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Let me begin by presenting you with a clear definition of socialism, because it is a term which is frequently used in a confused and distorted way both by people who claim to be advocating and by those who think they are opposing. Socialism, which does not yet exist in society, will be a worldwide social order in which the resources of the earth are owned in common and controlled democratically by humanity as a whole.
It will be a social system which will produce goods and services solely for use and not for profit and it will be a society of classless equality based upon mutual human co-operation where people will contribute to the social effort according to their efforts and will have free access to take from the common store of wealth according to their own self-determined needs.
And having presenting you with such a definition, I doubt whether there would be anyone in this room this evening who would argue that socialism as I have defined it is infinitely preferable to capitalism as everyone of us here is experiencing it. Socialism has got to be and better and saner and more efficient and more humane than the insanity and inefficiency of capitalism today.
And my opponent from the Labour party could well stand up when his time comes to speak and he can say that he completely agrees with what I have said, it is a very fine definition of socialism. And he has heard everything I have said, he agrees on the whole with it, he may disagree with one point or another and he shall do his utmost to work within the labour party to bring about a socialist society. And the audience could then conclude that generally speaking my opponent from the labour party and we in the socialist party are generally speaking going in the same sort of direction.
We are basically after the same thing. And my opponent can leave the debate tonight and continue to satisfy his ambitions as a Labour politician and there is no reason why my opponent should be any less worthy at doing that than the other people who have succeeded and he enters the House of Commons as he hopes to do and he does all of the dirty work of administering capitalism which is what Labour MPs have been doing since 1906. And I propose to demonstrate that is what Labour MPs always will do because the Labour party is a party committed to the administration of the dirty system of capitalism and not committed to setting up a socialist society.
And if my opponent becomes a successful MP for the Labour party as I am sure he hopes to do just as Neil Kinnock hoped to do when he was a young aspirant Labour MP, many of you might see him on television talking on behalf of the Labour party, you will say my word, that is that bloke we saw in the Duke of York a few years ago agreeing with what everyone was saying about socialism. IT is the same man, of course he is wearing a nicer suit and here he is now sitting in Parliament with that bunch of bloody gangsters administering the dirty work of the exploitation of the working class. What was he doing when he said that he agreed with. And my opponent might well say well I did agree that socialism was a very fine idea. I like what the socialist party said, in fact I admire you for being idealists but we Labour MPs have to face reality and you see it cannot get socialism overnight. That is what he will tell you . You cannot get socialism straight away, you have got to be pragmatic about these things lads. And after all you have got to compromise a little if you want to get a seat in the Palace of Westminster because if you do not compromise a little you do not get a seat in the Palace of Westminster, you end up standing up in the Duke of York talking about socialism. And this is the persistent story of what happens to Labour politicians, it is nothing personal against my opponent. They agree with the phrases which they take at random out of the socialist vocabulary whilst they are seeking power. They agree with socialism in the same sort of way as the pope agrees with the sermon on the mount. It is a nice idea in theory but you can stuff it when the banquets are on.
Now you might think that I am being a little bit too cynical. After all if the speaker for the Labour party says that he is in favour of socialism, should we not give him the benefit of the doubt, well let me show you why it would be foolish to ever give the Labour party the benefit of the doubt when they talk about socialism and their commitment to achieving it. Let me give you some evidence.
In 1923 an historical thing happened, one hundred and forty three Labour MPs in the House of Commons stood up together, that itself was historically unprecedented incidentally, one hundred and forty three all agreed in supporting a motion moved by Philip Snowden which incidentally they all voted. And it said and I quote ‘this house declares that legislative effort should be directed to the gradual supercession of the capitalist system by an industrial and social order based on the public ownership and control of the instruments of production and distribution,’ in short, by a process of gradual legislation the Labour party committed itself in Parliament to getting rid of production for profit and establishing production for need because that is what getting rid of capitalism means.
