On analysing the actual word-
ings of the Clause which read "To secure for workers by
hand or by brain the full fruits of their industry and
most equitable distribution thereof that may be possible,
upon the basis of common ownership of means of production,
digtribution and exchange and the best obtainable system of
popular administration and control of each industry and
service".38 Crossman said that C2duse IV of the Labour
Party constitution contained none of the extremist phrase-
olggy because it 4did not commit the Labour Party to the
whole~gale nationalisation or further nationalisation of
all industries. In the opinion of Crossman, the proper way
to counter hostility to nationalisation was not to re-
write Clause IV but to admit frankly the mistakes of Attlee
government and workout precise proposals for decentralising
their oligarchies and subjecting them to full public cont-

39 Moreueer, the so-called ‘fundamentaliéts‘ had

rol,
mantained that the nationalisation of predominant part of
economy remained the essential condition for the creation

of a socialist order of the gsociety and further argued

38. See. R,H.S. Crossman, Planning for Freedom (Lon-
doﬂ' 1965):?9 114,

39.  Ibid, p. 115.
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thgt the deletion of the Clause would help to confirm the
Labour Party's regression to liberal infantilism.4°
However, Hugh Gaitékell, after taking over the

Labour Party leadership from Clement Attlee tried to save
the Party from tearing apart. Under his leadership, both
Galtskellites and Bevanities showed remarkable resilience
on prineiples in order to achieve a workable agreement.
Thus the Party steered through one of its gravest cirsis

and moved along despite the defeat at the Pollg,

industrial Demogracy

The demand for industrial democracy or worker's
control has a long history in the British Labour movement,
going back to Robert Owen's ambitious Co-operative Builders
Union of 1832, at New Linark, and reaching the climax in

4l 1he tide

the stormy decade before the Ist World War.
receded in the 1930s when the Labour movement, after a

protracted debate, voted for the public co~operation with
no direct workers representation on it, In the 1950s the

‘fundamentalists' degired that the first task of socialism

40. Ralph Miliband, "The Battle for the labour party",
Monthly Review (New York), December 1960, pp. 436-41,

41. Anthony Crossland, The Future of Socialism (London,
1964), p. 257. .



should be to challenge the centralisation of power. The
growth of vast centralised bureaucracy they opinéd, con-
stituted a grave potential threat to social democracy.42
Aneurin Bevan formally endorsed the concept of industrial
democracy while.strongly adhering to nationalisa tion.43
In the 1960s the debate again gained momentum. In 1965
Annual Party Conference the national Bxecutive of the lLab-
our Party set up a working committee to study the pros and
.cons of industriai democracy following a commitment by

Mrs. Eirene White MP on behalf of the Labour Party National
Executive Committee (NEC). The views deliberated in a
series of meetings constitute the comprehensive working
document on industrial democracy. The essence of the do-
cument was that the constituents of the Party had unani-
mity on two principles, viz., (a) the workers had the right
to determine their economic envitoﬁment by participating

in a widening range of decisions within management; and

(b) workers partiéipation must be identified with trade
union organisation and representation of workers. Indus-
trial Democracy was desired to be secured under the follow-

ing five headss (i) the development of the individual wor-

42, R. S. Crogsman, “Socialism and_the NEw»D otigm"
Fablan Trac%sQLoﬁdon?? %ebruary 19%6, p. Sg?p s

43, Aneurin Bevan, In Place of Fear (New York, 1962),
p. 109.
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kers (ii) protection of the worker; (iii) the extension of
goverrment by congent in industrys (iv) industrial effi-
ciencys {v) strengthening the principle of sod al accoun=-

tability,

Initially the Fabisns opposed direct control of
socialised industries by workers and favoured exclusive
parliamentary cbntrol while the trade unions oppcsed ex-
clusive parliamentary control and fawvoured some form of
direct participation by the workers in the control of
industry. The Webbs, epitomizing the Fabian view point,
argued that the trade uhions would have to remain indepen~
dent and uncompromised by identification with managerial
decision in order to fight for the workers point of view

against bureaucratic stupidity or official oppreSSicn.44

The Fablan's concept of state and government led
them to the rejection of the idea of workers control.
First, the Fabiang argued that the acceptance of Parlia-
mentary supxemacy is the expression of majority will., Not
only workers control, lut all other attempts to infringe
upcn the supremacy of the Parliament or to weaken the Par-
lisment was consistently opposed by thé Fabians. Secondly,

they viewed that, soclalism rested on democracy, democracy

44, Sidney Webb and Beatrice Webb, Indugtrial Democracy
(London; 1902), pp. 818-9,
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on majority rule, and majority rule on parliamentary sup-
remacy. To have any official ultimately responsible to
some agency other than Parliament was the denial of the

whole meaning of British Constitution.45

In 1932, a trade union leader lLamented, "The wor-
kers are workers and are doomed to remain hewers of wood,
and drawers of water under the perpetual control of their
bosses, substitution of bureaucratic management f£or capi-
talist management would fall to provide the economic self-

n 46 In res-

government, that is the promise of socialism”.
ponse to this, G.D.H, Cole wrote, "Ability and not the rep-
resentation should be the criterien of appointment, We
cannot afford to risk failure and confusion by trying to

be too democratic at the start.“47

He further pointed out
that unions had no real desire in management but had job
problems and secondly, the representation of labour on the
government boards would only open the doors to demands of
other interests for representation and thus an industry

would be run by half-hazard collection of interest groups.48

45. Stdney Webb, "Socialism 3 True and False", Febian
Tract, no. 51, 1894, Pe 16.

46, See Robert A, Dshl, "wWorkers Control of Industry
and the British Labour Party", American Politica®
Scglence Review (New York), Vol, 51, 1947, pp. 875-900.

47. Iibig, Po 780
48, Ibid,



The arguments, to mention a few for and against
industrial democracy in the Industrial Democracy Working
Party meetings, organised by the Labour Party National
Executive Committee in 1966-67 were as follows: The critics
argued that the workerg and trade uni,on T epresentatives
did not have the technicel administrative and commercial
experience to participate constructively and effectiveiy in
the running of large-scale commercial enterprise. Secondly,
it wag an impossible objective that workers should directly
and equally share in management. It was unrealistic in
view of the scale and technological content of many mana-
gerial decisions, Thirdly, the workers interest would con-
flict with thogse of management so the attempts at éartici-
pation in decision making and at sharing in control would
undermine the independence of workers organisation, the
most impdrtant of all determinants of industrial demo-

cracy. 49

The defence given by the workers to the above men-
tioned points were that, firstly, the real problem was the
question of learning: how to combine specialist ménagement.

with democratic influence, not whether to abelish specialist

49, Labour Party, Report of the Labour Party Working
Party on Industrial Democracy (London, 1967).



management. The extention of participation of workers would
lead to major and rapld development of adult education and
training vhich would equip the participants better for the
role they were called upon to play. Secondly, even the
political democracy was gsubject to gsome problems and limits,
It was in this sense that Rougseau ergued that there had
not been and could not be complote democracy. Thirdly,
there were many areas of co-operation within thdh joint
decigion taking could predominate, while the participants
could retain their independence and right to disagree when
the need to do 8o appreared to outweigh the advantage of
éontinued co-oporation. As Robert A, Dahl rightly salds
*The debate over workers control is the inherent conflict
between those to vhom gocialism 1s a means of economie
plaming and those to vhom it &3 la means of reconstructing
the pogition and the funetion of the working man in indus-

trial'acciety.“so

i

50, Robert A. Dahl, n. 46, p. 887.
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FACTORS LEADING TO THE SPLIT

Social Democrats led by Dr. David Owen view that the
seeds of split in the Labour Party was sown at leasgt 20
years ago, follewing the revigionist thinking and political
practice of Anthony Crossland and High Gaitakell.1 It has
been gaid that Crossland, through hig writings, and Gaite
skell through his leadership attempted to trensform the
labour party into a modern, classless and non-ideological
equivalent of the Post-Bad Godesberg West German SPD. While
Galtgkell was defeated in his attempt in 1959, it 444 not
lead to any agplit in the labour party. The general hege-
mony of the right and the centre was not in digpute.
Harold Wikson's succession ag Party lecader aftexr Gaitskell's
death in 1963 and hig successful evasion of the left-right
conflictg through the rhetroric of technological ‘modemisa-
tion' hurried these disputes for quite gometime. In fact,

Wilson's leadership was proved successful in making the

(Oxford. 1974), P 2450



the Labour into a credible "Party of government®, in 1964,
1966 and 1974. But, the ddsastrous defeat of 1979 began to
bring the cracks inside the party to the surface.

The conflicts of 19503 and 1960s had involved some
substantial exchanges on ideological questions among imp-
portant leaders like Anthony Crossland, Richard Crossmen,
Barbara Castle, etc. . But, these intellectual politicisns
at the same time showed resilience in the interest of the
unity of the Party., However, in the later years of Wilgon
ard Callaghen, 3tewardsghip of the Party and the relative
fertility of the ideas got diminished, and there emerged s
pet of Parlismentary politicans like David Merquand, Brian
tlalden, Roy Jenkins, etc., who had initiated a debate on
the privileges and rights of the congtitutents of the

Labouy Darty.

But, prior to' analysing the constitutional facta s
which had precipitated the gplit, it is necessary to exa-
mine the alliance between the Party and thé trade unions,
whose controversial relationghip was no less a fector vhich
was respongsible for the break-up of the Labour Party,

Az Rose McXivbin has shown, the growth of the Labour
rarty into a national party stemmed largely from the ranke

and~file invalvement of the trade unionists. 2t the samo



time, thé reldionship between the Party and the Unions waw
an unequal one. While the Party aslways needed the Unions,
the Unions always did not need the Labour Party. However,
the birth of the Labour Party as ﬁhe “child of the trade
union movement” had two basic assumptions. The first was

- that organised industrisl wing, the trade unions and its
political wing, the labour party, were mutvally inter-dep-
endent and related parts of a larger totality which would
soek economic, social, and political justice, for the working
‘clagses. The gecond supposition was that since the Labourx
Party was founded largely by the trade unions, parlisment-
ary Sod alism would seek the same goals ap trade unionbm.

During the course of labour movement these agsump-
tiong proved to be incorrect, partia larly the uneasy
alliance between the unions asnd the party got exposed ovex
the question of a white Paper "In place of Strife", publi-
shed in 1969. This White Paper, issued by the Labour gover-
nment, sought to modernige the union by means of legisla-
tion. But, the Party had to give &t up in the face of stiff
opposition from the Trade Union Congress. In the process
there have been different comments on the links between the
trade unions and the Labour Party. Many on the far left,
headed by David Coates, thought that the tiffes between the
trade unions and the Party had paralysed the will for radie



cal sction. Coats urged: *Bréak'the stiflﬂng cords that
bind the pa:tne?g together in the fldbl}»dogmas of Lahouzism.
and the unions qould go on to generate a fieiy ubrking
class epnsciousness“.z On the other hand, there were those
who thought that the Iaabqu: Party should disentangle t£éelf
from the group of the trade unions. They thoucht that if
the Labour Party became free from the constraints imposed
by one of t:he most congservative trade union movements in
the world, it could then bacome a truely social democratic
party, dedicated to the defense of mixed economy and Weg-
tein way of life.3 It is unﬂoubtedly true that a section
of publié opinion disliked lLabour Party's links with the
trade unions and thought that the Labour'= agsociation with
the trade unions had adverse effects on its popularity.
Further, they thought that in taking a firm stend againgt
union activities in the national interest would give the
Party plenty of politicsl mileage.4
c;itica of’the“soéial contract“'hetween the Party
and the Unions argued thatvthe alliance was built on flimsy,

2. ' David Coates, The Labour Party and st o

Socialism (London, 1975), p. S4.

