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ON JUNE 7th, 1973, NOTTINGHAM elected
54 councillors - three in each of eighteen
wards. The result was a massive Labour
majority: 44 Labour councillors and only ten
Tories.

Can Labour stage a repeat performance?
It's anybody's guess. Since the last election
almost everything has changed. In 1973,
following the usual pattern, Labour floated in
locally on a wave of disillusionment with the
national government of the day - in this case,
Ted Heath and the politics of confrontation.
This time round, whether or not local men
fight on local issues, the pattern is likely to
work to Labour's disadvantage instead -
unless, of course, the ascent of Jim was timed
exactly right for a crucial boost at the polls.

But other things have changed too. We are
now electing a completely new council every
three years, instead of the old system of
electing one third of the council annually.
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Roger Critchley, Nigel L.ee, Chas Griffin,
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Caiching the votes

This was an option given to all councils when
local government was reorganised in 1973.
It was gleéfully accepted by the L.abour group,
and was accompanied by much Tory teeth-
gnashing and indignant editorialising in the
Evening Post.

It means that, unlike past elections, we
have no recent indication of voting trends.

Boundaries

But if it's anybody's guess, at least the
local Labour group will have been guessing
pretty hard. The most bewildering change
since last time has been the complete redraw-
ing of the ward boundaries - which was the
responsibility of the LLabour council.

Its implications have naturally been
ignored by the Evening Post (did they even
notice?) and soaped over by the Arrow:

"City wears a new face, tailor made for the
70's," beamed the headline.

"Tailor-made for Labour" might be more
accurate. Whatever effect the changes have
on the Labour majority, they have certainly
given the Labour establishment the chance to
pay off a few old scores inside the party.

The main weapon here has been the
increase in the number of electoral wards
from 18 to 27. This has meant smaller wards
and less councillors to a ward - two instead
of three, with the exception of Byron Ward,
which will have three. At the same time,
most of the old wards have been broken up and
the old ward parties completely reorganised,
in many cases completely destroyed. The
most notable example has been troublesome
Market Ward, a hot-bed of anti-lI.abour estab-
lishment activity which has disappeared
totally in the new boundary structure. A
similar fate has befallen the old LLenton Ward,
another trouble spot: new Lenton Ward looks a
fairly safe establishment prospect.

S0 what pattern can we see in all this
turmoil? The best bet is to follow the party
establishment and their reliable troopers.

So St Ann's will be safe for Peter Burgess
and Betty Higgins, Lenton will be safe for
party leader John Carroll, Bilborough for




Bert Littlewood and Bob Birch, Bridge for
George Chambers and Harold Roe, Clifton
East for Percy Holland and Stan Shelton,
Bulwell East for Ivy Matthews (though Commun-
ist John Peck might be a reasonable tip for
the second seat here), and Radford for Len
Maynard. '

On the other hand, Forest is unlikely to
be very rewarding for ex-Lenton Ward rebel
Peter Price, nor is Greenwood necessarily
going to be safe for ex-Market Ward (and ex-
Lord Mayor) Charlie Butler - hardly a rebel,
but a member of an earlier Labour establish-
ment and not over-popular with the present
leaders. |

The safe Tory wards can be spotted in the
same way: leader Jack Green and fellow Bill
Bradbury should have no trouble in Mapperiley,
Oscar Watkinson and Rex Rolling should be
safe in Forest.

But both these wards give an interesting
view of internal Tory politics. Neither ward
has changed much from the old Mapperley and
Forest wards, which means that in each of
them one of the three sitting councillors has
had to go - and who more suitable for the chop
than deposed Tory leader Fred Woodward and
this year's Sheriff Gerry Elliott, villain of
the piece in an over-publicised punch-up with
some old-age pensioners last year. No false
sentiment here - both have been shunted over
to working-class Radford Ward, hardly a

happy hunting-ground for Tories.

No change

So whatever new-look council the election
brings, we are unlikely to see any basic
change in either of the political establishments,
and, local politics being what they are, this
has to be a pretty depressing prospect. The
L.abour group in particular has managed to
eliminate all the elements which, though
awkward for the party bosses, at least repres-
ent the idealism which attracts many people to
the Labour movement in the first place. The

only hope is that there may be a few surprises .

among the lesser-known candidates.

Nor do the slogans and the election
addresses of the two main parties give much
encouragement. Though Labour at least
offers some sort of coherent programme, the
Tories seem largely to offer negatives - they
will stop the Zone and Collar, stop the
Festival Hall, stop buying private houses, cut
the bus subsidy, above all cut costs and keep
down the rates. The inspiring slogan at the
head of their manifesto is "A vote for freedom
and value for money".

Hardly the clarion call of a new society.
But then we don't expect that from the Tories.
The essence of Toryism is to preserve the
well-being of those who are doing pretty well
already.

We do expect more from Labour, however.
The Labour manifesto (price 10p) is called
"A Way of Living", and contains some very
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acceptable ideas with the glimmerings of a
socialist ethic at the back of them - community
control over land development, public trans-
port as a public service rather than a profit-
making business - but it is so badly put
together that its sincerity is immediately in
question. It lumbers on from sentence to
clumsy sentence as if no-one could be bother-
ed to take it seriously enough to make it
readable. Are these really the burning
convictions of a party speaking urgently and
lucidly to its electorate? What are we
expected to make of a policy which sums itself
up as "Labour will continue to make Notting-
ham a place to live and work in"?

Weakness

The weakness of the manifesto and the
weakness of the LLabour Party's whole
position is given away in a single sentence in
the section on redevelopment: "We intend to
develop and expand the general policy of
co-operation and consultation with the tenants'
associations in the area where we carry out
development or improvements; we hope to
encourage the participation of local people in
all schemes which affect them". |

So, in a single sentence (in a twelve-page
manifesto) the Labour group commits itself to
a policy of co-operation, consultation and
participation. There is no explanation of how
this is is going to be achieved, and we may
assume that its extent will depend entirely on
how far the politicians and the administrators
are willing to take it.

This is not what socialism is about, how-
ever, and it should not be what local govern-
ment is about. It is hardly surprising that
only a third of the electorate turns out when
the power of the vote amounts to the power to
appoint a body of crumb-droppers.

People will be interested in local govern-
ment when they can really control it, This
means taking power from the Council House
cliques and giving it to the people who it
actually affects. It means giving communities
the chance to run their own areas (not just be
consulted about it), it means making council-
lors genuinely answerable to electors by
giving wards the power to sack them and elect
someone else at any time, it means that the
adminstrators - the Chief Executives, the City
Solicitors, the City Planning Officers - should
be at the command of the people who pay their
wages and not in control of them, it means
making all the decisions and all the informat-
ion available to all the electorate all the time.

Until the Labour Party can offer us this
sort of alternative it will remain yet one more
branch of Establishment Ltd.










