Now in October 1967, forty four years and five labour governments after those Labour MPs voted to gradually get rid of the profit system, Jim Callaghan who was then the Labour chancellor of the exchequer was invited to address the trade union congress. See the TUC has a funny habit, they tend to invite Labour chancellors to address the Trade union congress. It is like during  the recent miners strike, inviting Ian MacGregor to come and address a miners rally. But that is what they do, they invite Labour ministers of finance, but this is what Callaghan said, and I quote ‘I want industry to be profitable, it is in your interest that industry should be profitable.’ So here you have a party which when it is in its infancy, when it is in opposition says quite clearly in the House of Commons what we are out to do is to get rid of the profit system. And then when they are in power, they go along to the workers who put them into power at the trade union congress and they say produce more profits, so that the capitalists can get rich.
Let me give you another example of the Labour party’s pseudo-commitment to socialism. In 1935 Clement Attlee wrote a book called The Will and the way to Socialism. He did not have the will and he knew even less about the bloody way. And in it he said, I quote ‘the plain fact is that a socialist party cannot hope to make a success of administering the capitalist system.’ Quite right, Attlee was correct because you cannot run the capitalist slaughterhouse in the interests of the working class cattle. You cannot run a system of exploitation in the interests of the exploited.
And then in April 1967 the Times newspaper reported Douglas Howton the then chairman of the Parliamentary Labour Party and he said, I quote ‘never has any previous government done so much in so short a time to make modern capitalism work.’ He was referring to the Labour government. So according to his leaders, it is a plain fact that you cannot administer capitalism successfully if you are socialist. And also, it is a plain fact that when the labour government was in office, it not only administered capitalism successfully, it did it even better than the Tories had done. And of course, you do not have to be a master of logic to conclude from that, that the Labour government succeeds in running capitalism precisely to the extent that it is not a socialist party.
In 1944 Herbert Morrison another labour leader said in a speech and I quote ‘socialism is what the Labour party does when in office.’ What a perverse definition of socialism, Socialism is what the labour party does when in office. It always reminds me of Bertrand Russell’s statement that the truth is what the police ask you to tell them. And then no sooner had Morrison said that socialism is whatever a Labour government does, then in the Times newspaper on the 12th February 1944, Herbert Morrison was quoted as saying, I quote ‘more socialism was carried out by the Conservative party which opposed it than by the Labour party which was in favour of it.’
So you see that it will not do at all that speakers on behalf of the Labour party to stand up and say how much they are in favour of socialism and then to simply be taken at their word. After all, Saint Augustine was passionately in favour of chastity, but he did not take up the theory until he was too old to have any choice. The fact is that the Labour party has persistently indulged in the rhetoric of radical change. It has persistently borrowed from the vocabulary of socialism. And it has repeatedly adopted policies required for the efficient administration of the profit system whenever it has been given the power to govern.
And the reason for the inevitable failure of the Labour party to carry out socialist policies is not the one which is usually advanced by the left of the Labour party. According to the Labour left, the long record of Labours betrayal of the working class interest is because the wrong leaders have been in charge. You know talk to members of the Labour party, why did the Wilson government betray the working class, why did the Callaghan government, why will the Kinnock government? Well, we had the wrong leaders, if only we could get the right men in charge. My opponent might have a few ideas even on this matter, if only you could do that.
Let me refer you to the current issue of London Labour Briefing which is the main journal and I might say on the more reasonable journals of the London Labour Left. And in the current issue there is an article headed ‘no amnesty for Kinnock’ in which readers are told by Garth Frankland who is a Leeds city councillor that Neil Kinnock is I quote ‘totally out of touch with political reality’ and he proposes that all members of the Labour party in their branches move a resolution, the opening words of which state ‘Neil Kinnock’s equivocal stand on the miners strike has been a disgrace.’ And it goes on to attack the one time hero of the left for betraying all of the principles of the working class as indeed he did.
