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Twenty-five years is a long time in politics.  So 
some explanation is needed as to why a magazine 
produced for such a long time without interruption 
should change its name.

It should be said clearly that the name change 
does not represent a change in the basic orientation of 
the Bevin Society.  It remains committed to its basic 
principle of promoting industrial democracy as an es-
sential element in political life.  But, while the Bevin 
Society remains constant and true in its objects, it 
cannot be denied that the political and social situation 
has changed out of all recognition.

In 1987 there was still a Labour Party.  There was 
still a Trade Union movement with a political input 
into the Labour Party.  Indeed in 1987 there was still 
a working class that recognised itself as such.  Britain 
retained a substantial industrial base.  Social services 
were in public ownership and control.  There were na-
tionalised industries.  Working class culture remained 
dominant in society at large.  It was a comfortable 
time to be a socialist.

Compare the situation now.  We have New Labour 
in place of a Socialist party.  Clause 4 was dropped 
from the Labour Party Constitution at the behest of 
Tony Blair, with hardly a voice raised in defence of 
public control over the major instruments of produc-
tion, distribution and exchange.  The Trade Union 
movement, which established a political party for 
itself, has lost confidence and direction.  Put on the 
defensive by a sustained assault from Thatcherism, it 
struggles to maintain relevance in very difficult cir-
cumstances.  It continues to support a party which 
holds it in contempt. 

Britain is ceasing to produce much of what it 
consumes:  it imports basic products from abroad 

and pays for them with profits gained from financial 
manipulation.  Militarism has been restored to a re-
spected position in public life and Britain is embarked 
on a new age of Imperialism, under humanitarian and 
democratising guise. 

Things have come to such a pass that it is valid to 
ask, Is there still a working class?

It is certainly the case that there are employees, 
whose labour is exploited for its surplus value.  But is 
there a class?

It seems to us that the Thatcherite project of creat-
ing a classless society has had some success.  Labour 
has disappeared as an organised class force:  it has 
lost track of itself and its history.

There is just one class now that of the finance 
capitalists, who act on society with solidarity and 
purpose:  de-socialising services and re-introducing 
the profit motive into areas of life which had been 
communalised from 1906 onwards.

The collapse of the Soviet Union, which represent-
ed a socialised approach to production and distribu-
tion, speeded up the transformation.

Such fundamental change requires a step-change 
in those who are opposed to such developments.

 When the Bevin Society founded the Labour And 
Trade Union Review in January 1987, there was some 
dispute over the title of the new magazine.  Some 
wanted a more amorphous title, such as Political Re-
view.  That was shot down because the Labour Party 
and the Trade Union movement were the clear agents 
for change:  our analysis was directed at them.

Is There A 
Labour Movement?
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There was no conflict over the 
reason for publication.  From being 
the power in the land a position at-
tained under Ernest Bevin’s Labour 
Party in the 1940s organised la-
bour and working class culture had 
been put on the defensive.  At the 
peak of working class power in the 
mid-1970s, the movement refused 
to face the responsibilities that go 
with great power.  In 1977 indus-
trial labour with left-wing politicos 
in enthusiastic agreement rejected 
a substantial measure of industrial 
democracy on offer from a Labour 
Government.

If Industrial Democracy had 
been accepted, British capitalism 
would have undergone substan-
tive modification.  The Unionised 
workforce would have taken own-
ership of the production process 
and thereby developed substantive 
governing capabilities.  The power 
of capital would have been dimin-
ished, with shareholders being re-
duced to one of three partners in 
economic life.  Production would 
have been re-organised on a new 
basis.

When the Trade Unions refused 
the offer of Industrial Democracy, 
they did not understand that they 
were making themselves irrelevant 
that they would not be allowed to 
continue in a position of negative 
power. 

The fact is that even the work-
ing class got sick of the negativity 
and industrial decline accompa-
nying unrestrained free collec-
tive bargaining.  Mrs. Thatcher 
was put into power with working 
class votes.  What was not appre-
ciated was that her solution was to 
break the Unions by shutting down 
swathes of industry, by privatising 
Trade Union strongholds in nation-
alised industries, and by promoting 
individualism over social values.

 This magazine was established 
to relate to a Labour movement.  
Our first issue could write in 1987:

 “This Review will be support-
ing Labour in the coming election.  

Labour is our Party”

 But that can no longer be said.  
New Labour has ceased to be in 
any sense a party with which so-
cialists can identify.