3. Robert Taylor, “The Uneasy Alliances Labour and the
Unions", Politigal Quarterly (London), October 1976,
P 3990

4., Butler and Strokes, %glit;ggl %gange in Britain
(lmﬂon. 1914)0 an nvo po 1 99'



contradictory foundationg. David Farnham, for example,
salg that it had bacame "a relationship of convenience,

not of conviction., As they are curfrently organiged, pro-
feasionmalised buginess unionism and reformist Parliamentary
politics, are ingtitutionally incompatible. The Labour
Allisnce is formally & reality, but its imity is a myth."5

mozdmg to 'J’ahn B, 'Tumex.' two qualitiés make the
Labourx Pérty an attractitie subject to study from an organi-
sational perapective: (a) 1t' is an ideolod cal party whiéh
is able to win power; and (b) it harbours two centres of
deeision making - the Party inside the parliament, the
Parlismentary Lsbour Party, and the mags orgenisation cut-

side the Par uamentcvs

The combination of these two factors,
according to him tended to breed conclitt. Ideological
differences wered £ficult to contain in organisational stru-
cture as it was not clear where the authority lay. Dissi-
dents who lost the battle in one power centre were in a
position to ca:ty the struggle to other political centre.

- This was the situation that had long existed in the Labour

Party. Tensions had often emerged between the leaders of

S David Farnham, “The Labour Alliance: Reality of

Myth“-'zg:umﬂw.;ﬁ (london), Wirker 1976,

PPe 37~46,

6. John B. Tumer, "The Labour Party, Riding two Hore-
ges”, Interna Studi arterly (California),

September 1981, p. 385.



the Patlvi..amént'ary group, who were inclined towards a pra-
gmnatic aéprdaeh; and a mbte 1deolag1ca1 minotity which
forged ‘lirlakagés with the ‘Left’ ozientéd"elemmta in the
Pétty's oixtside' uﬁits. | Az a éesuxt ﬁhei:e ware tensions

from the earlieat da&s of thé Labour Party, between the
constituency Lébo&t vparti.es. téptesentéd at the Party |
Conference, @nd the Patlismentary leadership. Indeed, there
is a long higtory of conflict between thogse vwho believed
that the Conference and the National Executive Committee
(NEC) should have the power to order MPs how to vote in

Per liament, and the Parlismentary Labour Party (PLP) which
believed that MPs had sufficient mandate to oxercise thiélr
oun judgement by the process of Parlismentasry elections.
Pertinently, it may be noted that in 190C the Labour Rep-
resentation Committee, at its foundation conference, adopted,
in its policy statement, "8 distinct Labour group in Parlia-
ment, who shall have their own whips and agree upon their
poltey.”?

The issue came up for debate in 1907 when Keir Hardie,
then Leader of the Parlismentary Labour Party, declined to

take advice, let alone instnictions. £rom the Conference on

7. chris Cook and lan Taylor, eds., The labour Party



such matters as wc&:en's suffzfage. In 1935, George Lansbury
offared to resign if the Pétiy Conference did not support
his pacifist policies. Hugh Gaitskell, as the Leader of
the Oppos 1t£m. élso had conflictas with 'éhe Cmfeience.

As he hé& failed, in 1959, to ﬁersuade the Conference to
get rid oﬁvczauae 1V, which committed tﬁe Party to the
nationalisation of meéna éi‘ éméuct.tm, distribution and
exchangé.‘ he.had to £ight hérd to secure, in 1961, the
redersal of the 1960 Conference decision in favour of uni-
1aterél disamamént. Gaitskell's successor, Harold Wilson,
was abie for a time to depend on the deference of the
Party Conference. But, he almp had to clash in between,
for his foreign policy which included acceptance of Amerie
can involvement in Vietnam. The éttmpté to reconcile the
Labour govermment'’s incmzéa policy with the trade union
pwer, as expressed in thé whité Paper, "In Place of Str-
ife”, had further alienated the Left and had badly split
the party. However, the events culminating in Wilgon's
rejecéion of "Labour's Programme, 1973", were the stimulus
to the foundation of the Campaign for the Labour Party
pemocracy (CLPD) in June 1973. Vladimir Derex, the leader
of the CLPD, described this incident : "in 1973 thexe

wae & programme end this included a demand for 25 companies
to be taken into public owne:sh:'.p.... Harold Wilson remarked
that tf the proposal of nationalising 25 largest campanies



was inhcluded in the manife-¢o his government would ignore
ig" .8 In seying this Wilson was reminding the movement of
the lack of any control which the Labour Party had over the
Parliementary repnresentatives, amd it was thig gtatement of
truth which caused the launddng of the CLPD. According to
8 Communigt newspaper, Morning Star, "The essential issue

facing the Labour movement is its inability to control the
Parliamentary Labour Party".g -With the creation of the
CLPD, inner group politics bagan to assert itself with in
the Labour Party. Significantly, the group enphagised the
gdvancement of ‘radical left' politics. It concentrated
on ways of foreing the Parliamentary Labour Party te accept
the decision of the Conference and the National Executive

Committee,

In 1918, the Labour Party's structure wes carefully
balanced by the founding fathers to reconcile the federal
and monolithic trade uniong with the realities of Parlis-
19 The buffer in the constitution had
three components: {a) Clause V of the Party Constitution

nentary democracy.

8, Peter Willegman, “The Struggle over the Labour Party's
Constitution”, labour Monthly, (Londeon), 22 October
1979, p. 459, '

9. Moming Star (London), 6 July, 1979,

10. Ian Mikaxdo, “The PFatal College”, The Times (lon-
don), 24 Jenuary, 1981, ’



provided that the policies paseed by the Conference did not
become manifestoes, unless jointly agreed ﬁy'?afliamentary
Labour Representattites and the Notional Executive Committees
{b) individual MPs were protected by the understanding

that they should aot snd could not be undegx inastructions of
Constituency parties or under the threat of looaing their
nominations simply because their vicuws 414 not concildes and
{c} collectively, Parliamentary Labour Party’'s independence
was accepted, Its £ight to alect the Leader was unchall-
enged. One man one vote was necessary to make it democratic
and legitimate, in case any change in this procedure wes
inten&ad.ll The CLPD waged itg war against these procedures
to denonstrate its gtrength in the mass organisation in the
House ¢f Comrons. To begin with, CLPD was not very cager
about the mandatory re-selection of the MPs nor the elect-
ion of the Leader, by a wider franchise. It waw concerned
entirely with the annual gonference decisions and their
trestment hy the Parliamentary labour Partyl In July

1973, they released a statement vhich reads “We believe
that thé policy deéiﬂions reached by the Annual Cenference
ghould ke b&néing'on the Parliamentary Labour Party znd it
undertakes to secure the implamentation of this prineipie,
We csll upon the National Executive to carry out fully its

11, Tan Mikardo, n. 10,



responsibility as the custodiens oi Conference decisions.
Fiaaiiy wé'u:ge up§§ the REC to make sure that the Labour's
e&e&tion @aniﬁﬁste reflects party policies éa epressed

by Annual Cohge:en¢é‘decisicna.”lz ‘The other isgues became
only compaign ga:ge?s ﬁhen cireumstanqes brought them te
CLPD's attention. ?hé cont. xoversy over the aupeiiority or
anthority of Paxliamentary Labvour Party and canfarence
decisions was aon organisational issue, whereas the clash

on different issues like Britain’s withdrawl f£rom the Common
Market unilateral @isarmament, immediaste abolition of the
House of lords ete. also were factors responsible for the
¢inal eplit.

The Party Congtitution was ambiguous as to vhich
group, either the Parlismentary Labour Party or the Con-
ferenece, spoke with an authentic volces when the policies
clagheds and there was no effective mochaniam for the
raconciliation of their differences. The afvocates of the
predominance of the Conference had pointed out that the
Party Constitution gave it the power to lay down the autho-
ritative Party policy and the Parlismentary labour Party
merely applies its doctrings. Thoge on the other gide

12, See David Kogan and Maurice Kogan, tt o

the Labour Party (London, 1982), p. 20,



claimed that the parlismentary labour party by virtue of

itg discretion in the conduct of its parliamentary busi-
ness was in reality an independent power with only a pere-
feral influence exercised by the Conference as.metives.“

It was raised earlier by Norman Atkingon at the Party
conferencet "The rank snd file of our movement have laid
down the policy which will be pursued at election.l.. Thoree
fore, the parliamentorians must come to gsome understanding
of what is being demanded by the wider movement outside.”d4
He further gaid:s mmé Parliamentary Labour Party is not a
govereign body in that gsénse. It is subgervient to the
dovisions taken elsevhere by the membership of the Britigh
Labour Party.” 15 However, this tmaioﬁ had been a perma-
nent feature in the Labour Party. As Turner put ity
"straddling the two horses hay become ad L £ficult feat for
the Party leafexr because in recent years one of the horses -
the extra-parliamentary orfanisation - had been trotting out

of control”. 16

13.

14.

15, See Harry Lazax, "British Populismi: The Labour Party
and the Common Market Parliamenary Debate",
Sifenns Cuarveriy (Londonl, Vel, b1, 1076-37 ¢ H4G>

16. Jd\“ B. Tume!g Ne 6' Pe 387.



However, when the CLPD was unable to force the
Parlismentary Labour Party into complete obedience, it
goutht to persuade the Conference to introduce the mandatory
re-selection of MPs, to introduce an electoral college, and
to waive some important proca&uml rules which obstructed
the constitutional change.