And in the same issue of London Labour Briefing, another one of the old heroes of the Labour party is attacked, another one of the great heroes of the Labour left. One of the people who only a matter of weeks was regarded as one of the three most principled men in the Labour party, Ken Livingstone. And in an article headed ‘sold down the river’ Ken Livingstone is for being an opportunist and a tactical manoeuvrer because of his opportunist tactical manoeuvring over the rate capping issue.
But the hard fact which supporters of the Labour party must face if they want to bring about socialism is that the failure of Labour to carry out socialist policies and to do anything towards the achievement of socialism is not because there are the wrong leaders but because the entire strategy of the Labour party is one which must be abandoned, because there are two political strategies which people who want real change in society have to choose from, only two. And they are reformism or revolution. And that it seems to me should be at the centre of this debate.
The reformist strategy is at the very root of the Labour party. It is a strategy for eradicating the effects of capitalism which is based upon gradual legislative reform which will humanise the capitalist system. It is based on the belief that by patching up the wounds of the market you will finally eradicate the wounds, regulate the market and turn capitalism into an acceptable social order from the point of the view of the working class. That is the essence of the reformist strategy. And that is what the Labour party is out to do.
Now as an alternative to that, there is the revolutionary strategy and that is the one on behalf of which I speak. Because it is based upon the claim that capitalism cannot ever under any circumstances be run in the interest of the working class. It cannot be successfully reformed from the angle of the people who are important in society, the wealth producers. And therefore, the only strategy that revolutionary socialists can adopt is for the total abolition of capitalist relationships in society. For us, socialism does not mean welfare capitalism, it does not mean state capitalism, it means a socialist world community where there is no relationship between wage labour and capital.
Now you may ask why does the Socialist party reject the reformist strategy and stand for revolution. We do so for a very simple reason, because we reject the reformist belief that the suffering and the deprivation and the threat of annihilation which capitalism creates is somehow an accident, is somehow capitalism not operating properly. On the contrary, capitalism is only ever operating properly when it is producing suffering and deprivation and war. That is in the natural course of the profit system. And the reason for this is that under capitalism the means of producing and distributing wealth, the factories, the farms, the media, the offices, the means of life, are monopolised by a small class which exists as a class of parasites upon labour in society, upon the working class. In Britain the richest one per cent of the population possesses between them more of the accumulated wealth than the poorer eighty per cent put together, that is the extent of the inequality and disparity of power which is built into capitalism.
And under capitalism the object of production of wealth is not to satisfy human needs, it is not to satisfy human needs, it is to create profits for those who own the means of life. And if you examine for a moment the social problems which face us today and which I have no doubt my opponent in this debate is every bit as concerned about as I am, if you examine those problems you will see very clearly, that they are a direct and inevitable result of the profit system. Thousands of workers in this borough, a Labour controlled borough are living in homes which are slums, unfit for human habitation. Many, many people in this borough are on the housing waiting list and they cannot get homes which are decent to live in because it is not profitable to let them live in them.
In the recent cold spell thousands and thousands of people died of the cold, they died of hypothermia, at a time when the government was closing down coal mines producing potential energy to keep them warm in precisely the same way as the previous Labour government closed down forty eight pits in South Wales devastating the mining community in that area. And all of this is logical under capitalism, mass starvation where millions of people die every year, unemployment, slum housing and homelessness. They are not accidents, they are necessities. And according to the reformist argument, what you need is a good government to get hold of capitalism by the scruff of the neck and put it straight. This is really the argument of the reformists, you know, you send Neil Kinnock down to the stock exchange and he gives them all a good talking to. And they collapse under the moral impact of what he says, and they say well that is it, go down the jobcentres, give the workers jobs even if they are unemployed, doesn’t matter if we can get any profit out of them, send the food over to the hungry we have got to stop them dying, never mind about the multinational food company’s profits. That is the reformist fantasy.