So, while the Bevin Society and 
its objects have not changed, we 
have come to recognise that there 
has been a sea-change in British 
society, conducted gradually over 
this quarter-century.  Rather than 
producing an analysis which will 
be of assistance to a powerful exist-
ing movement, what is now needed 
is groundwork to be done which 
will regenerate a Labour move-
ment indeed promote the creation 
of the working class.  It is to mark 
this appreciation that it has been 
decided to make a fresh start and 
relaunch the Labour  &  Trade  Un-
ion Review as Labour Affairs.

IT’S  A  FACT 
In the third quarter of 2011 there 

were 2,510,000 people directly employed 
in the UK manufacturing industry. The 
total number was made up as follows: 
England- 2,114,000; Scotland-172,000; 
Wales-142,000; Northern Ireland-82,000. 
The numbers employed in each region 
of England plus London were: East Mid-
lands-505,000; North West-315,000; West 
Midlands-290,000; South East-285,000; 
Yorkshire & Humberside-279,000; South 
West-206,000; North East-123,000; Lon-
don-112,000. Written Parliamentary An-
swer.  6/2/12.

As at February 2011 there were 
371,020 non-UK national working age 
benefit claimants in the UK. These were 
made up as follows: Non Commonwealth-
237,370; New Commonwealth-114,730; 
Old Commonwealth-6,040. Of the total, 
18,560 were aged 16 to 24 years. Old 
Commonwealth is Australia, Canada, 
New Zealand, South Africa. New Com-
monwealth number is made up from 49 
countries. Written P A.  6/2/12.
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Everybody rolls with their fingers 
crossed.
Everybody knows that the war is 
over,
Everybody knows the good guys 
lost.
Everybody knows the fight was 
fixed,
The poor stay poor, the rich get 
rich.
That’s how it goes,
Everybody knows.
(Leonard Cohen)

British workers will not come to any 
realisation of themselves as a class by 
thinking about it. They will not form a 
party of their interest by mulling it over. 
The last forty years, in which their mud-
dle-headed institutions, the trade unions 
and the Labour Party, for the most part 
undermined, misled, and, in the end, 
betrayed, them, will only be undone by 
doing.

At the same time British workers 
will need some reassurance of a theo-
retical and historical framework, at least 
as a warning against the repetition of 
past mistakes. And that requires think-
ing about, and mulling over. And that, if 
nothing else, gives old commies, hop-
ing still to be right side of a sell-by date, 
something to be up and about and them 
doing.

The theory of such an historical 
framework today is largely a matter of 
disentangling the narrative of it from 
whatever form of bourgeois ideology it 
is written in. Long gone are the days of 
Froude and Seeley, when the bourgeoisie 
wrote clear narrative histories of Eng-
land to inform the realisation of itself as 
a class (which occurred in the course of 
doing the 1832 Reform Act and the re-

peal of the Corn Laws). Now bourgeois 
histories of England are written in the 
main to obscure the narrative of labour 
history from workers seeking to make 
politics and realise themselves as a class 
on the basis of it. 

So, by way of an epitome of such 
bourgeois historiography: Professor 
Ross McKibbin.

Classes, Cultures, and Politics, Es-
says on British History for Ross McKib-
bin [2011], edited by Clare V. J. Griffiths, 
James J. Nott, and William Whyte is 
published by Oxford University Press as 
why wouldn’t it be with McKibbin being 
an Oxford academic in the business of 
history. The historical business has two 
main ways of diverting workers’ interest 
in the history of their class, one of which 
we’ll come to in a moment, the other of 
which is the price of its books: that trib-
ute to Ross McKibbin costs £65.

All of which otherwise is neither 
here nor there, except that the book be-
gins with a “Biographical Introduction” 
in which we learn…

“Ross was born in Sydney in Janu-
ary 1942…His grandfather’s forebears 
had come from Northern Ireland as free 
immigrants in the 1860s…In 1959 Ross 
went up to Sydney University…In 1964 
Ross went to Oxford to research for a 
D.Phil.…After three satisfying years in 
Oxford…he would return to Sydney as 
a Lecturer in his old Department (1968-
9)…in 1970, he returned to Oxford to 
complete the doctorate and effectively 
dedicate his life to British history…

“On going to Oxford in 1964, Ross 
had the wit or good fortune to choose a 
graduate college, St Antony’s, which he 

loved…Ross became a Labour Party ac-
tivist and helped in the campaign to win 
the Oxford seat for his St Antony’s col-
league Evan Luard in the 1966 general 
election…[stuff about tensions, which 
were…] eased in 1972 when he was 
elected to a tenured Tutorial Fellowship 
at an even richer and more congenial 
college, St John’s…