The CLPD'g megt profoundly radiecal proposasl was that
MPs éhmm oubmit thongelves for ro-selection atleast once
during the iife~time of each parliament. It wes an igsue
which posed fundemental questions concerning the nature
Of denmocracy. Was it right that the constituency activigts
should be able to ungest a MP whom the majority of his
constituents might re-sleet ? Was it democratic for these
same people to attempt to control the voting behaviour of
thelr KPs in Parliameént by threatening to deselect those
vho 4id not reflect the views of congtituency activists ?
The traditional rules were designed to make it difficult
for the lol parties to deny aitttng MPs & chance to retain

their saats.n

i7. “Model Rules for Cbnstituency Par!:ies". See UK,

labour Party, A Egrence v 1974,
{London, 1974), Wndix 3, cxauaa XIV, pp. 378~

349,




The Constituency Parties felt that gome Labour MPg
had rigen above the movement and were acting contrary to
the wighes of the working class. They demanded the proce-
~ dure for making the MPs and the Party lesders more account-
able. As one conference delegate expreassed in 1974y "If
the Parlismentarians are not going to take note of the
Conferenca, then leét us make them take note of Congtitu-

| mcies.“w

The argument they put forth, however, in favour
of mandatory xe-seieetwu was that the MPs would be stronger
i€ they renewed their méhdaté. The MPs c¢ould then be ¢con-
fident that they were gpeaking on behalf of their Labour
Constituency Parties end this would legitimése the base to
make theix décisiona. At the same time, the process of
mandatory te-‘-se!.ectim would animate the constituencies'
political 1life and educate, through the exercise of power
on impdttant. decisions, individual party members who, for
too long, had every excuse for apaihy and deference, When
this was their logic, their complaint against the Parlia-
mentary xep:esenf.gtiv& was the views they held on certain
pelitical issues, Smié MPs were attacked for gupporting
the Labour government on pelicies the local activists con-

18. UK, Labour Party Annual Conference Report 1974
{(London, 1974), p. 173. '

$



sidered to be unsocialigtic. A frequent cause of tenasion,
in this context, was the MPs support for Britain's entry
into Common Market. In an attempt to makée the MP3 more
accountable to the Party organigation gsome local parties
began to extract accountability pledges. A demand for
accountability was made by the Yorkghire Council for the
Mine Worker's Union, whose guidelines for Parliamentary
behaviour required that its sponsored MPs promigsed not to

vote against union policy on any major iss ue.lg

Purther, the complaint of the Party activigts was
that the feelings of selfeesteem was stronger thatn feelings
 of accountability of thoge tho put MPs 4in Parliament. How-
ever, the iscue became prominent only in 1970s. The €irst
impetus to the CLPD came €rom the experiences of the Line
coln Constitueney labour Party, vhich digagreed with the
Pro=-EEC policy of its sitting member Dick Taveme. The
Congtituency Party was not able to get rid of the MP with
whom 4t vidlently disagreed over the question of Britain's
sntry into the EEC., The Taverne case geemed to those pre~
sent in the Annual Party Conference, in 1973, to be a self~
avident exanple of the need to assert the supremacy of the

Conatituency Parties over their sitting mambers.zo The

19. The Times, 26 June, 1575.
20, The Timeg, 5 July, 1973.



issuo was formally raised by Ken Coates ¢f the Rusheliffe
Constituenéy Labour Party, @nd the Institute of Worker's
Centrol moved a resolution calling for 1t.% Tne motion

foll but won two million votes,?? end gave to the CLPD &
clesr indication that mandatory re-gelection was a worthy
target for its campaign. Under the three-ytar rule, man-
datory re~gelection could not be taken up by the Conference
until 1977. But the CLPD wasg tenacious in advising the
cemgtituencies to ignore thig testriction and continue to
submit regolutions based on its model. In 1976, 46 Congti-
tuency Labour Parties submitted a CLPD model resolution on
mandatory re-gselection to the Amnual Conference, but they
23

were zuled out, But, pressures were reaching at its peak

in the 1977 Amual Conference.

In the meanwhile, there took place a development in
the Party which the CLPD could exploit to its adventage.
Reg Prentice, a cabinet minister in the Wilson govermment,
fell out with both Harold Wilson and with the ‘Left' in
the New Ham Northeeast Congtituency Party. He had been the
target of atltack in his owm congtituency because of hisg

support to the Conservative government's decision to pro-

21. UK, Labouyx Pagty, Annual Conference Report, 1974,
(London, 1974), p. 122, ,

22, Inid.

23 UK, Lebour Party, Annual Conference,Report, 1976,
" {London, 1976).



secute the shrevsbury plckets and wag de-gelected. Having
the Prentice affalr ag a gift, the CLPD built pressure,
throughout 1975 and 1976, ond radsed the issue at the 1977
Annual Conference of the Labour Party. 67 local Parties
moved the resolution which was morginally dofeated. 24 But,
at the 1979 Party Conference, the plan for mandatory ree
geloction was passed by 575 of the votes.zs Under the mane
datory re-~gselection gystem, however, an MP had to justify
his re-selection againgt th@ groups that were pressing for
his removal. The masz oxganisaﬂm thus held a briddle of
kooping the P liamentary contigent in tighter rein. The
CLPD supporter, Reg Race MP, commented: "Mandatory ro-
galection would prevent Labour MPs from having a meal ticket
for 1ife and would make them genuinely sccountable for
their actiong to their Congtituency Labour Farty.... Morxe
democracy in the Labour Party is an akgolute pre-requisite

gor the advance towards socialism.® 26

The moderates were very much shocked at this attempt
at making the Labour MPs prigoners of the local Parties
and reflucing them to mexe delegates. The MPs were supposed

24. UK, Labour Party, Annual Conferenge Agenda, 1977

25, UK, Labour Party, Annual 5ggfergggg Report, 1979,

26, Reg. Race, "Democracy in the Labour Party®, labour
Monthly {London), July, 1979, p. 308,



to represent the entire electorate, not to bow to the dic-
ates of a few extremistg in the local Constituency Parties.
william Modgers protested that the mandatory re-selection
would make the Labour MPs prigoners of the local party
activigts, rather than independient minded representatives

of all their cu'astituents."

On the eve of the 1979
Conference, in an editorial, The Guardian urged the moder-
ates and Social Democrats to act at once to prevent the
congtitutional changes. It gaid, "If these wore acrepted,
thatte would bha ghovernment and a get of MPs who would be
responsive, above 311, to the decisions and ingtructions

to the grass-root Party. The machinery of the ncw Consti-
tution would be designed to see that there is no escape
grom the doctrine of obedlence”.2® Daily Mail slso.cautioneds
“we must hope that gensible peoplc both in the Labour Party
and outsgido it will heed this lategt ominious Benn initia-

tive, zecognise the danger he represents and take counter-
w29

action in time.

The implementation of lLabour Party's policies should
necessatily prxecede their inclusien in the Party's election

27. S$ee Peter Willsman, n. 8, p. 460,
28, The Guardian (London), 15 August 1979.
29, Daily Mail (London), € July 1979,



manifesto. Clsuse V of the Party's Constitution states that
the National Bxéc\;tive Committee and the Parliamentary Labe
our Party sghould together draw up the manifesto. The CLPD
proposed _'that NEC alene shoum have the -pzevileg_e of draw~
ing the electoral platfom. To suppott their proposal the
CLPD members alleged that the Parnamentaiy leadership of
the Party had been 1gno:1ng»_the Party desires. Harold
Wilson, they elleged, had cold-ghouldered the 'Labour Pro-
gramme of »1973‘. so lsboriously prepared by the NEC members.
James éallaghaﬁ algo, ty-~passing the NEC, drafted his own
manifesto and had launched a blistering attack on the NEC
by saddling them with t!ie blame .«for the Suro-electicn
debacle. Thus, tension begween the NEC representatives on
the Platform Committee and i:iae t’aruamentary leaders had
emerged Quring the ézefting cf the gtdenments on previous
elecctions. But, the straing were particula rly severe as
they sat doun to prepare. the 1979 Platform.-C Althcugh
Callaghan and his‘ eolleagues made a few concegsions to the
left, their pressure resulted in the dilution, and in cer-
tiatn cases, exclusion of other NEC proposals f£rom the docu~-
ment and thus rendering the elaborate work done dy the NEC
futile.

AN

3c. Daily Telegraph (London), 11 Bacember 1978;
Also sce, The Times, 3 July 1978,



Subsequentlyi Labour's defeat at polls in 1979, on
vhat gome asctivists regarded as a Cabinst-butcherad Plat-
form did little to arrest the discontent at the 1979,
Amnual Party Conference six months later, Cgallaghan tried
to postpone the debate on the issue when theCongtituency
Parties sulmitted 26 resolutions to the Assembly urging
that the framing of the Platform be placed entirely in the
hands of the National Executive Committee. The editorial
in the New Stategman which caled Callaghan to resign, refe
erred to thege so-called manouvres to pogtpone the debate

ag dighonest and gtupid even from the Righ's view polnt.31

Callaghan regarded the question of Platform author-
ship as even more serious than the re-gelection of MPs and
the method of choosing the Party Leader and had hoped that
the trade unions might come to his rescue, But they failed
to regspond by enough votes, and by a narrow tally of 50.3¢,
the Conference comnitted the party to the principle of haw
ing the National Executive Committee take over the writing

32

of the Platform. This decision, however, was reversed,

a year later, by another close vote of 50.8%33. Undex the

31, Nev Statesman (London),24 Augugt 1979,

32. UK, Labour Party, Annual Conference Report, 1979
(London, 1979).

31, UK, Labour Party, Annual Conference Report, 1980
(wndon' 1980) » V



Party rules the Conference could not discuss the matter
for 3 more years unless the NEC decified to weive the rules
ai it 414 on the question of re-selecting the MPs. UWith
such cloge votes on the issue of drafting the election
gtatement, it was thought that, probably, the Conference
would decide to give this responsibility to the NEC which
would then be in a position to write a miiitant platform

for the next'election.

The Party l<¢ader has traditionally been electef by
the members of the Parliamentary Labour Party, end, through
custom, hag come to be regarded as the Leader of the entire
Labour Party. In recent years, however, the activiagts who
have sought to make the MPs more acountable have also att-
empted to curtail the power of the Parliament ary Labour
Party, having the Party Leéaer chosen by a broader connti-
tuency. In the period from 1971 to 1980, the Constituoncy
Parties sulmitted a total of 48 resolutions to the various
Lebour Party annual Conferences calling for & change in the
selection of the Leader and 34 of these appeared in 1979
and 1980. Some of the resolutionswere authored by gitting
Labour MPs and this issue waw hotly debated in press and
public.



The issue came to the fore at the 1979 Annusl Conf-
erence of the Labour Party when the delegates voted on &
propesal to have a Leader chosen by an electoral college.
Hewever, some of the trade unions, that had voted.zcr the
mandatary _:e—aelection of Mpg, "_dtﬂ not support this plan,
and therefore, the proposal was defeated by a 57% vote
34 pBut, this decision was reversed at the 1980
Annual Conference by a narrow majority of 50.7% when the
dolegates decided to have the Leader chogen by an electoral

majority,

college composed of Labour MPg, tepregentatives £rom the
trade uniong and activists f£rom the Congtituency Parties
although after several sttempts they could not agree on vot-

ing fomulac.

As a reaction ¢6 CLPD the moderates started the
Campaign for Labour Victery (CLV) im 1977. The CLV vas
organisationally not very strong and so could not put up a
strong reaistance to ;.1'.., “uede Nevertheless, the leaders
of the moderate group vociferously reacted to me_ﬁnopased
formation of ‘electoral college’ and the subsequint proceed-
ings thereby. Lord Kennet, one of the moderate social
dmcrat wrote in The 'I‘imes: “The only true and permigsive

34. The guaxdian, 3 October 1979y amd UK, Labour Party
Annual Conference Report, 1979 (London, 1979),
P 256,



gource of power in a Parliamentary democracy is the upward
voting pyramid, elector, MP and PM. Any distortion of thig

is to be taken seriously as the firsgt sign of canéer.35

He
further regretted that the naticnal Party was cormitted to
supporting the privileges of the trade union md the Constie-
tuency Labour Parties, at the expense of the people, to
unilsteral digarmament, to dropping out of the BEEC, to abo-
iition of the House of Lords without replacement, to cumber-
some and artificial process of re-selection vhich would turn
an MP into a delegate, to removing the choice of Leader from
the Labour MPs and to give a preponderant aay to those same
local cadres and to the meaningless block votes by trade
union barons. The Parliamentsry Party would be boxed into
36 Mrs. Shirley tiilliams,
a leading moderate in the Party saids "Our objection is based

a corner of the electoral college.

not on how the electoral college votes are shared out, hut
the method of votmg".” The mandated delegates voting at
the conference and thae union block votes cast without a
ballot of members, according to hexr, could hardly be des-

cridbed ag democratie. IX€ a wider frenchise was needeq],

35. iord Kennet, in en intervies, See The Times, 14
December 1980,

36. ibiad,

37.  shirley Williems, in an interview. See The Times,
24 January, 1981,



then ways of extending it democtatieauy by the secret
banot and the registratim of labour auppo:ters in the
unions c:soum have been worked out, given mough time., But
6emoc:acy was never intended. ehe gald. What was intended
wag the activista' control of the ?art.y and the Parlia-
mentary party. 38
Inspite of the bitter opposition of the Labour lea-
ders like shirley Williamg and David Cwen, the CLPD went on
manoeuvring to got the major share of votes to the trade
uniong in the electoral college, It was supported by mas~
sive lobbying by the Rank and ¥File mobilisiag corm-ittee_
{RF¥C), a rendezvous of left-wing groups like labour co=
ordinating committee, the Institute of Jorkers contrel,
Independent Labour Publications, the Hational Organisation
of Labour students, Labour Party Young Socialists, and, the
thost important, the Militant Tendency. Hectic preparations
were made on the eve of special Wembley Conforence on 24
Jenuary 19281. The RMC end its allies formed a tactical
flying squad reacting to each situation as it arose, guiding
the actions of itg supporters and cdding to strengthen the
ragolve of the walvers in the highly charged stmosphere of

the Conference.