And the idea of reformism is that you make those who are the legalised robbers accountable to those who are robbed. This is the definition of socialism advocated by no less a Labour theoretician than Tony Benn. Let me quote from his interview with Eric Hobsbawm in Marxism Today in October 1980 when Tony Benn said ‘the concept of democratic socialism is that by diffusion of power there will be a change in the relationships between capital and labour because in the first instance capital has to be made accountable to the people it employs.’ So according to the reformist conception of socialism the capitalists who live by legally robbing the working class must be made democratically accountable to the working class. This is equivalent to setting up a scheme whereby the muggers of Islington are made democratically accountable to their victims. It is a nonsense and a fantasy because you are dealing with irreconcilable class interests. So the socialist party has to reject reformism and stand for social revolution because we regard reformism as being based upon an ignorance and confusion about what can be done with capitalism and the Labour party argues it is true that at least you can get a little something out of capitalism.
Well I would argue that the Labour party has even failed to do that. Let me refer you to just one example and there are many more I could refer to. When they began the Labour party said that they were going to abolish the housing problem in Britain. In their 1924 election manifesto, the Labour party said and I quote ‘the Labour government will abolish all slums and promptly build an adequate supply of decent homes.’ Well so prompt were the first two Labour governments in doing this, that in 1945 when the next Labour government came into office there were still slums, there were still homeless people. And on the 20th July 1946 Aneurin Bevan speaking in Durham he announced, and I quote ‘when the next election occurs there will be no housing problem for the British working-class.’
Well the fact of the matter is that Labour governments have come and gone and the housing waiting lists have grown longer and longer and those who make profits out of building houses have grown richer and richer. And even where there are Labour administrations in local councils, the fact of the matter is, those very Labour councils have adopted the same callous disregard towards the housing needs of workers as capitalism requires of any administration. In Lambeth last year, Ted Knight’s Labour council sent police with dogs into the homes of workers who are in arrears of rent to evict them from the property.
So socialists are not after getting a little bit now for two reasons. Firstly because we do not want a little bit we want the lot. We do not want the crumbs we want the bakery. And secondly because the Labour party and its reformist strategy does not even succeed in getting the little bit. It does not have any effect. And that is why if you are a socialist, and if you are not a socialist then you are stuck with capitalism and all of its consequences, if you are a socialist you have to stand for revolution. But when I use the term revolution and say that socialism must be achieved this way I am open to misunderstanding because there are great number of misconceptions about revolution knocking about.
So let me be very clear about what I mean by socialist revolution. Socialism can only be achieved when a majority of workers understand and want socialism. In short it must be a democratic revolution enacted by conscious people who know what they are doing. We are not talking about a revolution carried out by followers. I know that there are some people on the left who think that the political function of the working class is to be heroic and obedient followers who are going to go out and fight some sort of battle against all of the odds and be slaughtered in the interest of socialism - re-enact the French Revolution. That is not what revolution involves, it involves democratic conscious majority action, because you cannot impose liberation on those who are to be liberated. And that is why as socialists we say very clearly that the chief task facing socialists today – and if you go away with nothing else do not lose this – is that of persuasion and education, persuasion and education. Or as William Morris put it, it is to go out and make socialists. That is what we have to do today.
And clearly the way that you do that, the way that you persuade, the way that you educate is by relating to the class war that is going on in society. By relating every strike, every struggle, every single worker who suffers or is threatened, or is dying as a result of capitalism, relate that to a system as a whole. To recognise that an injury to one is an injury to all, that we have a world working class interest at stake. And that means abandoning the reformist strategy of trying to squeeze a little bit more out of capitalism. It means abandoning the idea that nationalisation or state capitalism or robbery by committee as it is more properly called is somehow an alternative to robbery by a board of directors of a multi-national company.
So what we need if we are to achieve socialism is a movement first of thousands and then of tens and hundreds of thousands of people and then millions of people. And it has to be a worldwide movement which recognises that the interests of the worker in Gdansk is the same of the interest of the worker in Soweto or in Islington here. A worldwide movement based upon the capture of political power so that the capitalist class can be dispossessed of their minority parasitical power in society and the community can take power into its own hands through the common ownership and democratic control of the means of life and it is to this end that the Socialist Party is involved in building up a world socialist movement. A movement which we urge you to join and a movement which we contend the labour party stands as a mighty and stubborn obstacle towards.