“Meanwhile, beginning in 1989, 
Ross had found a new voice as a regular 
political commentator for the London 
Review of Books…In terms of content 
Ross’s LRB pieces are full of passion, 
but it is easier to tell what he is against 
than what he is for. He has a deep-seated 
contempt for what he sees as the ‘born-
to-rule’ pretensions of many traditional 
Tories; he especially hates social-market 
Thatcherites; he despises New Labour 
for its Thatcherite tendencies and betray-
al of the Left, yet he is certainly no Old 
Labourite, albeit sympathetic to some 
of its ethos. In general he supports the 
aims of the German Social Democratic 
Party, and perhaps, if things had fallen 
out differently, he might have followed 
Luard into the UK’s SDP. (He has voted 
for the Lib. Dems. in recent elections for 
the West Oxford and Abingdon constitu-
ency, but only for tactical reasons.)”

Learning all of which may bring 
to mind Sophocles’ Oedipus Rex and 
that terrible wisdom, “which brings no 
profit to the wise”. Nevertheless it can 
do no actual harm to point out further 
that McKibbin’s constituency changed 
hands in 2010, by 167 votes, from Liberal 
Democrat Evan Harris, to Conservative 
Nicola Blackwood. Though what differ-
ence, tactical or otherwise, that makes to 
the current parliament, in which a two 
liberal party coalition is not noticeably 
opposed by a third liberal party in op-
position, is quite beyond me. And as to 

“social-market Thatcherites”, I’m simply 
lost for any notion of the sense of that.

Everybody Knows That 
The Dice Are Loaded

Joe Keenan
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In 2008, Professor McKibbin took 
part in a discussion hosted by the British 
Academy (involving two other Profes-
sors, Fellows of the British Academy all), 
on Britain in the 50s: Consensus or Con-
flict. Really the question was about the 
character of Butskellism and how that 
operated within the necessarily more or 
less sham fights of the two party system. 
Professors Andrew Gamble (in the chair) 
and Peter Hennessy were able to cope 
with the terms of the question; London 
and Cambridge were not disgraced. But 
Ross McKibbin, the professor with some 
air of a political determination about him, 
was all over the place.

A problem is that McKibbin writes 
three national parties of government into 
the two-party system of post-war Britain; 
like this…

“…if one looks at what is happen-
ing at Central Office, the Conservatives 
were making much more use of polling 
evidence than the Labour Party…

“The question the Tories have to make 
up their minds about is the point at which 
it becomes safe to oppose the policies of 
the Attlee government…

“Nor was something like the nation-
alisation of the Bank of England in any 
way unpopular with the Conservatives…

“…if you look at the Tory leadership 
after 1940 and go to 1979, with the ex-
ception of Douglas Home, all of them 
are dissidents in one way or another in 
the 1930s…At the top of the Tory party, 
therefore, whatever is happening else-
where, the party is led by people who 
in one way or another disputed the kind 
of Toryism which was dominant in the 
1930s. Thus, there is really very little in 
Tory policies in the 1950s that departs 
much from the popular bits of of Attlee’s 
programme…

“…So the quarrel in the 1950s is not 
really between the leadership of the La-
bour and Conservative parties but within 
the parties…Attlee had left a very am-
biguous inheritance and a very unclear 
one…Though the Tories on several oc-
casions privately came close to asking 
that question—what is the nature of the 
inheritance?…

“By the late 1950s and early 60s, La-
bour unity is re-established on the basis 
of a critique of the Conservatives which 
centres on modernisation and ineffi-
ciency—immobile class structure, bad 
management and so on. They develop 
then a new case for state intervention 
and formal corporatism—different, to 
some extent, from the argument of the 
1940s—and the new case is about mod-
ernisation of the economy, which seems 
to require new forms of social and class 
mobility. By the late 1950s and early 60s, 
the Tories themselves adopt much of this 
programme. I came to England in 1964, 
just before the election of that year and, 
though there was a lot of excitement and 
a lot of the people I knew said that if the 
Tories got back, it would be a total dis-
aster, it was in fact very difficult for an 
outsider to see much difference between 
the parties at all. The programmes were 
very alike, which is probably because 
the Conservatives were forced to adopt 
a programme which was identified first 
with Gaitskell and then with Wilson.”

Well, if that be wisdom, it is terrible 
indeed, and I fear for the wise.