38, Shirley wWilliams, n. 37.



once ogain a congtitutioml impediment gtood in

the way of immeGiante action. Eric Heffer, Therefore, moved,
on bchalf of the NEC, a resolution thst the procedure for
the eclection of the Lesder and the Deputy leader should be
dhangeavto aliow a widening the franchige for eiection. and
that the constitutionsl amendments shoulé be enﬁsiaered
ford.with at the conference. The motion was carried by the
narrow margin of 98,000 votes and the obstacle of three-
yeatr rule was xemavaﬁ. 3% - |

 Earlier, the 1980 Blackpool Conference had decided,
with virtually no debate, against two possible modes of
electoral college. The first would have given the trade
unions %0 per cent of votes and the Constituency Parties
and the PLP 25 per cent each, The second would have given
the each group one third of the wvotes. The Congarence
had adjourned to resume the discussiom on next day. In the
intemittent peried, the Left, CLPD and RFMC showed thelr
ability of manouvrebllity to creaste a climate in their
favour by emphatic persuvation of individuals.

The NEC put forward a resolution proposing the
40-30~30 representation for trade unions, PLP and Consti-
tuency Parties respectively, lut unexpected opposition came

39, See David Kogan and Maurics Kogan, n. 12, p. 91,



£rom aotue of the trade union leaders. David Basnett from
AUEW and Tom Jackgon from GHMWU successfully oppoged the
teécluticm on the pleas for extenSicon of time to consult

40 Opposing this move, Mike Thomas wi.'ate in

their members.
The Times, "Why should The British people think that the

Lakour Prime Minister, coﬁstazitly 1obking over his shoulder
at the unions votd, will be able to run the countzy in the
interest weidhing all classes equally, giving special pre-
vileges to none." %l He further comented that the electoral
college wes ﬁae rocipe for the demise of the Labour Party.

But, the victory was tn store for the 'Left' in thig Special

Conference in Jamuary 1961,

The right wing moderstes had returncd from Black
Pool in 198¢C 4in disarray. It had failed to stem the lefte
wing militancy on all but control ovexvthe monifesto., The
trade union leaders were not steadfast in their oppqaition
to the concept of the electoral college. Before the voting
in the Speciasl Wembley Conference in 71981. the speeches
reflected the predictable preferences of leading Party
fl&uxee like David Owen end Shirlevy Willliamg. According to

40. UK, Labour Party, Annual Conferenge Report, 1980
(London, 1980).

41, Mke Thomag, "The Fatal College®, The Timeg, 24
January 1981,



David Owens "The day this system is used to elect a Prime
Minister, the whole:céunttvaoum see it to be a totally
undemocratic end illegitimate methédld.' It is an outrage
and ds.sgtace”.“ However, the Con erenée moved £rom accep-
tance of thé electoral mllm to discussion of its ConNpo-
sition. After eome sort of deliberations of differcnt
proposals there was voting. The delegates voted in favour
of 40% voting stremgth to the trade unicns, 30% to the Lab-
our MPg and 30% to the cdnstit'uenny Parties.“ Scme of the
larger unions wanted the MPs to have the skrongest voice
in the clectoral college but 3 mixeup in their tactical
voting played into the hands of thoge who wanted to reduce

the influence of the PLP,

The victory of the 'Left’ was too much for acme
moferate MPs. And, the day after theICmfe:mce ended,
David OQen. Shirley williams and Bill ﬂodgam_ - otherwise
known as the "Gang of Three" in the British press, ouge
mented, later &tn to four, by Roy Jenkins, made its Lime
House Dficlaration. Two monthg later, on 14 March 1981,
they launched the social Democratic Party.

42. Times of India (New Delhi), 25 Janusay 1981,
43, The Times, 26 January 1981, '



Beémea the cmtitutimél issues, there wers acr- |
ious aiéggreenmts ‘beﬁwe.eh the ‘Left’ and‘ the ‘'Right' of
the Party over major questions like Britain's entry into
the BEC, withdrawl £rom the NAIC, abolition of the Housge
of Loras. and unilatetal Disarmanent, etc. 'l'he ‘Left’ in
the Labour barty canplaineﬂ that the House o£ lozds was
still over-—populated with the uneage of ‘rubber barons’,
‘royal cmcubdnea‘ and ‘imperial warlords'. The composition
of the House of Lords was highly unjustiﬁable.“ On NATO,
thay srgued that the gocialist opposition to bureaucratic
collectivism of Bagtern Block need not express itself in
formal alltance with the Americen Imperialism, hence Bri-
tain should withdraw from NATO allience. The left of the
Labour Party cynically spelled ocut the value of NATO,as
1t "kepps the Rissians ocut, the Americans in and the Gore
mang dom”. Secondly, the 'left’ of the Party thought that
NATO had very ¢lear limitations. ft wag a military alle
feznce, and the various efforty to extend allied co-opding-~
tien into the important ayrcag of cconomic policy, or into
the more vaguely defined issues known as "hallenges to
Modern Society”,had remained fairly in substential. Again,
the allience had always had difficulty in co«orxrdinating the

44, The Times, 14 December 1980,



policien of its members. Towards Lgsues arising out the

geographical areq of alliance, for example, France wag not
able to get NATO gupport for the war in Algeria or Britsin
and France for théir sttack on Egypt in 1956, asnymore than
the United States, had been able to get the backing of the

Alliance for American policy in vietnam ox El;alvadar.45

Social Democrats viewed that withdrawl from NATO
would lead Britain to dinagter. In response to the above
criticism of NATO, Social Democrats asserted that NATO
414 provide a framework for countering the Soviet pressure
on lestern Europe, for committing the military power of the
United states to European Qefence, and for emabling the
egonomic and military power of the Federal Republic of
Germany to be harnessed to the western defence effort with-
out threatening Germany's neighbours either to the East or
the West, Besides, NATO had proved in many ways to be a
flexible enough instrument to meet the changing needs of
changing time. The incorporation of detente as one of the
objectives of the alliance, on per with determence, had
been one of its notable success. Social Pemocrats regarded

45.  Roger Mogan, “Bresking the HMould Without Rocking
the Boat,” in Wayland Kennet, (ed.), The Rebirth
28 Britain (London, 1983), pp. 213-235,



NAPO as one of those international organigstions whose
function was to prevent digaster, hence withdrawl f£rom
NATO waw uncalled for.

Britain joined the Buropean Economic Eommunity be-
cauge of three apecific reasons, such as her economic Gec-
line could be rewversed by access to an enlarged *home*
market, by the stipulus of continental competition, and
probably also by a framework of Community industrial gtrue
cture pelicy as well as substantial Canmunity aid for reg-
ional policy. The ‘'Left' of the Party pointed out that
these gpecific expectations werd not justified in the long
run. The 'Left' considered the Cammon Market a3 a 'Capi-
talist Club' which hindered the growth of Socialism. Acco-
rding to them, withdrawl fram the EEC secmed like 8 gestwre
of national independence which would get Britain f£ree from
constraining shackles, anf release the creativity and dyna-
mism of her people. Furthermore, BEC was not effective
in controlling the multi-natiocnals and had not been able to
obtain detailed information about their activities. Until
this was done, thoy contented, 4t would not be poasible to
tockle the pzohlans like transfer pricing etc. Any effort
in thig direction would be futile because of the EEC's
ideologieal commitment to market system. This was said to
be to undemmine the importance of the Laboux's osll for



the “"restoration of our national economic sovereignty” 6

In 1579, the Labour Party issued a manifesto declaring that
if fundamentsl reformg were not carried out by the govern-
mont with respect to EEC operationg, it would consider véry
seriously whether continued BEC membership was in the bast

of interest of Britigh pecple.‘w

Social Democtats defending Britain's membership of
EEC said that Britain had becn able, as a member of the
community, in pressing her community pariners for more
comnon action, in order to add weight to the collective
expression of Burope’s views. This general principle had
come true in case of BEast-West relations, Atlantic (or
Weot-West) relations the North-South dialogue or such igsues
ap Eurcope's relations with the Middle East, or the Froblems
of internationsl trade, money or energy. Roger Morgan,
the social Democrat MP in 1979, stated that taking these
goographical dimension of world politics, and Britain's
place in them, together with the world wide iassues of trade,
energy and monoy and the over all management of economic
interdependence, it was hard to avoid the conclusion that
Britain's interest lay in fostering the cohesion snd effécte

46. Donal 3ascon, "Buro-Communism, the lLabour Party and
the EEC", Pelitic arte {London), Januaxy~
March 1979, pp. 8 .

47. The Econcmigt (london), 17 November 1979, p. 24.



ivene_ss of the Conmunity &s an essential part of Interna-
tional machinery for the safeguarding and promotion of the
things Britain stood for in the world.%® 1n addition to
these advantages, membership of the Comrunity had directly
improved Britain's econcmic situation by increasing the
British share of American investment coming into the Commu-
nity £rom 29,7% in 1973 to 58.8% in 1980 and by more than
trebling investment in Britain by the countries of the
Cmunity'..49 Moreover, the EEC has done much to promote
human rights, although this issue~was of special concern

of Council of Burope. In many specific arcas of humen
rights policy, for instmefin sequring more equél enploy=-
ment opportunities and rates of pay for the women, the
community has significantly improved the standards prevail-
ing in the membor states. The attempts to create a common
European Energy Policy, among other advantages, 'hadj brought
the installation of Europe's first major nuclear fusion
labo:atoxy « the Joint European Torus in a British gite at
Culham, This was a community project. Lookipgg at all these
benefits the Caumunity has breught to Britain, withdrawl,

according to the SDP, is an unwise poliey.

The third area of controveray, was in the £ield of

disarmament « in the process to achdeve the goal of disarma-

48. Rogﬁ: Mﬂgano Ne 450 Pe 225.
49, Ihid,



ment. The unileteralists argues "Why to have vhat you
cannot uge. Thare is obviously no reason, therefore, let
ug throw the sbomination away. We had it and could not
use it, now we have not got it and gtill camot use; so
where is the difference.”>? Unilateralist objectsd that
rmulti-lateralist disarmament ne@ctl-étions had been going
on for years and had got nowhere. Therefore, some one had
to give o lead. Further argument for the unilateral nuc-
lear disarmament was that it would make the digarmed cou-

ntry s safer place, less likely to be attacked.