Cllr Laurence Spigel (Labour Party)
Thank you chair and thank you. I hope that nothing that I will say or represent will be taken as too great an obstacle to the achievement of the sort of society that perhaps we all want to see and need to see. I was interested with the alacrity which people responded to the request that there should be no smoking because I was interested to read in the programme of the Socialist party a statement about the malleability of human nature but it is my experience unfortunately, and I work professionally as a social worker, that unfortunately human nature is not so malleable and I think that is a problem for us. But I notice that most people are refraining from smoking and I hope you will continue to do so. I would also like to just correct the impression I am not a present a prospective parliamentary candidate in the constituency of Finchley, I do not want to disappoint anyone and perhaps if there are people here from Finchley, I might in fact be giving them something they are pleased to hear. But as a democratic party immediately following the general election the prospective parliamentary candidate in any constituency who is not elected immediately stands down and then it is up to the democratic traditions of that constituency party to reselect another candidate and that is an important struggle that has been fought in the Labour party and it is continuing to be fought and it is necessary that it is safeguarded, that those democratic institutions which we are slowly creating out of the Labour party are sustained.
I would also likely to give an apology, and I won’t continue with my apologies, but I do not have any simple answers about what socialism is. I don’t have any simple answers about how it is to be achieved and I am not also in either of those two areas with the …  I am also not giving any particular view of the Labour party. I would also like to thank you really for this discussion, this opportunity to have this debate. It is necessary that we carry out this intellectual work that the struggle of ideas does take place. Unfortunately there is a terrible poverty within our own traditions, within the working class movements, within working class institutions which only reflect the poverty of culture, the poverty of ideas in our own society. It is a peculiarly English trait, the absence of real debates about ideas and about different views of life and the way forward. Our own institutions within the labour movement, the trade unions, the Labour party itself and all those other organisations on the left do continue to suffer from that terrible poverty. In fact there is a peculiar hostility in our society to ideas, to any independent autonomous intellectual tradition. In fact and it was mentioned the Labour party tends to celebrate its pragmatism but I don’t see the absence of ideas, the absence of that intellectual struggle as something we should welcome and I certainly don’t celebrate pragmatism. But we need to constantly engage in that debate, we need to constantly work out our view of how we are going to achieve socialism. For instance I was first contacted to speak at this meeting during the middle of the most important struggle that has taken place in this country for many generations, the miners struggle. And whilst I and many others, most people here, I’m sure and I also hope will be taking their full part in going out in the morning to collect at the tube station perhaps going out after work to collect at the tube station, collecting outside the shops, attending meetings, speaking on behalf of miners and playing their part in providing that material support for their struggle, the people are also taking place in the necessary intellectual struggle, the political struggle to provide a political solution to the crisis which was being forced onto mining communities. And that is something that I was engaged in, that the Labour party I hope will continue to be engaged in so it will make it unnecessary for mining communities for any communities to engage in such struggles under such desperate circumstances against a full range of the state apparatus to oppress them, it will be unnecessary because politically they will have the solutions much more available to them.
When it comes to a definition of socialism, I think that the socialism we have had defined here tonight is a little too simple. Perhaps I am naïve in this matter but I think it is a little too simple thinking about the complexity of the world and perhaps it is being thought in peoples minds already that I am an innocent, an innocent in the Blakeian sense that because I haven’t immersed myself in the depths sufficiently I am unable to come out with the complex argument. But I think that the argument I have heard so far is too simple.
We have heard that the role of the Labour party, the role of reformism is to administer capitalism. But in fact the struggle within capitalism is also a struggle against capitalism. It is a desperately important struggle, it is a desperately serious struggle. For instance earlier this evening, late this afternoon I was meeting with a group of people who after a campaign after immense work and hardship on their parts were able to secure a grant to establish a community centre. They were a group of Asian working class people who had been dispossessed, thrown out of the country to which they were moved by British imperialism. They had been crushed when they lived in India, they were crushed in poverty when they moved to the democratic republic of Yemen, as it then was Aden, and they were forced to move out once that particular outpost of imperialism fell to democratic control. And they through their struggle have secured through the reformist administration albeit of the Greater London Council a grant to establish a centre.