However, I very much suspect that 
the only surprise that extract from Pro-
fessor McKibbin will generally occasion 
is genuine bewilderment that anyone 
would think it at all noteworthy. Its just 
something everybody knows.

Everybody knows that Left Liberals 
feel a need every so often to call Con-
servatives Tories. That’s three or four 
times every couple of minutes for Profes-
sor McKibbin when he’s addressing an 
audience, and then he has to throw in a 
few qualifying Conservatives to be sure 
people can follow as to which govern-
ment or opposition he’s talking about. 
But its no big deal. Because everybody 
knows.

There is clearly a cultural mechanism 
at work here which allows people with a 
political interest or vocation to hear or 
read Tories and understand Conserva-
tives. It has to be a very sophisticated 
kind of filter, for some of those people 
might be reading in the political history 
of the early 18th century when it would 
be a very great mistake to see Tories and 
understand Conservatives. But, whatever 
it is and however it works, it does work, 

because everybody knows.

Some points before moving on. What 
everybody knows, cannot be taught. 
What everybody knows, cannot be 
learned. What everybody knows, cannot 
be understood. What everybody knows 
is empty, or it’s wrong.

And so to a more extended treatment 
of a Labour History theme by Professor 
McKibbin, in which what everybody 
knows makes even less sense than the 
Tory/Conservative equivalence.

In April 1984,  in The English His-
torical Review, Vol. 99 No. 391, Professor 
McKibbin contributed an article entitled 
Why Was There No Marxism in Great 
Britain? The title of the article is mis-
leading, for the Professor was anxious to 
keep the troubled life and troubling times 
of the Communist Party of Great Britain 
discreetly out of the question, and so en-
tered a qualification, if not immediately 
at least pretty sharpish:

“It is, therefore, the purpose of this ar-
ticle to pose the question of Britain: why 
was it that before the First World War, 
political Marxism’s classical moment, 
Britain alone of the major European 
states produced no mass Marxist party, 
why groups—like the Social Democratic 
Federation—which could claim at least 
a vulgar Marxism were either absorbed 
into the Labour Party or became mere 
sects without a significant following?”

The enquiry proceeds, for the most 
part, on the basis of everybody knows. 
McKibbin doesn’t make any attempt at 
all to uncover what Marx and Engels 
thought and wrote about British politics, 
the policies they developed as the Brit-
ish Road To Socialism in their time. On 
the contrary he characterises the Marxist 
view of Britain as what everybody knows 
was the Marxist view of the rest of Eu-
rope and sums it all up as “rejectionist”. 
Such development as there is of that idea 
occurs in passages like this:

“…small workshops, which might 
have incubated a rejectionist party, were 
even more likely to breed working-class 
variations of already existing ideologies. 
Marxism lost all ways.

“The second theme to be examined is 
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how the associational life of the British 
working class stood in relation to a re-
jectionist political ideology.”

“The constraints upon the develop-
ment of a Marxist or quasi-Marxist 
party that have been examined so far 
have been primarily structural and only 
indirectly ideological…an important, if 
comparatively small, part of the work-
force was not so scattered and the con-
ditions in which it worked by no means 
facilitated ‘mateyness’ between masters 
and men. Structurally, there seems no 
reason why it should not have been more 
attracted to a rejectionist ideology. In 
practice, however…”

Professor McKibbin never directly 
addresses the central question of what it 
was in British society that the rejection-
ists of the failed Marxist party actually 
rejected. He implies that they rejected it 
in principle in total, and sought only to 
engulf it all in a revolutionary catastro-
phe. In practice, when discussing those 
aspects of the British constitution that 
British workers accepted with vary-
ing degrees of enthusiasm, he relies on 
what everybody knows about Marxism 
to argue, though again only by implica-
tion, that the rejectionists of the failed 
Marxist party rejected democracy and 
the authority of Parliament. Since Brit-
ish workers accepted those things as 
the bedrock of political action, British 
Marxism was a duck just looking for a 
pond to die in. Quod erat demonstran-
dum.

However, Marxism in Britain very 
definitely did not reject British Parlia-
mentary Democracy; not a bit of it. 

What follows is all from Engels 
who after Marx’s death was the leading 
Marxist in Britain. I have found nothing 
of Professor McKibbin’s rejectionism in 
Engels’ writings on the tasks facing the 
British working class, just much to the 
contrary.

