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Summary. Imrie et al. argue that if urban studies is to avoid the problems associated with the
linguistic turn in other � elds, then it will be necessary to link an engagement with language to a
critical political economy. The recent Special Issue of Urban Studies on “Discourse and Urban
Change” has made a highly positive contribution in this respect. This paper attempts to
contribute to the further development of this linguistic turn in urban studies. First, it offers some
critical re� ection on the recent Special Issue. Secondly, it proceeds to present a case study of
opposition to the closure of shipyards on the River Clyde, Scotland, under the Conservative
government of Edward Heath in 1971. In precipitating Heath’s U-turn, this opposition had very
signi� cant consequences for Britain’s urban areas. In understanding how this came about,
however, a focus on language-use, linked to a critical political economy, is required.

1. The Linguistic Turn in Urban Studies

A number of contributions to Urban Studies
in recent years have begun to explore the
question of how those working in the � eld
might embrace the cultural or linguistic
approaches which have risen to prominence
in other areas of the social sciences over the
past decade or so (see especially Hastings,
1996, 1999b; Imrie et al., 1996; Rydin, 1998;
see also, Badcock, 1996; Chouinard, 1994;
Hastings, 1998; Sayer, 1994). Until now, the
impact of these approaches has been rela-
tively limited and this almost undoubtedly
re� ects the scepticism among those working
in the � eld about their real value. On the
other hand, of late, some writers have sought
to contribute, if not to a ‘cultural turn’ in the

� eld, then at least to a ‘linguistic turn’ (Hast-
ings, 1999a, p. 7).

One expression of the broader scepticism
has been put by Imrie et al. (1996). For them,
the impact of cultural and linguistic ap-
proaches has been largely negative. They
locate these approaches both theoretically
and socially. Theoretically, they derive from
French structuralist Marxism, and particu-
larly from Althusser’s doctrine of the ‘rela-
tive autonomy’ of superstructural
(ideological, cultural) phenomena from
socioeconomic forces. Socially, they are seen
to re� ect the uncertainties and pessimism of
a generation of academics who have lost
belief in the capacity of approaches grounded
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in political economy to contribute to the
larger project of tackling social inequalities
and making a better world (see also
Chouinard, 1994). On this dual basis, cultural
and linguistic approaches have demonstrated
an idealist � ight from engagement with a
world which today “is more unequal than it
has ever been”, in which “poverty and dis-
ease are still widespread”, and in which
“power élites continue to dominate” (Imrie et
al., 1996, p. 1258).

However, re� ecting the best traditions of
critical thinking, Imrie and his co-writers
wish to draw something positive from this
trend. Here they are keen to recognise the
limitations of older political economy
approaches—particularly those deriving from
Marx. For, while Marx’s work shows an
undeniable appreciation of the signi� cance of
“the interconnections between subjectivities
and human possibilities and actions” (Imrie
et al., 1996, p. 1259), in practice much work
conducted within the Marxist tradition failed
to develop this aspect suf� ciently. Cultural
and linguistic approaches have at least high-
lighted this. However, in doing so they sim-
ultaneously make the mistake of “throwing
the baby” of political economy “out with the
bathwater” (p. 1259). Thus Imrie and his col-
leagues argue, not that culture and language-
use should be rejected as important foci for
urban studies, but that they should be inte-
grated in a larger approach which situates
them “within the umbrella of … social, econ-
omic and political life” and which main-
tains a “critical focus on issues connected to
poverty, inequality and the systemic struc-
tural conditions of people’s existence”
(p. 1258).

2. Discourse and Urban Change

In this regard, the recent Special Issue of
Urban Studies on “Discourse and Urban
Change” is a highly signi� cant and most
welcome contribution (Hastings, 1999b).
Although presenting itself as a contribution
to the ‘linguistic turn’ within the study of
urban policy, it nonetheless seeks to avoid
the kind of:

introspective, esoteric and highly relativis-
tic accounts … of the kind sometimes as-
sociated with some post-modern cultural
urbanists (Hastings, 1999a, p. 7).

Instead, the linguistic turn it envisages seeks
to remain:

focused on substantive concerns and em-
pirical questions such as the nature of
citizenship and citizen participation, urban
governance and planning, policy processes
and power (Hastings, 1999a, p. 7).

As a result, it makes a highly positive contri-
bution towards persuading researchers in the
� eld to explore further how critical analysis
of language-use might compliment and
enhance their use of more familiar analytical
techniques. Ultimately, it goes some
signi� cant way in the direction which Imrie
et al. have recommended.1

Yet there remains some signi� cant way to
go in developing and applying linguistic
approaches in urban studies, and here it is
appropriate to consider some of the limita-
tions of the contributions to the Special Is-
sue. Here I would like to focus upon the
inspiration which around half of the contrib-
utors to the Special Issue draw from the work
of Fairclough (1989, and especially 1992).
Fairclough has made an important contribu-
tion to developing the discourse analytical
approach, and to disseminating this in a quite
‘useable’ form to the wider social science
community. Yet the particular way in which
he develops his approach generates a couple
of areas of potential weakness—particularly
in relation to how his work might be taken up
and used by others.

The � rst issue here relates to the extent to
which language-use is situated in its broader
context. While Fairclough (1992, p. 66)
insists on seeing language-use as a “social
practice which is rooted in and orientated to
real, material social structures”, in develop-
ing his own approach he tends to proceed by
engaging with “samples of discourse” which
are not very fully contextualised (see also
Collins, 1999a, ch. 3). This is somewhat
problematic given that Fairclough’s approach
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draws quite heavily on Bakhtin’s insight that
both language-use and the dynamic of lan-
guage change are deeply bound up with their
social context (see Fairclough, 1992, ch. 3).
This has led one group of writers to argue
that Fairclough’s treatment of the relation-
ship between discourse and social change
requires much ‘thicker’ social and historical
accounts of the developing contexts of lan-
guage-use than he himself provides (Dillon
et al., 1993). The danger in drawing on
Fairclough’s approach in studying urban
change is that there might be some tendency
to reproduce this weakness—perhaps particu-
larly at a relatively early stage in the devel-
opment.2

The second issue relating to the use of
Fairclough connects to a further criticism
of the latter’s work raised by another group
of writers (Agar et al., 1990). This is that his
approach to the analysis of language-use can
be seen as too often generating insights and
results which might as easily be obtained
through other forms of analysis (see also
Collins, 1999a, ch. 3). It is perhaps here that
those who remain to be convinced of the
value of linguistic approaches might feel
least swayed by the contributions in the Spe-
cial Issue. For they might feel that many of
their substantive � ndings might nearly as
easily have been attained without the detailed
analysis of language-use which many of
them embody.3 On this basis, they might see
the analysis involved as creative and interest-
ing, but perhaps not as adding much of sub-
stantive value to their research. In the view
of this author, such a judgement would be
premature, and also somewhat harsh.4

Nonetheless, it remains clear that proponents
of linguistic analysis must address the issue
underlying that judgement.