The 'Right’ wing of the Labour Party believed that
a framework for multi-lateral disarmament wes a gine guq
nen of world peace, amd the European Cmnnmuify had an opp~
ortunity to begin erecting such a f:mewo:k.sx‘ Multilater-
ialists knew that Britain wag not alone to have nuclear
weapons in the wvorld. Throwing eway of the nuclear amms
would make sense if Britein was alone to have them in the
world. If they threw thelr saway, their adversary can b2
cure their canpliance with hig will by threatening to uge

hig., The first cffect of unilateral nuclear disarmament

S0, Wayland Kennat, "Bast-iWest Relations for a Medium
Pwet"o _no ’45' Pe 204,

51,  Shirley Williams, pPolitica is for the People (Lon-
don, 1981), p. 202,



would be to restore the usability of the adversary's nuc-
lear weapons. Attempts to reach multilateral d&saimament
had always been attempts to engure the non-usability of
the nuclear wespons, not by muﬁual deterrence as now, hut
by common non-possession. Whatavéx the claims made for
unilateral disarmament, it wauldvappear highly unlikély
that either the Soviet Union or the United sStates would
follow the examples of Japan snd austria, both of whan have
abided by the repudiation of nuclear weépons written into
their peace treaties, or the would be example of a Hollend
or a Britaing that haﬂ aurrendered.all nuclesr waapans;SI
It is naive to think that a disarmed country would ba safe
from nuclear wvarfare, becauvse any strategice nueleax excha-
nge betwaen the super powers would cauvse great damage and
destruction through ocut the world, including those counte
rigs that had abgndoned the muclcar wesponsg. That was why
securing detente in Eureope vhile pursuing erms limitation
asgumed more importance, according to the Social Democrats,
for world peace than unilateral nuclear digammavent of

one or 8 fow countries cem ever be.

LA &

51. Ibid.



CHAPTER -~ IV

FORMATION OF THE SDP

The British General Elections of 1979 constituted
the watershed in the formation of the Social Democratic
Party (SDP). The election results precipitated a major
relignment in British Politics. In the aftermath of the
General Elections, it was presamed that with a right wing
Conservative government in power, the Labour Party, in
oppostion, was bound to move left., The centreground social
Democracy had ocaupied in both the major Parties since

the Second World War, suddenly seemed deserted.

Roy Jenkins, one of the founder leaders of the SDP,
had been toying with the idea of forming a new party after
returning £rom his agsignment in the Commission of the
European Community, He had hinted about his plans to
form a newvcentre party in his famous Dimbly Lecture, in
November 1979, which had ingpired his followers to form
organisations in different parts of the country with a
view to foming a new party in future, 1Indeed, éenkins

wanted to form the new Party when the dissatisfied group



in the Labour Party would break away from it. However,
Labour leaders like William Rodgers, Mrs. Shirley Williams
and David Owen, had not thought in temms of forming a new
party until James Callaghan, in the Labour Party Annual
Conference in October 1979, proved that he did not have
the capacity to fight the aggressive line of the Left.
Infact, in 1979, Shirley Williams had commented on Roy
Jenkins' plans for launching a new Centre Party: "A new
party shall have nec roots, no principles, no philosophy

nl But, gradually, following ceftain deve~

and no values.
lopments in the Labour Party] leaders like William Rodgers,
Shirley Williamg and David Owen began to think that the
Labour Party, az a vehicle for democratic socialisp,was

beyond redemption,

William Rodgers was the £irst to announce a time-
frame about his continued membership of theParty. In a
gpeech at Abertillery, in South Wales, on 30 November
1979, he gave Labour Party a year to save itself and
hinted that if the 'Left’ in the Party won their battle
to change the Party Constitution, he and others would quit
the Party. In thé Bimmingham,Conference of the Labour

1. See Tan Bradley, "Birth Pangs of the Party That
wag Nearly not There", The Times (London),
3 August 1981,
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Party, in May 1980, while both William Rodgers and Shirley
wWwilliams vociferously spoke for the Campaign for Labour
victory (CLV), David Owen told the Conferxence that Social
Democrats should stay on in the Labour Party even if it
took 20 years to win their battle. Owen saild that he had
nothing to do with the CLV if it was ugsed for launching

a new Party.

Buﬁ, David Owen too changed his mind in the Wembly
Conference of the Labour Party on 31 May 1980, when he
was hooted down by the militant Labour activists, while
he was speaking against unilateral disarmament. The
prevailing extremist atmosphere in the Conference had

disappointed him,

John Silkin, a Labour MP, in the beginning of June
1980, gave notice to a motion in the Parliament ary labour
Party to Cammit the Labour Party, in the next Conference,
in favour of “ritain's withdraw; from the European Eco-
nomic Community (EEC). sSilkin's mowve, made without
consuiting his shadow Cabinet colleagues, prompted David
Owen to advise Rodgers and Mrg. shirley Williams to issue
a joint étatement, on 7 June 1980, to the effect that they
would leave the Labour Party if Silkin's proposal was
éccepted. Notably, this was the first public declaratiom,
jointly made, by thé '‘Gang of Three'. The Labour party
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annual Conference in Blackpool, in September 1980, proved
to be the turning point. There, David Owen began to
convasg for the breakaway movement. The ocutcome of the
Blackpool Conference had pushed Rodgers, Mrs. williams
and Owen further down the road of separation. On 14
January 1981, on the eve of Wembley Conference, all the
four - Roy Jenkins, David Owen, William Rodgers and
Shirley Williams « met ﬁoéether to discuss the formation
of the new Party. At the Wembley Conference, on 24 Jan-
uary 1981, the ‘Left' won the battle over the selection
of the Party Leader. On the outcome of 'mecmlference
David Marquand, a Labour MP, commented that the Social
Democrats who wished to remain in the Labour Pérty could
do so at the cost of endless compromises, endless erosion
of gelf respect and endless equ:Lvoca‘l:ien.2 The ‘Left' of
the Labour Party, led by Antony Wedgewood Benn, had won
battle after battle over. Party policies pushing the Party
to the extreme., as a result, it seemed that for Social
Democratg there was no other alternative but to break away
from the Labour Party and express their defiance of the

duo-poly of the two major Parties and go in search of what

2. David Marquand, "ls There any hope for the Social
Damocrats ?: Difficulties in Breaking the New
Mould in Britain®", Encounter (London), 35(4),
April 1983, p. 12.
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Jenkins called "a fundamental ie-alignment“ of British

politics.3

Soon after the Wembley Conference, on .27 January
1981, the "Gang of Four® made the €famous Lime~House
deelaration, Two months later, in March 1981 the Social
Democratic Party was launched., 12 Mps in the commons and
9 Peers resigned from the labour Party. On 12 March, a
Parliamentary Committee, Congisting of 12 Mp@s, with David
Owen as the Chairman, was formed, Later on, the numbex
of MPs increased to 29, making the SDP the second largest
opposition party in the Commons, relegating the Liberal
Party to a 3rd pogition.

The 1n1t1a1 recruitment the SDP was very rapid.
By the end of 1981 the sDP had 60,000 aﬁﬁerents more
evenly spread, by age, class and region. The idea was
to have a minimum of 100 members in each Parliamentary

Constituency.

POLICIES OF THE SDP
The leaderg of the Jocial Democratic Party had
deliberately avoided committing themselves to detailed

pplicies. They wanted to get away from what Roy Jenkins

3. The Economist (London), 24 January 1981.
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called, the "disease of the manifestoists”. Therefore, in
the absence of a manifesto in order to have a systematic
idea of SDP's policies, one hag to rely upon the writings
and public utterances of its spokesmen from time to time.
Begides, the Party has publiéhea its tentative programme -
"12 tasks for Social Democrats” at the time of the its
launc’:'hing.4 This programme included Constitutional
reforms, PrOportiénal Representagion, an open government,
with a Freedom of infogmation Bill, greater control over
the civil gervice, and state financing of political

parties.

On the Central area of econamic and Social Policy,
the SDP leaders' pronouncemefits revealed a mixture of a
fairly traditional Crosslandite commitment te an expanding
Welfare state, financed through growth, a mixed economy,
and newer and more radical notions of market Socialigm,

canmunity care and decentralisation.s

According to Ronald
Butt: "Most of the Social Democratsg' initial policies
offering was derived from Gaitskellism and the policies of
the lst Wilson government & a planned mixed economy, social
egalitarianism, pro«Common Market, defentraligation and

industrial Democracy".6

4. The Times, 15 March 1981.

5. Ian Bradley, “Unravelling what SDP Stands For",
e Timeg, 27 March 1981,

6. Ronald Butt, "An Alice Lost in the Centre Land",

The Times, 29 March 1981,
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Hoever, 8DP's founding fathers were fairly clearly
committed to the principle of constitutional reforms. 1In
fact, they knew that much of SDP's gsucress depended on
the constitutional changes. Mrs. Shirley Williams, while
emphasising the priority of constitutional reformsg, said;
"Without Constitutional reform, the SDP would be merely
a ragbag of failed politiciansg, linked with optimistic

liberals".7

The first and foremost task of the Social Democrats
was to fight for Parliamentary democracy against the
extreme 'Left'. The Social Democrats viewed that although
over the centuries, in respongse to the various gocial and
industrial revolutions, the pattern of recruitment to
Parliament had changed, Parliament itself still retained
many of the features of an older, privileged oligarchic,
and gsemi~democratic orde:.8 For example, the composition
of the House of Lords, according to SDP, was undemocratic
and needed to be reformed until it was substituted by an
elected chamber. Similarly, SDP wanted to democratige the
electoral system for the House of Commons through the

introduction of proportional representation. For them,

7. See Allan Massie, "A party for the fation", Spe-
ctator (London), 10 Oetober 1981, p. 5.

8. Stephen Hagsler, "Can the Social Democrats Devise
: policlies for Political Power”, Encounter, January
1982' p. 14|
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election 'Primaries’' were also important. Primaries,
together with the judicious base of referenda, they
believe, would add a popular element to thé Constitution.
As Ronald Butt had argued, "Parliamentary democracy was
going wrong not because it was democratic, but because it
wag not democratic enough, because it is too often used
ss a facade behind devoted campaigners of minority
interestg can bring the sort of society they approve of

into existence without any real reference to the peOple“.9

SDP believes that more decisions should be taken at
local levels and the Parliament must be free from the
control of the Party machine. This required another con-
stitutional change, decentralisation, which if properly
implemented, would have modernising and democratic effects.
Similarly, the Party favoured democratisation of trade
unions (primarily by introducing secret ballbt to elect
its officials) and an offeﬁsive against the trade union
legislative privileges. Being a classless national |
party, the SDP proposed an even handed approach to gsocial
interests and to deal with cbvious excesses of corporate

power,

9. Ronald Butt, "On Britain's Decline: Dﬁmocratic
Contradictions," Encounter (London), “Marech 1979,

p. 47,
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so far as the Socio~economi ¢ policy of SDP was
congemed, while formal commitments were few, one could
gauge it{s nature and likely direction f£rom the speeches
and writings of the party ideologues like David Owen,
David Marquand and Shirley williams. In this centext,
David Owen's Face the Future, and Shirley William's,
'Politids is for people, are notable contributions. They
support equal opportunity in the gphere of welfare,
education and health, express real concern over bureau-
cratisation and centralisation, support small business
co-~operatives and voluntary effort, and geek reconcilia-

tion and consensug between gontenting classes.lo

According
to Mrs. Shirley williams: "A traditional socialism steeped
in old industrial attitudes and based on the class war

has become obgsolfite." H

Therefore, she favoured the
promotion of gmall-scale enterprises., She believed that
industrial democracy was needed to bring about greater
co~operation in improving the productivity of all factors
of production and better understanding of the need for
voluntary incomes and price policies to combat inflation.