Now that struggle is important, not only the struggle for the GLC to distribute resources and opportunities as it is doing with the massive budget it has been able to construct albeit now a little limited because of what happened two weeks ago, but that experience of redistributing resources that is an important every-day desperately vital struggle giving that section, that particular group of people more confidence so that they can continue that struggle to establish their centre to become involved in all the other forms of oppression which confront the Asian community in the area where I live. The petty racism of the council which requires black children to show their passports when they go to primary school, to show their passports when they go to college, the petty racism where many of them work in LRT as it now is, most of them denied any opportunities to progress from any other job except to be a conductor or a driver, there is nothing wrong whatsoever in working as a conductor as a driver, but other jobs offer more security, easier circumstances and more money and black people working for LRT have been systematically denied from those opportunities.
And if they can get the confidence to challenge those structures of oppression, those structures of racism, that is important. And it may be seen that the GLC has been administering capitalism by merely redistributing wealth but it has done so in a way which has given confidence to a section of our community which has been desperately oppressed.
I would just raise before I move into what I was going to say and I’m in a sense now just responding to the things that I’ve been noting, the sort of initially jokey reception about that I would see myself sitting in the House of Commons within a few years and so on and so forth, but the issue about socialism is desperately important. It is a serious worldwide struggle and I don’t think we should underplay that and I don’t think we should ignore the desperately serious and important nature of the task that we are involved in. 
I would however say in relation again to this question about limitations of reformism, the limitations of administering capitalism, that important changes have taken place. I happen to work as some of the gutter press have tried to make innuendo, I happen to work for a Labour council, I have not got a sort of a high position in a bureaucracy, for some unknown reason to me, they refuse all my requests for advancement, so I am involved daily in the struggle of people who are the most disadvantaged, the most disturbed internally by the sort of society we live in and there are important changes which Labour councils have been able to secure, important changes in securing better housing.
Now of course one can make all the arguments about limitations of the quality of the housing stock, the continuing queues for housing of the people that are living in bed and breakfast hotels. But at the end of the day important material changes have been secured for working people through the labour party, through the broader progressive and trade union movement, resources have been secured for women, resources have been secured for children, for under fives, and I think it is a pity there are no women on the platform here tonight, but it strikes me that anyone who has any responsibility for children, there is no hope for socialism in this country until we become more child-centred.
Every single institution that we have, whether it is the pub, whether it is meetings tend to ignore and abolish children as being a fact of life and until we absolutely recognise the centrality of children in our communal lives, we have no chance of advancing to socialism. I make that personal plea but it is important because women’s struggles, the struggles to secure resources for under fives are also desperately important and Greater London Council and Camden council are trying to win the struggle for more resources. And one only has to look at the quality of life which is available who live in the borough where I live, in the London Borough of Barnet, where I am an elected representative to think and to see starkly the different level of opportunities which are available to people, the fact that day nursery education is not available to single parents most importantly. That topping and tailing in the schools is not even being considered where the Inner London Educational Authority is trying to make that a general provision to widen and expand the range of possibilities for children. The possibilities through the cultural services that the London Borough of Camden has, that the GLC has created, they are all important and they should all be protected and they are something that we should be concerned about. There are injustices that today are blighting the lives of millions of people in this country and it is vital and necessary and they demand our support that we engage ourselves in their struggle.