It is from this assessment of the current
‘state of play’ that the rationale of this paper
derives. It seeks to build on the recent Spe-
cial Issue and to contribute to developing the
linguistic turn in urban studies further in the
direction proposed by Imrie et al. (1996). It
involves an attempt to link an engagement
with language-use to a form of political
economy which:

maintains a critical focus on issues con-
nected to poverty, inequality and the sys-
temic structural conditions of people’s
existence (Imrie et al., 1996, p. 1258).

In doing this, it seeks also to demonstrate
how a more fully contextualised engagement
with language-use can generate insights and
results which are both highly signi� cant, and
could not be achieved through other, more
conventional, means.

The point of departure is the U-turn of the
British Conservative government of 1970–74
led by Edward Heath. This was a policy
reversal which had highly signi� cant impli-
cations for Britain’s urban areas, and in con-
templating it we should bear in mind Michael
Pacione’s admonition about the dangers of a
narrow focus on ‘urban policy’:

It is important to recognize … that urban
policy is not con� ned to activity at the
urban scale. National and international
economic and social policies are as much
urban policy … as land-use planning or
urban redevelopment. … urban policy is
often made under another name (Pacione,
1997, p. 23).

A range of factors were signi� cant in bring-
ing about Heath’s U-turn. Perhaps the most
signi� cant was the opposition which his
government faced in attempting to reduce
shipbuilding capacity on the upper stretches
of the River Clyde in 1971. This opposition
took the form of a work-in at the publicly
owned four-yard consortium called Upper
Clyde Shipbuilders (UCS). The aim of the
paper is to build an analytical focus on lan-
guage-use on to the analysis of the political
economy underlying the work-in which is
provided by Foster and Woolfson (1986,
pp. 21–131). In doing so, it will be argued, it
is possible to demonstrate how a critical
focus on language-use aids our understand-
ing of some events which were of great
signi� cance—not just for the Clydeside
conurbation, but also for Britain’s urban ar-
eas as a whole.



CHIK COLLINS2030

3. Heath’s U-turn

After World War 2, the British Conservative
Party effectively abandoned its commitment
to classical economics and accommodated
itself to social democratic interventionism.
However, under Heath, in the period leading
up to the 1970 general election, there was a
concerted attempt to lead the party in a new
direction (Evans and Taylor, 1996; Roth,
1972). The result was a policy package
revealed after a shadow cabinet conference at
Selsdon Park in early 1970. The aim was for
Britain to become a modern, fast-growing
industrial economy, in advance of joining the
European Economic Community—where it
would duly take a leading role. To achieve
this, government would be required to disen-
gage from industry. The strong and indepen-
dent would � ourish through their own
efforts, while the weak and dependent would
be allowed to go to the wall. Within a few
months, Heath was Prime Minister and was
making it very clear that these policies would
be implemented (Evans and Taylor, 1996,
pp. 183–184; Roth, 1972, pp. 216– 220).

This had highly signi� cant implications
for Britain’s urban areas—especially those
based around traditional industries. It was to
prove particularly signi� cant for the
Clydeside conurbation, for in June of 1971
shipbuilding on the Clyde was to become a
test-case for the Selsdon agenda. Heath’s
Secretary of State for Trade and Industry,
John Davies, announced that the government
would be ending credits to the UCS—then
employing some 8000 workers in 4 yards at
Govan, Linthouse, Scotstoun and Clydebank.
Liquidation was to ensue. Ultimately, a much
smaller company was proposed, based on 2
of the 4 yards—Govan and Linthouse. This
would employ some 2500 of the 8000 UCS
workers and, so that the new company would
be competitive, these would be expected to
accept a diminution in both wages and condi-
tions of work. When the government
endorsed these proposals at the end of July,
the workforce responded by taking pos-
session of the yards and beginning a ‘work-
in’ for ‘the right to work’, led by a

Co-ordinating Committee of shop stewards
from the 4 yards. When this met with a wave
of public sympathy, Heath responded:

It would simply not be a sensible use of
economic and human resources to go on
pouring public money into such an enter-
prise.5

The UCS was precisely the kind of ‘lame
duck’ which had to be seen to be allowed to
fail if the country was to realise:

that the cosy old days were over and a new
‘stand on your own feet’ era had dawned
(Roth, 1972, p. 217).

However, within a matter of months, the
government—one with a healthy enough Par-
liamentary majority—had completely aban-
doned this objective. But it had also
embarked on a much wider policy reversal.
The contrast was “startling”:

Heath rediscovered Keynes, turned
re� ationist, [and] turned ‘lame ducks’ into
golden geese (Roth, 1972, pp. 16, xvi).

By October 1972, when the work-in ended,
the government had been forced “to reverse
its entire regional policy and pay for a mass-
ive re� oatation on the Clyde” (Foster and
Woolfson, 1999, p. 322). In short, the Heath
government had made a political U-turn
which “brought with it a complete transform-
ation of economic policy” (Foster and
Woolfson, 1986, pp. 15–16).

Of course, the period of the work-in—July
1971–October 1972—saw opposition to
Heath from other sources.6 Foster and
Woolfson’s argument, however, is that the
UCS crisis played a particularly signi� cant
role within this broader context in forcing
Heath’s U-turn—precisely because it posed a
“subtle and far-reaching” challenge to the
social legitimacy of its policy agenda (Foster
and Woolfson, 1999, p. 322; see also 1986,
especially pp. 15–19). Moreover, they have
suggested that in understanding how this
challenge was posed, and sustained, it is
important to focus on the ways in which the
opposing sides mobilised language.

What follows looks closely at the language
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in which the two sides argued out their cases
in a crucial 10-day period around the end of
September 1971—during which the work-in
was subjected to an acute attack.7 The objec-
tive was to bring the work-in to an end by
persuading a suf� cient section of the work-
force to accept the government’s two-yard
package. The failure of this attack constituted
a crucial moment for the trajectory of the
Heath government. It seems to have been the
major impetus behind their decision to re-
view policy and to prioritise objectives
which was, within a matter of months, to
become a full-blown U-turn (Foster and
Woolfson, 1986, especially pp. 279–281). In
what follows, I will show how the shop
stewards leading the work-in managed � rst
to rebuff and then to ‘expropriate’ the terms
deployed by the government side in late Sep-
tember 1971. This, I will suggest, was crucial
to their ability to resist and defeat the
government’s line of attack. On this basis, an
analysis of these processes of language-use
becomes crucial to our understanding of the
broader policy trajectory of the Heath
government—with all its implications.