She further, argued that political pluralism and private

ownership were ingeparable. 12

10, See David Owen, Face the Future (London, 1981) and
S‘nirg,ey Willdams, Politics iS5 For People (london,
1981)., ,

11. Shirley Williams, Ibid, p. 16,

12, See Michael Rustin, "Britisgh Labour Party and Social
Democrats", Dissent(London), Summer 1981, pp. 300-07.
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David Owen argued for a mixed economy and rejected
the dcctrinaire,Qg;gagizggggg monetarism, total stéte
socialism and whole-gsale hationalisation. He wrote: “The
Socialists mugst cease to believe that the only way of
ensuring economic advance is to reproduce the old patterns

of state nationalisation."13

He was disillusioned about
the working of Nationalised Industries. Commenting on the
development of the British Computer and Pharmaceutical
Industries, as an example of how government could mix
control and ownership, he wrote: "What government must
learn is to judge when to intervence and when not to
intervene on the basis of disciplined, thoughtful and
gcientific approach, not on the basis of dogma, doctrine

and prejudice.“14

He ‘ipointed out that present income
policy was an essential element in increasing Britain's
econatic malaise; and, a decentralised policy, that

relies on a combination of market forces, controls and
comparability, should be able to be maintained by success-

ive governmentg of any Party.15

David Owen €firmly supports
the EEC and NATO and supports the course of negotiations
for multi-lateral nuclear disarmament from a position of

strength rather than guccumbing to temptations of

13. David Owen, n. 10, p. 115,
14, See The Timeg, 29 January 1981,
15, David Owen, n. 10, p. 165,
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unilateralism.16

' Roy Jenkins, though had not spoken much on the
ideology of the Social Democratic Party, was vehementhy
against natiomalisation of the means of production,
aistribution and exahange.17 stepheh ﬁa&sléz}va membery
of the policy Committee of the SDP and one of the original
supporters of Lime Houée declaration{ wrote that SDP would
attehpt goclal ¢hange, and moderniéation and would tackle
the class problem in Britain. The first priority of SDP
he said would be to identify the central British problem -
the lack of change in social institutions and too much
emphagis on the econamic changes. 1In his opinion, Bri.
tains' economic policy-making of all wvarieties had essen-
tially been constrained by powerful underlying non-economic
factors - by the country's social culture and structure,

and their institutional expressions and rigidities.®

In his opinion, British ckisis of economic
competition cannot possibly be solved by application of
particular strategy unaccampanied by gocial change. Any

attempt at economic change must be accompanied by an alllied

16. n. 14.
17. The_Sunday Times (Londdn). 15 February 1981,
18, = Stephen Hassler, n. 8, p. 9.
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gtrategy of sogcial modernisation. That ig one of the
reason, Hassler says, why the SDP has the world ‘social’
in its na‘me.w
The SDP hag proclaimed its commitment to creating
‘in Britain a modemm and 6pen gsociety, encompagsing politi-
cal, social, econemic and intgllectual planes. The SPP
doeg not consider that Britain is a modern and open
sodiety, at least not in comparison with other industrial
nationg. Ideas like nbe:ty}, tolerance and civility they
thhk, are still raestricted to the upper reaches of the
Britigh soclety. In other words, the British, even in
the 1580, are liberal (albeit a'gecretive) sociei:y at the

top but ot a particularly democratic or modern one.

The search for “Clagslessness® - an objective at the
heart of the SDP's original Lime House Declaration - hag
become the central idea and the purpose which has
distinguished the SDP from the Congservative and the
Labour Partiegs. The 'New Left' which i3 interested in
class structure 'imposes\ upon it a simple analysis of
class struggle, with class determined exclusively on the
bagis of old Marxian concept of relationghip to the
“Ptoduétive forces". But SDP's approach to the British

19, See 3tephen Hassler, ibid,‘ p. 11,



- 109 -

class question differed from the left. Rejecting the
Marxist analysis, SDP has pleaded for social harmony and
cultural absorption. The key to unlocking the British
clags-system, according to the sDP, is not with the
abolition of cépitalig. but with, what Anthony Crossland
described, the "deep marks of the heriditary arigtmeratic
gsociety from which the British descends”, or with, what
R.H. Tawney described, the "lingering aroma of the

aristoocratic legend“.zo

According to Robert Marfis, economic policies of the
SDP are spread over five distinct themes. They ares
(1) the road to Britain's economic recovery required,
;gtef-alig, a gophigticated, multi-pronged approach
towards the management of inflation, in contrast to the
ostrichlike attitude of the labour party and the one-
dimensional attitude of the Conservative Party; (2) Bri-
tain's economic decline is partly due to its educational
system, which 1g too academic, in the field of industrial
training to almost nuliity; (3) Britain's econamic decline
is also partly due to the lack of consistent and positive
industrial policy, especially in respect of small busgie-
ness; (4) Britain needs more industrial democracy, i.e.,

more direct formal cbnsultationvand informal participation

20. Ibid,
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of workers in the process of managemént, especially

where the 1n&1viauals in question are directly affected;
and (5) Trade unioﬁs are a necessary and desirable feature
of modern industrial society; at the same time they need

to be inte:nally‘aemocratisiedaz1

~ In foreign policy, social democrats are, by
temperament, "Atlanticists” and would resist being tempted
into the anti-American Lobby. "A socialist”, says David
Owen, "who wofks constructively within a £ramework of
mixed economy is fervent in its support for NATO and

Western shield;"zz

Moreover, given a tenase world, where
America faces a militarily strong, albeit politicaly and
economicelly weak Russia, SDP sees plenty of scope for
pragmatic lobbying within the Westein Alliance. There
are also congiderable gstrategic considerations for Britain
to remain in the Western Alliasnce, Besides, the trade
ties of Britain with the EEC are such that leaving EEC

) k]
would be a natural cai@ity for Britain.z“

Opposing the concept of unilateral disarmament,
SDP eonsiders that the one sided movement of 3311atera-

lists for disarmament would ohly lead to wgr, and that

21. rt rri *The pPolitic f R \
1 ?f ct?gns gﬁ the Bcgnomi s o a 1°na;ism'

gagliamentarz Affairs (Lonaon? Spring 1982,
ppa 16"310

22, David Owen, "Powerto the People”, Sunday Timeg,
25 June 1981,

23. Mhchgal Rustin, n. 12, p. 307,
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it would encourage the would-be aggressors. According
to SDP, to take a Euro-Centric view, and cause a split
in NATO, will lead to a disarmed Western Europe at the

mercy of increasing soviet pressure.24'

ORGANIZATION

The situation tha% developed in thetemainder
of the Labour Party after the split helped the SDP to
recruit members, where it needed to do so, among the
Labour councillors and trade unionists, The traditiona-
lists in the Labour Party were sufficiently alarmed after
the gplit and had opened a fight to reverse those decis=
ions they had not worked to prevent. The balance in the
Labour Party was precarious when the 'Solidarity
Campaimn', launched by 150 MPs, took up the fight against
thé Left to éhange the Wembley formulae by restoring half
o its votes in Leadership selection to the MPs. The
Annual Conference of the Labour Party at Brighton, in
October 1981, provided the ®"Solidarity Campaign" last
chance to reverse the trend, But, it tummed out to be a
draw. However, 7 MPs had defected to theSDP, although
20 were expected to join if Anthony Wedgwood Benn had won

the conteét for deputy Leadetship.25

25, Philip M, Williams, "The Rise and Possibilities
of Britain's Social Democrats®, Dissent (London),
Winter 1982, p. 73.



- 112 -

Thus sbr started recruitinglfxom'ﬁhe Labour dissi-
dents and Progressive Conserxvatives. Gfadually, members
wexé-attracte:i from all gectiong. Paul Rose, the
Segretary of SDP in the Borouch of Brent, said that
class, coloux, race and religion were no barrier to the
membership in the sPp, He further described the Panel of
municiapl candidates in Borough of Brent numbering 37,
including six dgiang, six XIrish and three West Indian,
had covered the spectrum of Catholie, Protestant, Jewish,

26 yowever, the rise of

Muslim, Hindu and Free thinkers.
the SDP in its 1st year of existence had been phenomenal.
At the beginning of 1982 it had 80,000 paying members
with 29 MPs in the House of Canmons and 14 Peers in the

Houge of Lords.27

The SDP issued its draft congtitution on 22 sept-

ember 1981 .28

Under the draft constitution, membexship
was open to every British citizen who supportéd the
principles of the sDP, There is no provision fbr cor-
porate or group manbership in theParty and there s nd
provision for block votes also. But the constitution does

not provide for a simple application of the principle of

286, Paul Rose, "whither the SDP", Contemporary Review
(London), March 1982, p. 133.

21. The statesman (New Delhi), 3 April 1982,
28, The Times, 23 September 1981.
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one-man - one-vote. It ig an attempt to harmonise that
principle to give extra weight to those with particular

respongibility.,

The Basie unit of theParty organisation, to which
the members will automatically belong, is theArea Party.
Area will be Shire Counties, Metropolitican Districts,
and London Boroughfs. This hag reflected the practical
concern to enable memberg to promote the purpose of the
Party, not only in the existing Parliamentary oconstitu-
encles but in local government area as well. The area
Party will be directly rebresentea in the regional crga-
nisation of the Party and each will be entitled to elect
a re@resentative to Party's highest declsion making body,

the Council for Social Democracy.

Social Democratic Party has favoured decenteali-
sation of government. In the decision making, the Social
Democyrats wanted to ensure, through the regional orga-
nisationg of the sDP, that the polid es prepared by the
Party are responsive to the views and wishes of the people
throuchout the country. Regional Conferences and the
right of regions teo promote policies of particuler
importance to themselves would aid the process. The
regional organisation would help to co~ordinste local

party activi.ty'and would have the responsibility for
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endorsing the list of would-be candidates for election to
Parliament. The régions would aiso be directly repregsented
by members elected to serve in theCouncil for Social
Democracy which would be the Parliament of the Party.
With about four hundréd members,:the Council would be
the representative of thelparty tﬁnoughout the country,.
It would also decide what would be the policies of the
Party. The unaerlying principle that runs thréugh the
draft constitution 1s_£hat the membership of the party

at large should decide crucial issues. Members should be
involved in decisions at all levéls of the Party struc-
tures, from Area and Regional Committees to the Council

29
for Social Demoeracy.

" In the opinion ofsDP, the task of leading a poli-
tical party is onerous and oucht to be shared. There are
functitnal differences between thefespongibilities of the
Leader in Parliament and those of the Leader of a Party
in the country. 1In view of this, the SDP has decided in
favour of dual leadership. The President, who will lead
the Party in the country,.will be elected by ballot of
all members. The lLeader of the Parliament will be
initially elected by MPs, but will then have to be conf-
irmed by ballot of all members of the Council, unless one

29. The Times, 23 September 1981,
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person is nominated by the Parliamentary group, in which
dase person is automatically elected without the need for

any confirmatory ballot,>°

Apart from this, like other
political parties, the draft constitution has provisions
for the National Committee, Policy sub-committee, Consul-
tative Assembly, Appeal Tribunal, etec., which are generally

the necessary bodies in a democratic party.