The title of tonight’s discussion is what is socialism and how can it be achieved and as I said earlier I don’t think I can provide any easy answers to that unfortunately. It would be a lot easier if there was a recipe that I could prescribe that would immediately transform the world that we are living in. But it is not available and it is a very difficult task to achieve. As I said I do not want to stand here as a representative of the Labour party I will use that hackneyed phrase about the Labour party being a broad church but it is true and important struggles are going on within the Labour party. It has its strengths it has its weaknesses. I for one are no innocent when it comes to thinking and knowing of the details of the very many tragedies, the betrayals that have been referred to of the Labour party, the tragedies and the limitations of the Labour party. We all have our anecdotes that we could share with each other and I am sure perhaps in the discussion people will be producing theirs. But I don’t want to parade all those well known facts about the Labour party, about the progressive institutions of our society. The developments of a socialist movement in this country is like capitalism, I think Marx referred to it, its development is uneven, it has its strengths it has its weaknesses. It would be a nonsense to think that in the country that was the metropolitan heartland of imperialism that our own movement should not itself suffer to a greater degree from those unevenness, from those weaknesses that afflict socialist movements in every single country. 
When it comes to the question of reformism and the categorisation of the Labour party as being reformist, I have a problem because it suggests that I am being reformist. I have no truck with reformism because I believe that it is true that the daily struggles that we are engaged in both materially but also politically and ideologically that we are working towards a socialist transformation and I think there is a certain arrogance, there is a certain problem in the suggestion that people are involved in the construction of some fantasy or are maintaining some illusions. It is a thread which runs through some of the work that I have read through from the Socialist party’s productions, its publications, the suggestion of illusions. There is a problem around that.
There is also a problem around the question of betrayal. It is an elitist suggestion and I think it is worrying and it suggests an attitude which arises from people who are not involved in the daily struggle of ordinary working people to affect changes, material improvements in their lives.
And just one more point that I would like to raise in terms of what has been already been said, is there was a reference, perhaps it has, as I have my own particular characteristics or peculiarities, the constant suggestion of right men. There was this constant reference to the Labour party putting a belief forward that as long as we have the right men in positions of power all will be better.
I think that suggests an attitude which is out of touch with the developments that have been taking place within the Labour party and outside the Labour party affected by the women’s movement. The determination now to have a commitment to the representation of women within the Labour party to take up the critique of feminists, to accept that we cannot any longer have a party  which is peculiarly moulded around the culture of men. And of course there is a link with capitalism, capitalism itself provokes a culture which is peculiarly amenable to men. It is an egotistical culture and unfortunately that culture is deeply embedded within all our institutions.
I have no arguments also with the reference to Marx. I see quite simply there is at issue central to the debate about what sort of society we are living in, the centrality of production. I am aware with perhaps my own intuitive way, of the notion about the laws of motion of capital, the circuits of capital, the imperatives of capital. I also have come across the notion of how it has penetrated into all aspects of our life not only geographically but also emotionally. It has penetrated societies across the world, and I think it has what Marx referred to a civilising aspect, but nothing that capitalism has given the world can I think be taken in any sense as civilising. But it tries to conjure up a picture of its universality. But it has done that through a destructive, coercive, impoverishing pressure which must of course be rejected, must of course be eliminated. But the struggle against the capitalist mode of production, of course it is necessary, but it is not a mechanical struggle. Nothing that I have read in Marx or in any of the other socialist thinkers, suggests that the struggle is a mechanical thing that will automatically unfold. That if one allows the laws of motion to take their course, the crisis of accumulation to take its course, that we will somehow reach the point at which socialism will be achieved.
It is the daily struggle of ordinary people against the consequences of capitalism which are the breeding ground in a sense of the alternative and that is why I cannot provide a blueprint of what socialism will look like because it is through the struggle to abolish capitalism, to emancipate people from the consequences of capitalism that the alternative will become available.
In England as I said this work is uneven it is weak it is limited. But in recent years in fact, since Vietnam, that is my earliest own experiences there has been a blossoming of the sort of debates and struggles that are necessary to open up the vistas of what socialism could look like.