4. VolosÏ inov: “The Clash of Live Social
Accents”

As Jacobs notes in his contribution to the
Special Issue, a central criticism of linguistic
approaches has been that they are too often
abstract and “overtheoretical” (1999, p. 203).
With this criticism in mind, the aim here will
be to keep abstract theory to a minimum.
This is not to make a virtue out of scepticism
towards theory. Rather, it is hoped that in
demonstrating how a minimal engagement
with linguistic theory can generate useful
results, such scepticism might be mitigated.
Given that the aim is for the analysis of
language-use to be compatible with an
approach grounded in political economy, the
source of this theory is V. N. VolosÏ inov’s
Marxism and the Philosophy of Language
(1986). In particular, the focus is on the
notion of “evaluative accent” developed in
that work.

For VolosÏ inov every act of speaking, or

“utterance”, involves speakers making value
judgements about the things which are hap-
pening in their world. As he puts it:

No utterance can be put together without
value judgement. Every utterance is above
all an evaluative orientation” (VolosÏ inov,
1986, p. 70).

Any speci� c utterance provides an
“evaluative context” wherein particular
words become imbued with a certain
“evaluative accent” which re� ects that con-
text. Such contexts and accents, however, are
inherently social in nature—they re� ect not
simply the predilections of particular individ-
ual speakers, but the (continually develop-
ing) shared values and beliefs of the social
group to which they belong. This means that
the same word can be accentuated in
signi� cantly different ways by different
speakers belonging to different social groups.
Indeed, in times of overt con� ict between
different social groups, words come to em-
body a certain “clash of live social accents”.
The same words are mobilised with different
purposes and intentions behind them as
speakers contest the legitimacy of competing
‘takes’ on the world.

VolosÏ inov’s view is that an analysis of the
development of the evaluative accents
acquired by words in social debate can act as
an index of some crucial, and often otherwise
dif� cult to perceive, processes in the consti-
tution of, and relationships between, social
groups (see Collins, 1999b; Foster and
Woolfson, 1999). But it is also his view that
the contest legitimately to ‘occupy’ particular
words with one’s own evaluative accents is
itself a crucial dimension of sociopolitical
con� icts, and one which can often have a
very real bearing on their outcomes. For this
reason, powerful groups seek to prevent and
inhibit the development and dissemination of
evaluative orientations and accents antagon-
istic to those which they themselves seek to
promulgate—as VolosÏ inov puts it, they seek:
“to impart a supraclass, eternal character” to
linguistic meanings. However, the underly-
ing reality of social inequality and the
con� icts which inevitably follow from it
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mean that the inherent “multiaccentuality” of
language cannot be extinguished, but only
suppressed.

In actual fact, each living ideological sign
has two faces, like Janus. Any current
curse word can become a word of praise,
any current truth must inevitably sound to
many other people as the greatest lie. This
inner dialectical quality of the sign comes
out fully in the open only in times of social
crises … In the ordinary conditions of life,
the contradiction embedded in every ideo-
logical sign cannot emerge fully because
the ideological sign in an established,
dominant ideology, is always somewhat
reactionary and tries, as it were, to stabi-
lize the preceding factor in the dialectical
� ux of the social generative process
(VolosÏ inov, 1986, pp. 23– 24).

In what follows, I will seek to apply
VolosÏ inov’s notion of “evaluative accent” in
analysing the exchanges which took place
between the government and the UCS stew-
ards in late September 1971. First, however,
in order for the analysis to be productive, it is
necessary to provide a little more in the way
of political-economic grounding and context
to these exchanges.

5. The Selsdon Agenda, the UCS and the
Work-in

The UCS was no random target for the Heath
government. From the late 1960s, a left lead-
ership had emerged in the shop stewards’
committees in the yards. This leadership
redirected the activity of the myriad group-
ings away from the various sectional rival-
ries (of yard, craft and skill) which had
beset the yards historically, and into success-
ful battles with management over pay and
conditions for the workforce as a whole.
Through this, the yards began to set some-
thing of an example for other workers.8 This
had been an issue within the Conservative
Party prior to their Selsdon Conference.
Nicholas Ridley, reported in December 1969
that:

We could put in a government ‘butcher’ to
cut up UCS and to sell cheaply to the
Lower Clyde, and others the assets of UCS
to minimise upheaval and dislocation. I am
having further views on the practicability
of such an operation, which I will report.
After liquidation or reconstruction as
above, we should sell the government
holding in UCS, even for a pittance (cited
in Foster and Woolfson, 1986, pp. 179–

180).

By June 1971, Ridley was the Under-
Secretary at the Department of Trade and
Industry (DTI) with special responsibility for
shipbuilding, and his earlier proposals were
effectively being implemented.

Some of the terms deployed to justify this
became more familiar in the 1980s. The UCS
was a “lame duck” which would have to be
sacri� ced as part of a larger project to make
Britain’s companies more competitive in
advance of entry to the EEC.9 While this
might seem harsh, it was ultimately a matter
of facing up to economic realities and saving
what could realistically be saved.10

It is crucial to note that the government
were pursuing this strategy in a context
where unemployment was soaring. At na-
tional level, it was about to reach one million
for the � rst time in the post-war period. The
unemployment rate was already at 7.4 per
cent in Scotland and at almost 10 per cent in
Glasgow—then almost unthinkably high lev-
els. A mass redundancy of some 5500, with
its knock-on effects, might have more than
doubled the city’s unemployment. In this
light, the UCS stewards aimed to harness
national concern about unemployment in
order to make the defence of the UCS jobs
the focal point for a broad opposition to the
policies of the Heath government.

The particular terms which the stewards
were to deploy towards this end were to
prove vital. In announcing the work-in, one
of the leading stewards, Jimmy Reid, laid out
the terms as follows:

The world is witnessing the � rst of a new
tactic on behalf of workers. We are not
going on strike. We are not even having a
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sit-in strike. We are taking over the yards
because we refuse to accept that faceless
men, or any group of men in Whitehall or
anywhere else, can take decisions that dev-
astate our lives with impunity. … The
shop stewards representing the workers are
in control of this yard. Nobody and noth-
ing will come in and nothing will go out
without our permission. Everybody talks
about rights. There is a basic elementary
right here—that’s our right to work. We
are not strikers. We are responsible people
and we will conduct ourselves with dignity
and discipline … (cited in Foster and
Woolfson, 1986, p. 197).