ELECTORAL STRATEGY

Social D@moctats were convinced that, in view of
the present nature of British electoral system, they could
not form a govermment of their own without close electoral
co-operation with the Liberals. Indeed, these two centre.
parties could not afford eiectoral rivalry bgtween them
because they would only be undercutting each other.
However, certain complementarity and mutual'bemafits,
evident f£rom the start, helped to promote SDP/Liberal
relationship. The SDP, being top-heavy, could offer
several prestigious pOpuiar figureg like Roy Jenking,
David Owen, sShirley williams, etc., with governmental
experience, which the Liberals had previously lacked;

while the Liberals had a larger grass-root following {(a

30. THe Timeg, 5 October 1981.



- 116 =

claimed 180,000 members compared with SDP's total of
78,000 by early 1982), with a solid background of
campaigning eépecially in Local politics.31 Thirdly,
the opinion polls congistently showed that an SDP-
Liberal alliance would obtain more votes than the two
Parties campaigning separately, Added to this was the
impressive near victory result for the Alliance at
Warringtén (July 1981), and by-election victories at
Croydon (October 1981) and Crossby (November 1981) which
welded the Alliance more firmly. Moreover, the electoral
co~operation between the two Parties was tested in those
by-eleqtions when the activists of both the Parties had
campaigned enthusiastically for each other's candidates.
Parliamentary level «»co-operation at Westminster was
egtablished through a Joint Consultative Canmittee
(involving the two Chairmen and the two chief whips).
The personal-political hammony between Roy Jenkins' and
David Steel waé also viewed as having contributed sig-
nificantly to the early smooth working of the Alliance.
As a result, one commentator chose to call Jenkins as a

“true Liberal® and Steel a "true Social Democrat“.32

31. Geoffrey Pridham, “European Perspective on the
- Britsh sSDP/Liberal Alliance", Parliasmentary
Affairs, Autumn 1982, pp. 183-201,

32,  Ibid, p. 189,
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Moreover, David Steel, Leader of the liberal Party,
himself had long been an advocate of an alliance or a
coalition inmvolving the Liberals, who had tried unsucce-
gsfully for a realignment of party forces in Opposition
for ﬁwenty years and should now pursue fealignment by

aiming for governmental cOntrol.33

However, in matters of an electoral strategy, such
as having an alliance with the Liberals, the SDP leaders
had divergent views. Jenkins favoured a particularly
cloge alliance of SDP with the Liberals, while Owen
stressed the importance of maintaining and strenghening
SDP's own identy which, according to him,would maximize
electoral appeal. Begides, there has been uneasiness
between both the partners within the Alliance, as has
been confirmed by the first joint statement, 'A Fresh
Start for Britain', which read: "Our parties stem fram
different traditions and have their own identities".>?
This uneasinegs was notable in five areas of policy:

(a) economic growth (the SDP was more emphatic here, the

Liberals sceptical); (b) defence the SDP is decidedly

33. David Steel, A Houge Divideds The Liberal Pact

-and the future of Britigh Politics (London, 1980),
pP. 36.

34, Geoffrey Pridham, n. 31, p. 193.
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Atlanticist, the Liberals with their strong unilateralist
attitude differ over siting Cruise missiles (; {(c) devolu-
tion (the Liberals are Federalists, the SDP less commi-
‘tted, though favours decentalisation); fd) nuclear

enerqgy (the Liberals distinctly against; the SDP appa=~
rently for); and (e) the Middle East (with the SDP in
Parliamentd taking a less anti-Israell position than the
Liberals). Having listed these areas of disagreement,
Hugo Young, a political commentator of The Times, remarked
that even when the Alliance partnets were seeking for
power together, they were struggling for power between

themselves.35

Ther@ have been differences between the two parties,
and within them too, over the extent of the Alliance
itself, Differences over the degree of closeness with
the Liberals weré apparent among Social Democratic
Party MPs - thoge SDP MPs whose original Labour Party
roots were the weakest gseemed more inclined towards a
cloge relationship with the Liberals. On the Liberal
side, there were some differences between traditional and
radical liberals. The most vocal source of hostility
in the Liberal party towards the Alliance came from the
Agsociation of Liberal Councillors, who were suspecious

‘of the grass-roots of the spp, 36

35. 'Hugo Young, "How Many Divisions Has The Centre",
The Times, 8 March 1981,

36. Geoffrey Pridham, n. 30, p. 196,
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BY-ELECTION PERFORMANCES

The Social Democratic Party entered Britain's
political arena with a bang on 16 July 1981 with an un~
expectely narrow defeat in the Warrington by—electipn.
turning a traditional Labour stronghold into a seat

quite shaky for the Labour Party.37

In Warrington, Roy
Jenkins was the Alliance candidate. Optimists hoped that
he might poll 30 to 35 per cent of vote, but his 42 per
cent pote amazZed everyone, while ‘the Labour candidate,
Douglas Hoyle, just won the seat by obtaining 48 per cent,
down f£rom 61 pét cent in ;979, and the Conservative
candidate iost his deposit. A MORI poll, usually the
least favourable to the s5DP, found that Jenkins took

29 per cent of 1979 Labour voters and SO per c¢ent of the

1979 non-voters.38

However, in Warrington, Jenkins won

a moral victory in greatly reducing a formerly overwhel=-
ming Labour majority. Moreover, this first ly-eleection
test drove home the consistent message of the opAnion
pells, that the new party, even though it woﬁld be weaker,
posed a major threat to the electoral hegemony of both

the Labour and Conservative parties.,

37. The Timeg, 17 July 1981,
38,  New Statesman, 11 september 1981,
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Soon after War:iﬁgton. the sDP scored victories in
several local Council by-elections in safe Labour seats =
many of them in depressed North of England whgre it had
been said to be weak. On lst October 1981 in the Council
electiong SDP won in Sugsex, Gloucestershire and lost to
Labour in the Licestershire.39 The gsecond and third by-
elections were held respectiveiy\in Croydon, in dctoher
1981, and in Crossby in November 1981. The results of
both the by-elections were justanazing. The SDP had
supported a Liberal,candidate in Croydon. While MO§I
opinicn Poll gave 1) per cent lead to William Pitt, the
Alliance candidate, over his Conservative rival, the
electorate gave him a winning margin of‘nearly 10 per
cent over the Conservativé, with Labour relegated to
the third position. Similarly, an opinion Poll taken
before the Croéshy campaigh gave the SDP éandidate, Mrg .
Shirley williams, 40 per cent of the votes, Conservatives
34 per cent, and Laﬁour 25 per cent., It may be recalled
that in the 1979 election the Conservatives got a majority

40

of 19,272 in Crossby. But, the results surpassed all

the expectations. Mrs, Shirley Williams won the Seat

39, Andrew Stephen, "wWhat Does the ‘'Gang of Four' do
Now", The Times, 4 October 1981,

40, The Timega, 8 Octocber, 1981,
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with 49 per cent of votes, Conservatives got 40 per cent

and Labour a meagre 10 per cent,

The last by-election SDP fought in 1982 was in
Hillhead which was Conservative stronghold. Roy Jenkins
was diséouraged from fighting that seat. But, Jenkins
thought that withdrawl would be a demonstration of weak-
ness. Besides, he was keen to get into the Commons also,
to lead the sDP-Liberal Alliance. Therefore, he contested
the by-election. Jenkins won the seat comfortably, with
the Congservatives second and the Labour to a poor third.
After the Victory, Jenkins said that the result could
alter the whole map of British Politics. Through these
victories the new resurgent SDP-Liberals Alliance had
proved that it could beat any establisghed parties any-
w‘here.4l Thus, in a year after its formation, the SDP
got firmly established in thé Britigh political scene,
demonstrating itg potential to open up a new phase in

British polities.

wRRRe

41, The Times, 12 January 1982,
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CHAPTER - V

CONCLUSION

The foregoing analysis shows that the gplit in
the Labour gatty in 1981 was not the result of a sudden
development, but a logical culmination of a geries of
wranglings persistent within the Labour Party for a
long time; Organizational matters, constitutional que-
stions and major natianél and internatiénal issues had

equally contributed to the gplit.

Historically speaking, the seég of split in the
Labour Party was very much embedded fram the very founda=-

tion of the Party as a unified set up for its various
constituents like the trade unions, the Fabian Society,
etc., which had divergent ideological and functional
approaches on various questions, which created tensions
within the Party from time to time. Moreover, there was
an ongoing tussle between the trade unions and the rest
of the Party organization over the extent of their say in

Party matters.
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It may be recalled that the Labour Party was born
out of the desire of the trade unions to have tﬁei:
representation inside Parliament to promote their int-
erests there. But the party, over a period of time,
grew beyond this mould and began to view issues from a
much wider angle, than from an exclusively narrow angle
of thé trade union interests. The result was that there
emerged differing perceptions between the Unions and the
organizat ional wing of the Party on various important
questions. Indeed, the trade unions and the Party, as
organisat ions, operated in contrasting environmerts.
While the unions presented themselves as congervative

nlexes &2,
institutions, protecting sectional the Party on the
other hand, was dominated by its parliamentary elite and
sought social refoms. But professionalised trade
uniomism and refommist Parliamentary politics were ins-
titutionally were not on the same wave length. Of course,
this was not withgtanding the fact that while for the
Unions the historic connection of the Party provided a
political lobby to protect thei.r'cl ass interests, for
the Party the connection provided the necessarf finance
to maintain itg political organisation. However, till
late 1940g the relationgship between the trade unions with

the Party was smooth mainly because of three factors -



- 124 -

(al) thév fundamental Qeakness of the Parliamentary Labour
Pazty:i(h)’the‘wide spread economic depression and
omniocus spectre of dictatorship) and.(c) the Trade Union
activism in politics and théir initiatives on foreiagn

policy.

But,vin the early 1950s, the stress}in the rela-
tionship became discernible. Aneurin Bevan, the leading
trade unionist, and his supporters demonst;gted funda-
mentél disagreement with the Labour Party on the issues
of nationalisation,rdefence and foreign policy. In the
late 1950 the st:éss was furthex exacerbated by the
development of "a revisionist school of socialism® with-
in the Labour movement. Anthony Crosland's ‘'Futur e of
socialism' decried the class nature and industrial mili-
tancy of the Unions. The 'revisionists', unlike the ol4d
Labour ‘Right’, were initistors of change and were
attacking the ‘class consciousness' of the Unionists

which aroused the gensibility of the trade unions.