Whole new areas of struggle have been put on the political agenda since Vietnam and they have grown out of the sort of reformist struggles that have been referred to here, they were not reformist struggles, they were important struggles deeply critical of the status quo in our society and out of that have grown important developments, the peace movement and the women’s movement. I referred earlier to the women’s movement, the women’s movement has made the greatest contribution to the development of the socialist struggle in this country for very very many years since perhaps the founding of the first trade unions in this country.
There are other struggles which are taking place which are a response to the consequences of capitalism. The struggles of the black community, the new confidence that the black community has to fight racism, to fight the official institutional harassment of all the institutions whether they are the institutions of the labour and trade union movement or more centrally the institutions of the state. That struggle is indicative of a new confidence and it is something we should support.
I would also make clear we heard a reference to the deaths of thousands of people through hypothermia. And I was thinking in relation to this, the struggle that is now going on against rate capping and although now there is references to Ken Livingstone, and I have no truck with Ken Livingstone, but the struggles against rate capping are important. It is not true to say that thousands have died through hypothermia. In Labour councils because of the provision of social services, because of the ability to be in touch with thousands of ordinary people in their councils, it is rubbish, thousands of people have not died and Labour councils have ensured that emergency heating can be available, very limited things it might sound, extra blankets, additional heating, they can go to a luncheon club, they can have a meals on wheels but those services are under threat from a conservative government and the struggle to preserve them is desperately important.
It should not be condemned as being reformist or having a petty concern with the administration of capitalism. I would say in a sense in a last plug that the Labour party, and I said earlier that I don’t speak for it, is also not exclusive, all those other struggles that are taking place independently of the Labour party, outside the Labour party, the other progressive movements that are mobilising are important. And they form part and parcel of the way forward to the establishment of socialism in this country. But the Labour party we must remember does retain an incredible sense of solidarity of comradeness and centrality for the political struggle for very many people. And that is why the Labour party needs the debates to take place within it because it does command the respect of millions of ordinary working people and that should not be ignored. Millions of people when you go around discussing and engaging in struggles  automatically identify the Labour party now, that might be criticised but they do. They have confidence in the Labour party and they are aware that the currents that are taking place to open up the debates within the Labour party. In a minor instance that I am engaged in myself as a local councillor and I am not in a council which has any control, that we organise a local surgery. Through that we provide some advice to hundreds of people who applied to our surgery. That detailed work which may be seen as reformist, may be seen as administration of capitalism does underpin and give legitimacy to a local party to take up a whole other range of broader issues, international issues, socialist issues. But is only because the Labour party is seen locally in the area where I live is also doing the necessary work of fighting the daily struggles and fighting the daily problems which ordinary people experience that it gives any legitimacy to its development of a broader socialist politic. And that is important because it makes sensible to people, it makes reasonable and realistic to people, the fact that the Labour party has a concern and it also has some answers to their problems.
In conclusion I would suggest that people should not disdain the so-called reformism of the Labour party, they should become involved in its struggles, they should become involved in its debates. It is not good enough to stand aside from those struggles and criticise and be exclusive from the outside. I won’t use the term sectarian. It is not good enough to stand aside. The struggle of ordinary people for some improvement is desperately important and because we have a peculiarly impoverished political culture in this society, the struggle is even more important at the level of ideas.  So I would suggest to anyone who is here this evening that they should join the Labour party, that they should take their parts in those debates that are taking place. They should reject the notion that there is any absolute distinction between reformism and revolution, and that you should abandon reformism and abandon the Labour party. Because we will not have a revolution, we will not get the total abolition of the capitalist mode of production, we will not emancipate people internationally from the consequences of capitalism unless we are involved in that daily struggle to humanise the system in what might be termed as the gradual reform. We cannot dictate and Marx teaches us this, we cannot dictate the pace at which the laws of motion of the capitalist mode of production actually work themselves at. But what we can do is involve ourselves in the necessary political work to provide the answers for people so when those great disjunctures arise the political answers, the political solutions and most importantly the political organisations are there which will take hold of those opportunities in a positive way bringing with them millions of ordinary people so they can take command of society at last. Thank you.