Although the term work-in is not explicitly
used by Reid in the above extract, it is
nonetheless at the heart of the case which he
is making. The novelty of the term was itself
highly important. The main lines of attack
likely to be used by the government and
media would have involved the then-preva-
lent stereotypes of “strike-happy” workers
(Beharrel and Philo, 1977). The novelty of
the term pre-empted this kind of attack and
allowed the stewards to take the initiative in
constructing their own, positive, case. This
was that the “work-in” was not just a defence
of particular jobs, but a principled assertion
of a “right to work” which had a much
broader relevance.

This “right to work” was to be seen as a
“basic elementary right”. In turn, and partic-
ularly given the then-shocking rises in unem-
ployment, this meant that the workers’
exceptional action was not only legitimate,
but entirely ‘digni� ed’ and ‘responsible’.
The workers would re� ect this by conducting
themselves “responsibly” and with “dignity
and discipline”. In asserting the right to work
in this way, the UCS workers would be
ful� lling a responsibility which they had to
“Scotland and the British working class” and,
in turn, Scotland and the British working
class had a responsibility to support the UCS
workers.

The basic and elementary nature of the
right to work also meant, in the broader case
developed by the stewards, that its defence

should be “non-negotiable”. The “work-in”
was to stand for a “non-negotiable” defence
of “all four yards, the entire workforce, no
redundancies”. To accept the argument that
“half a loaf is better than nothing” would be
“undigni� ed” and “irresponsible”. It would
be to break the “unity” which made the
defence of the right to work through the
work-in possible; it would see the lives of
5500 workers “devastated” and it would see
the remaining 2500 forced to “grovel” before
management and accept diminished pay and
conditions. To accept any of this would be to
negate both the right to work and the whole
logic of the work-in itself. Ultimately, it
would be to accept the “butchery” of the
Scottish shipbuilding industry. Here, the
stewards capitalised on the wording of Rid-
ley’s 1969 memo, which had subsequently
been leaked to the press.

The work-in tactic and the broader case
developed around it proved problematic for
the government to handle. Through August
and most of September, they were unable
seriously to challenge its legitimacy, or the
authority of its leaders. There is more to this,
however, than the innovative tactic or the
appeal of the terms used to construct the case
around it in the context of concerns over
unemployment. The effectiveness of both
was deeply bound up with the context in
which they were being deployed in another
way. Foster and Woolfson (1986, pp. 17–19)
argue that what the government seem to have
been unprepared for was the way in which
the work-in served to focus and exacerbate a
developing cleavage within the political base
of the Conservative Party in Scotland—a
cleavage between large, as against small and
medium-sized businesses. For the govern-
ment’s larger agenda was about developing
Britain as a dynamic industrial power at the
heart of Europe, and this meant a heavy bias
in favour of those big businesses which
would have the capacity to compete at
European level. The “work-in” served to
crystallise this strategy and the cleavage it
was creating. For, while big business would
bene� t from a reduction in capacity and the
breaking of union militancy, small and
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medium-sized businesses—not least the 700
UCS creditors—would be major losers. The
stewards leading the work-in exploited the
political space created by this cleavage, and
this was a major reason for their initial suc-
cess. They used it to make the � ght to save
UCS a focal point for a broadly mobilised
opposition to an economic strategy geared
overwhelmingly to the interests of big busi-
ness—one led by working-class forces, but
also including more traditionally conserva-
tive groups. In this context, the work-in was
more than a local dif� culty for the govern-
ment. It was a signi� cant threat to their larger
strategy which would have to be extin-
guished. This is what the government
attempted in late September 1971.

6. The Government’s September Attack

In mid September, the government unilater-
ally established a new company to replace
UCS—Govan Shipbuilders Limited. This
was to be based on just two of the four
yards—Govan and Linthouse—and would
“save” some 2500 jobs. Sir Hugh Stenhouse,
a leading � nancier, had to resign his position
as Treasurer of the Conservative Party in
Scotland to take the Chair.11

The government wanted to get a suf� cient
section of the workforce to accept the new
company, in order to secure its original pre-
ferred two-yard option. This was to be
achieved by seeking to undermine the auth-
ority of the stewards, and to replace them,
and their non-negotiable demands, with the
more amenable leadership of the of� cial
unions—here primarily in the person of Dan
McGarvey of the Confederation of Ship-
building and Engineering Unions. The shop
stewards, on hearing of these developments,
declared a policy of non-co-operation with
the new company (UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1,
Press Conference of 23 September, 1971).

With the emphasis now on the role of the
of� cial union leaders, the terms of the
government’s case also changed—with
social democratic formulations replacing the
‘harder-nosed’ terms deployed in June and
July. The government would seek “co-oper-

ation” from, and “negotiation” with, the
workforce—in order to save what could be
saved while it was still possible. It was time
for the workforce to be “reasonable”,
“responsible” and “� exible”. Failure to co-
operate with the new board would place the
remaining 2500 jobs in jeopardy and so
would be “unreasonable”, “irresponsible”,
“in� exible” and “intransigent”. With this, the
government was providing an “evaluative
context” (VolosÏ inov) within which the terms
“co-operation” and “negotiation”—precisely
the two things which the stewards were un-
willing to engage in—were made to ring with
highly positive evaluative accents. We can
see this in some more detail if we look at
how the case was transmitted to, and by, the
media in the next couple of days.

On Wednesday 22 September, the Glas-
gow Evening Times reported on a govern-
ment press conference that: “the need for
co-operation was the main theme”. That
same day, BBC TV News carried interviews
with Davies and Stenhouse which clearly
show how they were deploying this theme in
an attempt to construct a “supraclass”
(VolosÏ inov) ‘we’ who were to co-operate in
order to make the best of a bad situation. For
example:

Davies:
The success of this depends on the co-op-
eration of others and by this I mean, � rstly
the government who will have to co-oper-
ate … On the second, of course, it’s the
workforce … I think that they must see
that in this company there is a real hope
for survival of jobs on the Clyde and
shipbuilding on the Clyde …

Interviewer:
This surely is the whole crunch, the work-
force … have said that they will not co-
operate with it in any shape or form unless
it means the retention of all four yards.