Following the Labour's third successive electoral
defeat in 1959, the revisionist gchool was increasingly
anxious to dissociate the Party from the ‘cloth cap'
image which itg links with the Unions gave it, In addi-
tion, they criticised control of the trade unions over

the Party, and the decision making in the Unions. The
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Unions were not only critical of 'socialist panacea' of
the revisionists, they were also anxious to show their
political indepazdence and autonomy to negotiate on
behalf of their members, The inevitable conflict between
the Party ‘revisionists', including Hugh Gaitskell and
disaffected elements within the Unions, centred on iasues
like Clauge IV of the Party Constitution, industrial
demccracy and unilateral disarmament debates. Gaitgkell
wished to qualify Clause IV with declarations of socialist
values other than naticnalisttion, which implied accep~
tance of mixed economy. The trade union opposition to
Clause 1V represented the innate conservatism and senti-
mentality of the Union leadership. Harold Wilson, how-
ever gsecured the consent of trade unions to his voluntary
incomes policy, by the rghetorics of the technological
revolution which would lead to sustained and real growth.
In 1971, the trade unions and tﬁe Labour Party came to
gome formal agreement, when persong like Jack Jones, of
the TUC urged an end to the stress and strain between the
trade union and the intellectual wings of the Party.
David Basnett (GMWU) gpoke of the need for agreement on
the broad lines of an equitable economic and social
development, In January 1972, TUC - Labour Party Liason

committee known as 'Social Contract' was formed. WwWhile



Social contract was a way of reconciling the trade union-
ism with the gdvernmental objectives of the Party it also
~ encapsulated the seeds of stress. While on the trade
union side the expectation that the union was the vehicle
of their aspirations lead to the growing disenchantment
with the incomes policy, the constraint on the govermnment
slde was the fear of destabilising an inherited mixed
economy, and the desire to retain broad electoral

" support,

The phenomenal growth of the 'Left' in the Labour
Party was another factor which precipitated the gplit in
the Labour Party. Of course, the 'Left' had its ancestors
in the Independent Labour Party (ILP) and Social Demo-
cratic Federation (SDF)., Although SDF abandoned the
Labour Representation Committee (LRC) in disgust in 1901,
it continued to have influence, and had occassimally
shaped Labour Left Policies. The Fabian -~ intellectual,
aloof and riven with feud ~ took little interest in the
Labour movement and even less in the Party which they had
helped to found, Thus, from the earliest days, the ILP
wellded the most vocal, powerful and ambitious socialist
influence, and was the source of many of the traditions

and attitudes, which was dater regarded as the Left Wing.
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The adoption of the Party constitution in 1918 was
dn important event so far as the battle between the Left
and Right was coﬁcemed in the later years in the Party.
The inclusion of Clause IV, which called for nationalisa-
tion, and control of eaéh industry and service, was a
triumph for the ‘'Left'. Indeed, Clause IV gave the
Labour Party an official. Socialist colouring which had
been rejected in 1900. Although Clause IV was accepted
without much controversy, it became a live issue after
the General EBlection in 1959 when it was felt, by
Gaitskell, that it caused harm to Labour's image.

In one sense, 1918 Party Constitfition was a victory
for the ‘'Right' also. Arthur Henderson, one of the
Co-authors of the constitution,.made the Trades Councils,
and Labour Representation Committee, and not the myriad
branches of the ILP, the main bages of the Party organi- -
sation and made it possible for anybody to be a direft
member of the Labour Party without being a member of an
affiliated society or union. Thig, in effect, destroyed
the traditional role of the ILP as the main body res-
ponsible for political activity in the constituencies.
Thus, ILP could no longer act as a catch-all body for
Labour activists and became, instead, a faction placed
uncomfortably in competition with the new individual

members' gection that grew fast in size and importance.
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In the later years, a deep and lasting hostility developed
the

between this group,églecé%ally oriented Parliamentary

leadership, and the seri-revolutionary outer f£ringe

congisting of the ILP and other extreme groups.

aneurin Bevan's decision in 1951 to resign from
office, followed by Harold Wilson, and John Freeman
inaugurated a period of factional warfare of unprecend-
ented beitterness which for a time seemed to split the
party. Bevan had pointed to a basic conflict over the
Party's purpose and argued that revisionism attacked
Socialist doctrine at its heart. In mid 1950 Bevan and
Anthony Crossland shared many opinions, lut their con-
flicts were not over principles, but over the extent of
action: how much support for American foreign policy, how
many arms and how many industries to be run by the gtate,

At that time, tradition and approach divided the Party

into rival groups, but was held together by bonds of

trugt and friendship.

Labour's third congecutive defeat at the Polls in
1959 renewed the hostilities, Hugh Gaitskell's attempt
to remove nationalisation from the Party constitution
on the belief that nationalisation programme caused loss
of votes for the Labour Party, brought a predictable out
cry from the 'Left', But, Gaitskell's attempt was



defeated by the Trade Unions, rather by the ‘Left’.
Another plan, set out by Barbara Castle, then Minister

of Hnployment and Productivity, in 1969 designed to limit
the number of strikes was rejected by the Trade Unions.
The plan called "In place of Strife" was bitterly opposed

by the Trade Union MPs.

The Retreat over "In Place of Strife" was cer-
tainly a victory for the Trade Unions, than fqr the Labour
Left.}é But, it was important for the Labour Left, none-
lesg as it effected a shift in the alliances within the
movement, which had profoundly affected labour politics
through out the foliowing degade. The strength of the
'Left' within the two major Unions - the Transport and
General Workers Union and the Amalgamated Society of
Engineers (which together controlled almost a third of
the total .vote at the Party Conference) determined the
issue., After 1974, the Labour government £faced more or

less congistent 'Left-Wing' opposition £xom the NEC.

In the post 1970 election defeat, the Pro-Common
Marketeers became identified with the Labour 'Right’,
while the Labour ‘'Left', led by Michael Foot, represented
a rejection of both Parliamentary sovereignty and parti-

cipation in a "ecapitalist club" - the EEC. However, the
Labour Government's referendum on the EEC in 1975 showed
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that the Labour Pafty wag controlled by the 'Left', with
a Trade Union-based Natidnal Exeéutive and‘Conference,
packed by the cOnétituéncy aéfivists; 1ooking'towards
one direction ana_the éarliémentary leaderghip looking

towards the other.

Meanwhile, the 'Left-Wing' infiuence encouraged
the édOptiqn of more radical 'Platfbrms‘ for the Party.
The ‘Labour‘gy?rogtamme for Britain 1973f, the basgis for
the Election Manifesto of 1974, called for a massive and
irrevexéibla shift in the distribution of wealth and
income ih favour of the working people, a phrase which
represents a different mood from that of Parliamentary

Labour'Pazty, and was ignored.

The Party's 'sﬁift to the ‘Left' adv}ersely affected
the stréngth of thé PLP and strengthened thé Consgtituency
Partteé. Two prominént Right Wingers - Dick Taverene at
Lincoln and Reginaid Prentice at Néwham North-East -
were rejected by their 'Left-wWing® Cbnstituenéy bazties
(with the approval of the ‘Left-Leaning' NEC). 1In 1978,
the traditional relationghip between thé Congtituency
Labour Parties (CLP) and the MP was almost blown up by
the Miiitant,Campaign for Labour Party Democracy. The
Blection defeat in May 1979 set the process of left on-~

slaught on the Right-wing PLP Leadership. Overturning
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the decision of the previous year, the Conference acce-

pted the principle of mandatory re-selection of Laboux
MPs once in every Parliament and also gave the NEC the

ultimate control over the Party‘s Election Manifesto.

Having deprived the PLP of its traditional
privilege of writing the manifesto, the Labour Left
planned to curtail the PLP's right to select the leader
of the Party. Their manoeuvrability in the Party Con-
ference and their calculated efforts in making inzoads
into the trade unions, the CLP stalwarts lead the
Conference to decide for an Electoral College to chooge
the Leader of the Party, The voting share given to PLP
was almost of no significance and the right of ‘selection’
belonged to the Trade Unions and the Constituency Labour
Parties, consisting of militant elements, who now had an
easier and institutionalised procedure for discarding

their MPs if they 4id not £ind them obliging,.

However, all these developments pushing the Labour
Party into the hands of 'lLeft' extremists made the mod-
erate Soci al Democrats like William Rodgers, Shirley
Williams and David Owen feel very uncomfortable. Adding
to their disappointment with the changes in the Party
Constitution were the views held by the Party'Conference

on foreign policy questioms. Party Conferences' decision
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for Britain's unconditional withdrawal from the EEC, and
NATO, its commitment to unilateral disarmament, etc.,

had convinced the moderates, like Owen, that the attitude
of the Labour pParty was going against the trend of Social
Democratic Parties in Western Europe, as well as against
the trend of Public dpinion. Further, there was little
chance for the ‘RightiWing’ to_reﬁerse the trend, since
the counter attack to the increasing assault of the
‘Left' was unorganised and weak. Therefore, the so-called
'‘Gang of Four', decided to break the political mould in
Britain, sought a fundamental re-aligument in British

Politics, and founded the Soéial Democratic Party.

The foundation of the Social Democratic Party
provoked a genuine interest anéd excitement on an unex-
pected scale among the British electorate. The launching
of the Party was accompanied by the dedlaration of the
"Twelve Tagks for Britain"”, which constituted a broad
outline of the Party policy. By studying thepolicies
and the electoral strategy of the SDP, and, more impor-
tant, the Britigh Political System, one could judge whether
SDP would stand upto the euphoria it had created in the
begining. The 'Gang of Four' have consténtly stressed

the freshness of their policlies and approach. Their
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§ﬁp§ort for Britain's continued mémbership of theEEC, and
their opposifion to the unilateral disarmament and neu-
tralism had clearly aset the SDP apart from much of the
rest of the Laboui Party. Similarly, the SDP leaders are
fairly committed to the cause of constitutional reforms -
aimed at Proportional Repregentation, more open govern-

ment, greater Parliamentary control over the civil ser-

vice, and state financing of political Parties,

In the end, question that naturally arises is:
what are the implicationsg of the fogmaticn of the SDP in
Britigh Pélitics ? In the past, minority Parties like
Liberal Unionists, Asquithian Liberals, Commonwealth
party, etc.; passed on to oblivien without making much
~impact on British politics. But, the birth of SDP has
taken place in different circumstances. The traditional
and blass dominaged pattern of political behaviour seems
to be breaking down in Britain. A declining post-
industrial society éppears to be rejecting centralisation
and concentration of power and wealth and demanding
devolution. Moreover the British people are opposed to

any kiﬁd of extreme, be it left or right, the mood of

the country is more moderate and tolerant,

Oon the other hand, the electoral popularity of both

the major parties is declining, as has been shown by the
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1983 General Elecgtions. Labour Party's electoral base
has eroded since it still sings the old class tunes.

Its total number of seats 209 if£ got after 1983 elections
is the smallest since 1935, The decline in the electoral
popularity of Conservatives is also unmistakable if one
looks at the percentage of votes since 1961. It got 48
per cent in 1951, 46 per cent in 1970, 44 per cent in 1979
and 42 per cent in 1983. Similarly the Labour got just

28 per cent in 1983 compared to its 37 per ceﬁt in 1979.
But it was the strongest showing k¥ the Centre party, the

SDP-Liberal alliance, since 1923,

The presence of the SDP-Liberal Alliance in Bri-
tish politics cannot be just wished away 1f one takes
into account of the 1983 election results. The Alllance
received as much popular votes as the Labour party, its
total 7,776,065, compared to the Labour Party's 8,460,860
votes, just a little over 6 lakhs of wotes the Alliance
got, though the Alliance got only 23 seats in the House
of Canmons. Theze results may open up a debate in the
country about the faulty nature of the electoral system
which is heavily staked against the minority parties,
There are already two important pressure groups, the
Electoral Reform Socilety, which wants to introduce the

single transferable vote (STV) and the Campaign for
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Electoral Reform, which wants proportional representation
{PR). SDP is likely to change the nature of Britigh
Politics if a change in the electoral system is effected.
However,, one should not see the role of the new party
in tems of replacing the Labour Party, and restoring
fundamentally the two«party sy tem as it occurred when
the Labout replaced the Liberals in 1920s. Instead, if
the SDP succeeds, it might transform British politics

into a multi-party coalition system.

L2 4 4.3 2
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