Davies:
… I’m bound to say that perhaps however
reasonable and understandable it was per-
haps at the � rst crunch of this dreadful
situation … today the maintenance of that
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kind of reaction means I think a grave
peril for the future of shipbuilding on the
Upper Clyde … (BBC TV News, Item No.
63, 22 September 1971).12

For their part, the Scottish press increased
the pressure on the issue of “negotiation”, by
attempting to bolster the authority of the
of� cial union leadership. For instance, the
following day’s Glasgow Herald castigated
the “in� exible attitude of the shop stewards
who are committed to the retention of the
four divisions of UCS as a whole without
redundancies”, and argued that

the time for demonstrations and non co-
operation which might destroy all chances
of ever getting Govan Shipbuilders off the
ground is past. The full time union
of� cials now have a duty to take over from
the shop stewards and work with the man-
agement to ensure that the maximum num-
ber of jobs is preserved (Glasgow Herald,
23 September 1971, p. 8).13

This line of attack was sustained over the
coming days.14 The problem it posed for the
stewards leading the work-in was its poten-
tial appeal to some of the sectional identities
between the yards which had only recently
been subdued. Should the workers of Govan
and Linthouse be persuaded to look after
their own interests, then the government’s
case would—if left intact—offer a con-
venient legitimation for their actions. This
would see the authority of the stewards and
the integrity of their “non-negotiable” case
evaporate, and the way would then be left
clear for the of� cial union leaders to take
over and negotiate. The stewards understood
that preserving the unity on which the work-
in was based would require an effective re-
sponse to the new terms of the government’s
case, and they called a mass meeting of all
UCS workers for this purpose for Thursday
24 September.

7. The Stewards’ Response

The Chair of the stewards’ Co-ordinating

Committee, James Airlie, introduced the
meeting in the following terms:

This meeting has been convened … in re-
ply to the government’s decision to set up
a board based on Govan and Lint-
house … The press are now parad-
ing … [this] as a new initiative. This is a
deception of the Scottish people. It is not a
new initiative, it is the government’s com-
mitment from the start … I would like to
quote this morning’s Glasgow Herald

Before the government authorized a
multi-million pound shipbuilding
investment for the Upper Clyde they are
insisting on pledges of trade union
co-operation with Govan Shipbuilders
Limited, the successor company to
UCS. Mr. John Davies, Secretary of
State for Trade and Industry, left the
House of Commons in no doubt yester-
day, that the future of merchant ship-
ping on the Upper Clyde depends on the
workers agreeing to new commitments
on hours and wages. This means accept-
ing competitive wage rates on the lower
level of those in other shipyards and
agreeing to two shift working

We are not accepting that position, we are
asking for a reiteration of our solidarity
and our demand to � ght that no-one will
butcher this industry (UCS Transcripts,
Vol. 1, Mass Meeting of 24 September
1971, pp. 1– 2).

Here, Airlie is preparing the ground for Reid
as the main speaker. He does this in two
main ways. First, he emphasises that the
proposals are in fact not ‘new’, but effec-
tively are the same proposals which were the
occasion for starting the work-in. Secondly,
he emphasises that the government’s pro-
posals also require acceptance of lower wage
rates and new ‘� exible’ shift patterns. This,
crucially, would be intended to give pause to
those who might be considering a reassertion
of sectional interests, for acceptance of
diminished wage rates and conditions would
run counter to the whole logic of defending
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sectional privileges over other workers in the
� rst place.15

With this basis already laid, Reid then
took to the task of rebutting the govern-
ment’s case more fully. Given that the “new”
proposals were an attempt to implement the
government’s original policy, he posed the
question of why sections of the press, who
had earlier joined in the condemnation of the
“butchery” proposed by Ridley, were now
accusing the stewards of “unreasonableness”
for “saying that they are not on”. On this
basis, he proceeded to respond to the terms
co-operation and negotiation as deployed by
the government and media.

And so we are saying to you workers the
unreasonableness in the whole position is
that of the government, despite the
exposure, despite the mass condemnation,
they have pushed through their policy to
butcher our industry and don’t let any
leader writer talk to us about reasonable-
ness and in� exibility. The unreasonable-
ness and the in� exibility is that of the
government. For our part we’ll go and
see Davies, Heath, anybody … on the
basis … that we’ll discuss any pro-
posals … that deals with the four yards
and gives guarantees to the labour force in
these yards. … but all the time they come
back to the butchery of our industry. And
I want to say here and now, don’t let there
be division in our ranks, I’ll tell you this
much, and I’m speaking personally here, if
the government succeeded in the butchery
of our industry I’d rather be on the dole
than be amongst the two and a half thou-
sand that would be left to grovel, accept
wages reductions and all sorts of other
things, and I’m telling you it would be a
short term solution because their objective
would take place in a year or so, and it
would be the end of our industry in the
Clyde, and its like a murderer who wants
to murder us, we’ve found out, we’ve
defended ourselves against the murder and
people say “Please negotiate with the mur-
derer, you might stop him from piercing
your heart, but he can cut off your legs and

arms and there’s a sensible compromise”.
And when you’re lying bleeding they will
tell you in a year or two, wi’ you minus
the legs, why aren’t you standing on your
own two feet? And brothers our proposals
therefore spring from a sense of responsi-
bility to ourselves and to our families and
our community and in the last resort to the
British working class. It’s impossible for
us to accept this. … we are not capitulat-
ing to the butchery … There will be no
co-operation, and this is what we’re
putting to you with this board, no co-oper-
ation, that we close the ranks as a united
labour force and tell them that they are not
on … there will be no co-operation, be-
cause that’s the butchery we all reacted to
on the 29th of July … I know that despite
how certain papers will play up, the mass
media, that we can get through to our
fellow workers and say “Why should we
co-operate with proposals and plans, that
are butchery, that were butchery eight
weeks ago, they are butchery today, and
we are having no truck with butchers”
(UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1, Mass Meeting
of 24 September 1971, pp. 4–5).

Here we see the effect of a quite different
“evaluative context” in re-accentuating the
key terms co-operation and negotiation.
Reid’s use of the term “butcher” allows an
instant re-evaluation of the government’s
rendering of “reasonable” and “� exible”. At
the same time, Reid refuses to concede
entirely the positive content of these terms.
The workers are reasonable and � exible
within the bounds of what they themselves
de� ne as a legitimate solution. This is the
platform on which Reid constructs his plea
for the unity of the workforce which would
be needed to maintain the work-in. Here the
indignity of accepting “butchery”, and the
prospect of the humiliation of wage reduc-
tions and a heightened assertion of mana-
gerial power over the remaining weakened
labour force add to the moral authority of the
utterance. In turn, this provides the basis for
the transposition of the terms co-operation
and negotiation into a quite different evalua-
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tive context. In the latter case, the image of
the murderer hacking at the limbs of their
victim articulates powerfully with the notion
of butchery. This clears the path for Reid to
call on the workers’ responsibility to them-
selves, and to the broader community which
has supported them, and to state emphati-
cally, and with almost immediate repetition,
that “there will be no co-operation”. This is
only possible for Reid insofar as he has
managed to re-accentuate the government’s
chosen terms—to shift the balance of social
value judgements embodied within them.
“Co-operation” means co-operating with the
“butchery” of the shipbuilding industry.
“Negotiation” now means negotiation of the
terms of such butchery.

What is signi� cant here is not so much the
force or the striking imagery of Reid’s case
in itself, but the fact that it was successful in
maintaining the unity of the workforce in
opposition to the government’s case. Thus,
reporting on the mass meeting, the Sunday
Times (26 September 1971, p. 7) observed
that:

the men were sticking solidly to their
theme that all jobs should be saved; the
only man to speak against was heartily
booed before completing his third sen-
tence.

Yet, as the Sunday Times also observed:

neither Reid nor Airlie is under any illu-
sions about the danger of a split in soli-
darity. The hard fact is that for the � rst
time since the work-in started, concrete
offers of jobs have been made, admittedly
totalling less than a third of what the men
want. But the pressure to grab this albeit
meagre carrot is there for all to see: the
Scottish newspapers are now urging them
to “see sense” … National union leaders
would doubtless like to settle for the Sten-
house jobs, then talk about saving others
later. This sort of compromise will not
commend itself to Airlie and Reid … Any
compromise will break their grip, so re-
leasing the dissident elements they have so

far been able to check (Sunday Times, 26
September 1971, p. 7).

For the time being, then, the anti-work-in
strategy remained aimed at breaking the
unity of the workforce, and re-asserting the
authority of the of� cial trades unions. 16 On
this basis, the government would be able to
obtain the co-operation and negotiation they
wanted—not just to secure their objectives
for shipbuilding on the Clyde, but also to
remove the focus for the broader opposition
to their wider policy agenda which the work-
in had become.

8. From Negation to Expropriation

Yet, in the coming days the stewards were
able not only to sustain their opposition, but
to force the government into a dramatic
retreat, and ultimately to turn the terms
mobilised by the government back onto the
government themselves—re-accentuating
them once more. The crucial factor here was
that the government wanted, pretty urgently
it would seem, the work-in off the political
agenda, and this still required the ‘co-oper-
ation’ of the workforce. If the stewards could
hold their ground, then the government were
going to have to cede some of theirs.

By 29 September, it seems, the govern-
ment side had concluded that their existing
proposals were not going to be suf� cient to
bring the work-in to an end. At a meeting
with the stewards and the national union
leaders, Stenhouse gave ground. He would
consider the inclusion of the Scotstoun yard
in the new company on the basis of a
“feasibility study”. But he held out no hope
for Clydebank. At this point, Airlie made an
appeal to Stenhouse which begins to reveal
another potential accentuation of the term
“co-operation”:

I put it to him personally that if he would
consider being interested in … all four
divisions then we could ensure him some-
thing that the accountants couldn’t ensure
him, that we could ensure him the co-oper-
ation of the workforce and that was incal-
culable … [in] � nancial terms (Airlie,
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UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1, Report to the
Full Shop Stewards Meeting, 30 Septem-
ber 1971, p. 3)).

Here the nature of the social value judgement
within the word “co-operation” shifts in
anticipation of a change in context. It is no
longer simply “co-operation in butchery”,
but potentially “co-operation” to secure all
four yards and the entire labour force. The
latter rendering harmonises with the evalua-
tive context provided by the stewards’ utter-
ances and so is imbued with a highly positive
evaluative accent.

For the meantime, however, the govern-
ment side held the line on Clydebank, and so
this remained only a potential shift. But, as
Airlie reported to his fellow stewards the
following day, the government side:

recognised that it [the new company]
could not get off the ground without the
co-operation of the workforce and they
recognised that unless there was a solution
for Clydebank then it was unlikely that
this co-operation would be forthcoming
(UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1, Report to the
Full Shop Stewards Meeting, 30 Septem-
ber 1971, p. 4).

The problem for the government was still
one of securing this co-operation. However,
mindful that this shift in the government’s
position might impact on the unity of the
workforce, the stewards called a mass meet-
ing for the next day—Friday 1 October.

Later on 30 September, however, the stew-
ards met again with Stenhouse. The latter
again ceded ground—intimating that he
would now be prepared to consider the case
of Clydebank seriously (UCS Transcripts,
Vol. 1, Co-ordinating Committee Meeting,
30 September 1971). He attached two condi-
tions—government backing and workforce
co-operation. The rapidity of this further shift
came as something of a surprise to the stew-
ards, but they were aware that the govern-
ment side was now in disarray.17 Duly, on
that night’s BBC TV News, when Stenhouse
was asked about the prospects for saving the
Clydebank yard, he replied:

If I was asked by the government, the
question, is the workforce … going to
fully co-operate, and I mean jackets off,
none of this bloody nonsense, and really
getting down to it, and that the govern-
ment was going to make the � nance avail-
able to it, then of course I would have to
give this very serious consideration (BBC
TV News, Item 69, 30 September 1971).

The next morning (1 October 1971) the
Glasgow Herald headline tried to dampen
the effects of this: “Little hope for Clydebank
despite wave of optimism”. But at the mass
meeting this new optimism was palpable.
Now the shift of evaluative accents within
the terms “co-operation” and “negotiation”
which Airlie had anticipated in the meeting
of 29 September crystallised more fully. The
following is an excerpt from the oration
given by Reid:

We have said this from the outset; anyone,
the government or anyone else, will be
guaranteed full co-operation—and I will
come to that in a minute—based on the
recognition of the four divisions and the
entire workforce. We were asked to meet
Mr. Stenhouse yesterday. … When Mr.
Stenhouse indicated that he was for the
four yards given these two conditions
[government backing and workforce co-
operation], we right away said well one of
them is met. We will co-operate. We will
co-operate by unleashing the creative abil-
ity, and in some instances it would be
genius, of the entire labour force. That is
the co-operation that we are talking
about. … We will co-operate with anyone
on that basis. At the same time as we
co-operate, we will make it clear right at
the outset, we also want in the process of
the unleashing of this effort, that we are
rewarded as well for the performance and
achievements that are established. So we
say the � rst condition is met, Mr Sten-
house, and next Tuesday the Minister of
Trade and Industry, in our opinion must
heed the new situation. Scottish industrial-
ists now say yes, they are prepared to
consider and take over the four divisions.
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The workforce and the trade unions say
yes. We will co-operate. We will co-oper-
ate in making this industry one of the most
developed and advanced shipbuilding
complexes in the world. There is one party
yet to make its contribution and that is the
government and we are appealing here this
morning for the unanimous vote, the
unanimous vote of every worker in UCS to
say yes. We will honour our commitment,
and the Scottish community must say now
and before next Tuesday that if the
government refuses to make its contribu-
tion then it is committing one of the great-
est crimes against the Scottish people that
has been perpetrated this year, and they
are on their own. And the leader writers of
the Scottish and British press can start
getting their pencils and pens out and
rewriting editorials as to the pig-heads, the
obstinates, the dogmatists, because they
will be in London and not the
Clydeside … the ball is right back in the
government’s court and we believe that if
there is any sanity or humanity in this
government, then on Tuesday faced with
almost the unanimity of the Scottish com-
munity they have got no alternative but to
make their contribution and their invest-
ment, and their commitment. And given
that … the real negotiations will start;
because we have been prepared on every
occasion and we have stated it, we will go
anywhere, we will see anyone given that
there is a principled basis to the negotia-
tions; the principled basis being that
of … the conditions laid down right from
the outset by the co-ordinating committee
on behalf of the united labour force of
these yards (UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1,
Mass Meeting, 1 October 1971, pp. 6–9).

Here Reid addresses the key terms of the
prior exchanges to the new situation engen-
dered by the government’s retreat of the
preceding days. In doing so, he is able posi-
tively to re-accentuate the key terms of
co-operation and negotiation. These can now
be made to harmonise with the evaluative
context provided by the stewards’ case. “Co-

operation” is now to mean co-operation to
preserve all the yards with no job losses, but
it will also mean the opportunity to utilise the
workers’ “creative ability” to the full: “That
is the co-operation that we are talking about”.
It is crucial to note here how Reid takes
pause to state that the workers will expect to
be fully recompensed for this co-operation.
Again, this would have been crucial in keep-
ing any sectional tendencies in check—for it
establishes a contrast with the of� cial union
leaders, who seemed likely to be willing to
negotiate a decrease in wage rates and work-
ing conditions. On this basis, ironically, sup-
port for the stewards would seem a better
way to defend traditional sectional objectives
than ‘sectionalism’ itself. Like “co-oper-
ation”, the term “negotiation” also takes on a
positive meaning because it is to be on a
“principled”, as opposed to an immoral,
basis: “the real negotiations will start”.

In this way, the terms which had originally
been deployed as part of the government’s
case were effectively expropriated, relocated
within a new evaluative context and posed
back to the government. Now it was them
who had to explain their unwillingness to
“co-operate” and “negotiate”, and who had to
respond to the accusation of behaving
“unreasonably” (“the pig-heads, the obsti-
nates, the dogmatists”). The government had,
in a quite dramatic fashion, lost the initiative
in the deployment of some of their own
chosen terms. The moral force of the terms
with which they had sought to break the
work-in, had been, albeit temporarily, appro-
priated for the purposes of sustaining it and
the broader coalition of opposition to the
strategy of the Heath government which it
had helped to galvanise.

9. Argument and Conclusion

The rationale for presenting the UCS case
study was to attempt to build on the contribu-
tion of the recent Special Issue of this journal
on “Discourse and Urban Change” in order
to contribute to developing the linguistic turn
in urban studies further in the direction pro-
posed by Imrie et al. (1996). Moreover, the
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intention was to attempt to demonstrate how
an analysis of language-use set more fully in
its context could generate insights and
� ndings which are both valuable, and could
not be produced by other methods of analy-
sis. The aim was to do this by linking an
analytical focus on language-use, to the ac-
count of the political economy of the work-in
provided by Foster and Woolfson.

Drawing on the work of these authors, it
was suggested that the crisis which the Heath
government faced in implementing its “lame
duck” strategy in relation to the UCS was
highly signi� cant in bringing about its U-
turn. The reason was that the work-in helped
to mobilise a broad opposition against
Heath’s wider policy agenda. It did so by
crystallising that agenda, and its implications
for unemployment and the divergent interests
of different sections of the business com-
munity, in a very high-pro� le social confron-
tation. For these reasons, the work-in posed a
signi� cant challenge to the social legitimacy
of the government—a challenge which it was
seeking to extinguish in attacking the work-
in, and the authority of its leaders, in the later
part of September. This attack failed and the
government found itself retreating—and, as
Foster and Woolfson have argued, this seems
strongly to have been the immediate stimulus
for the broader process of policy review
which was duly to become a full-scale U-
turn.

Crucial to the outcome of the events of
late September 1971 was the way in which
language was deployed by the two sides and,
in particular, the way in which the stewards
responded to the key terms deployed by the
government. The latter sought to mobilise
social democratic terms in order to under-
mine the authority of the stewards. This auth-
ority was based on the unity of the workforce
across the four yards, and so the aim was to
appeal to the sectional interests of those em-
ployed in the Govan and Linthouse yards. As
the UCS transcripts for this period show, the
stewards regarded this attempt to, as the Sun-
day Times put it, “release the dissident ele-
ments they have so far been able to check” as
a serious threat. They also understood that to

counter it they had to counter the appeal of
the government’s terms.

Drawing on VolosÏ inov’s notion of
“evaluative accent”, it was shown how they
achieved this. First, they re-accentuated the
government’s terms in a way which under-
mined their appropriateness and legitimacy.
They did this by relocating the terms in a
quite different “evaluative context” from that
in which they were deployed by the govern-
ment side. However, their ability to do this
successfully was not simply a measure of
their adeptness with language per se, but of
their understanding of the dynamics of their
own constituency and the wider coalition of
public support which had been mobilised
around it.

Thus, there was no inherent reason why
their initial re-accentuation of the terms co-
operation and negotiation should have been
persuasive in maintaining the solidarity of
the workforce which was the key to keeping
the work-in alive. What seems to have been
crucial was the way in which they exploited
the government’s linking of the setting-up of
Govan Shipbuilders Limited to the accept-
ance of lower wage rates and new “� exible”
working patterns. This helped them to hold
sectional tendencies in check—for to “co-op-
erate” in this ran counter to the whole logic
of defending sectional privileges. With an
awareness of this, it proved possible for the
stewards to delegitimise the government’s
case and to re-accentuate the key terms de-
ployed in making it—in effect, to reveal the
“hatchet” of the proto-monetarist “butcher”
Ridley which lay behind the government’s
recent adoption of social democratic formu-
lations.

In turn, this was instrumental in bringing
about a change in the situation—through
forcing Stenhouse to give ground over Scot-
stoun and Clydebank. Here, the crucial factor
seems to have been the stewards’ apprecia-
tion, and exploitation, of the broader prob-
lems which the UCS situation posed for the
government in pursuing its Selsdon policy
agenda. It is only in the light of these prob-
lems, it seems, that we can understand the
dramatic government retreat so soon after it
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had laid out such a high-pro� le and
unequivocal case for the two-yard proposal
that was Govan Shipbuilders. Indeed, even
on 26 September, the Sunday Times was
opining that the work-in had reached its
“critical stage” where “for the � rst time the
men must realistically contemplate defeat”.
Yet, by 29 September, Stenhouse had con-
ceded the inclusion of the Scotstoun yard in
the new company. A day later, he made a
further retreat on Clydebank. It was on this
basis that the stewards could seize the initia-
tive in re-accentuating the government’s
terms again, so that the ‘heat’ which the
government had sought to direct against the
work-in and the stewards leading it could be
re� ected, even more intensely, back at the
government themselves.

While the precise nature of the discussions
which ultimately led to Heath’s U-turn
remain unclear, it would seem that these
events were highly signi� cant in bringing it
about. In effect, it seems, the government
was led by these events to conclude that its
policy for industry was providing the basis
for mobilising a coalition of interests which
might threaten its grip on power and ulti-
mately the goal of entry to the EEC. In order
to ensure that this did not happen: “the cabi-
net wheeled about and went in the reverse
direction” (Roth, 1972, p. xvi).

Ultimately, then, the preceding analysis
suggests that the way in which the stewards
transposed some of the key linguistic terms
deployed by the government in their bid to
secure the closure of the UCS in the autumn
of 1971, was itself highly important in bring-
ing about perhaps the most infamous policy
change of our times.18 However, as we have
seen, this was achieved only because of the
way in which their language interacted with
the complex sociopolitical dynamics of the
context in which they operated—and these,
in turn, can only be grasped through an
approach grounded � rmly in political econ-
omy. In showing this, I hope to have made a
further contribution to the developing
linguistic turn within the � eld of urban stud-
ies, and to have demonstrated how a critical
approach to language, linked to a form of

political economy which “maintains a critical
focus on issues connected to poverty, in-
equality and the systemic structural condi-
tions of people’s existence” (Imrie et al.,
1996, p. 1258), can indeed make an import-
ant contribution to understanding social pro-
cesses which have had very signi� cant
implications for Britain’s urban areas.

Notes

1. One relatively minor reservation relates to
the particular framing of the Special Issue.
While both the Introduction and the Con-
clusion situate its contribution in relation to
Imrie et al. (1996), their case tends to be
presented as a quite ‘orthodox’ reassertion of
Marxist political economy. With this, the
precise nature of their challenge is somewhat
obscured. Perhaps as a consequence, the
Special Issue’s focus on “real world con-
cerns”, and its “desire to account for and
challenge social inequality” seems presented
more as a riposte to Imrie and his co-writers
than as an attempt to move urban studies in
the direction they have proposed (Hastings,
1999a, p. 9; see also Jacobs, 1999, pp. 203–
204).

2. Perhaps even more so when writing within
fairly tight space constraints.

3. In some cases, they might think there is not
that much which separates the critical analy-
sis of policy documents and interview mate-
rials in a discursive vein, from the types of
critical analysis which might previously have
been conducted without explicit recourse to
such techniques—for instance, through in-
voking some less elaborated notion of ‘ideol-
ogy’.

4. Proponents of linguistic analysis might argue
that such a judgement underplays the
achievement made in drawing attention to
how language works, and particularly in
opening up debate about the interaction be-
tween language-use as a social practice and
other social practices.

5. This quotation is taken from a Channel 4
series on British politics in the 1970s (The
Writing on the Wall: 2 Heath at the Helm,
Channel 4, 30 January 1988).

6. For example: the opposition to the 1971
Industrial Relations Act; the miners’ strike of
the winter of 1972; and the opposition to the
proposed entry to the EEC.

7. Tape-recordings of the proceedings of the
shop stewards’ Co-ordinating Committee
and of the mass meetings of the workforce
during the work-in were made by one of the
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shop stewards. These were subsequently
transcribed by Charles Woolfson of the Uni-
versity of Glasgow. The three volumes of the
UCS Transcripts are stored in the University
Archives (UGD 181), together with a host of
other materials. The latter include transcripts
of British Broadcasting Corporation News
coverage. References to the UCS Transcripts
will be by volume number, together with the
type and date of meeting and page reference.
References to the BBC TV news coverage
will provide a News Item number and the
date of transmission.

8. By 1969, one of the region’s leading busi-
ness � gures was describing them as “a can-
cer eating into the whole of Clydeside
industrial life” (cited in Foster and Woolf-
son, 1986, p. 164).

9. “I well believe that simply to abandon great
sectors of our productive community at their
moment of maximum weakness would be
folly indeed. But I will not bolster up or bail
out companies where I can see no end to the
prospect of propping them up” (Davies, Con-
servative Party Conference 1970. Source: as
note 5).

10. See The Observer, 8 August 1971, for a clear
statement of this line.

11. This gives some indication of the problems
the government was facing with the business
community.

12. Stenhouse made the case in almost identical
terms (see BBC TV News, Item No. 60, 22
September 1971).

13. See also the same day’s Daily Record (23
September 1971) which sought starkly to
project McGarvey in the role of negotiator
on behalf of the workers.

14. For instance, see the Daily Record and Glas-
gow Herald of 24 September 1971.

15. In this case, privileges over those on the
Lower Clyde where both pay and conditions
were inferior.

16. McGarvey said following the mass meeting:

Members elect leaders to lead them [i.e.
of� cial leaders (CC)]. And leaders don’t
have the luxury of taking a dogmatic stand
in a serious situation (Daily Record, 25
September 1971).

The Glasgow Herald argued:

The way forward lies with making a suc-
cess of what is left of Upper Clyde ship-
building. That may not be grasped by the
shop stewards nor by most of the workers.
It is grasped by the more orthodox union
leaders who are seeking to reassert them-
selves and save what they can: better half a
loaf (Glasgow Herald, 28 September 1971).

It is interesting to note here the Herald’s
attempt to re-accentuate the stewards’ own
use of the term “half a loaf”.

17. See UCS Transcripts, Vol. 1, Report to the
Full Shop Stewards Meeting, 30 September
1971.

18. One echoed in the perhaps equally infamous
statement of one of those who drew far-
reaching conclusions from the experience of
1971/72: “This lady is not for turning” (Mar-
garet Thatcher).
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