In the second of two articles on 
Trades Unions for the Labour Standard 
(No. 5, June 4, 1881), Engels wrote:

“In every truggle of class against 
class, the next end fought for is politi-
cal power; the ruling class defends its 
political supremacy, that is to say its 

safe majority in the Legislature; the in-
ferior class fights for, first a share, then 
the whole of that power, in order to be-
come enabled to change existing laws in 
conformity with their own interests and 
requirements. Thus the working class of 
Great Britain for years fought ardently 
and even violently for the People’s Char-
ter, which was to give it that political 
power; it was defeated, but the struggle 
had made such an impression upon the 
victorious middle class that this class, 
since then, was only too glad to buy a 
prolonged armistice at the price of ever-
repeated concessions to the working 
people.

“Now, in a political struggle of class 
against class, organisation is the most 
important weapon. And in the same 
measure as the merely political or Char-
tist Organisation fell to pieces, in the 
same measure the Trades Unions Or-
ganisation grew stronger and stronger, 
until at present it has reached a degree 
of strength unequalled by any working-
class organisation abroad. A few large 
Trades Unions, comprising between one 
and two millions of working men, and 
backed by the smaller or local Unions, 
represent a power which has to be taken 
into account by any Government of the 
ruling class, be it Whig or Tory.

“…the ruling class, which knows 
their strength better than they themselves 
do, has volunteered to them concessions 
beyond that. Disraeli’s Household Suf-
frage gave the vote to at least the greater 
portion of the organised working class. 
Would he have proposed it unless he sup-
posed that these new voters would show 
a will of their own -- would cease to be 
led by middle-class Liberal politicians? 
Would he have been able to carry it if 
the working people, in the management 
of their colossal Trade Societies, had not 
proved themselves fit for administrative 
and political work? …

“…the time is rapidly approaching 
when the working class of this country 
will claim, with a voice not to be mis-
taken, its full share of representation in 
Parliament…

“For the full representation of labour 
in Parliament, as well as for the prepara-
tion of the abolition of the wages system 
organisations will become necessary, 

not of separate Trades, but of the work-
ing class as a body. And the sooner this 
is done the better. There is no power in 
the world which could for a day resist 
the British working class organised as a 
body.”

No rejectionism there; far from it.

In another article for the Labour 
Standard, on A Working-Men’s Party 
(No. 12, July 23, 1881) Engels wrote:

“…in England, where the industrial 
and agricultural working class forms the 
immense majority of the people, democ-
racy means the dominion of the working 
class, neither more nor less. Let, then, 
that working class prepare itself for the 
task in store for it, —the ruling of this 
great empire; let them understand the re-
sponsibilities which inevitably will fall 
to their share. And the best way to do 
this is to use the power already in their 
hands, the actual majority they possess 
in every large town in the kingdom, to 
send to Parliament men of their own or-
der. With the present household suffrage, 
forty or fifty working men might easily 
be sent to St. Stephen’s, where such an 
infusion of entirely new blood is very 
much wanted indeed…

“Moreover, in England a real demo-
cratic party is impossible unless it be a 
working men’s party. Enlightened men 
of other classes (where they are not so 
plentiful as people would make us be-
lieve) might join that party and even 
represent it in Parliament after having 
given pledges of their sincerity…no 
democratic party in England, as well as 
elsewhere, will be effectively success-
ful unless it has a distinct working-class 
character…

“…Of the six points of the People’s 
Charter, two, vote by ballot and no prop-
erty qualification, are now the law of the 
land. A third, universal suffrage, is at 
least approximately carried in the shape 
of household suffrage; a fourth, equal 
electoral districts, is distinctly in sight, 
a promised reform of the present Gov-
ernment. So that the break-down of the 
Chartist movement has resulted in the 
realisation of fully one-half of the Char-
tist programme. And if the mere recol-
lection of a past political organisation of 
the working class could effect these po-
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litical reforms, and a series of social re-
forms besides, what will the actual pres-
ence of a working men’s political party 
do, backed by forty or fifty representa-
tives in Parliament?…The workpeople of 
England have but to will, and they are the 
masters to carry every reform, social and 
political, which their situation requires. 
Then why not make that effort?”

That again is an enthusiastic accept-
ance of the virtues of British Parliamen-
tary Democracy. And more than that it 
is an unqualified acceptance of the Brit-
ish Empire. Professor McKibbin took it 
for granted that British Marxism in his 
specified period was anti-imperialist, 
commenting that this was a minor thing 
since the British working class wasn’t 
terribly worked up about the Empire at 
that time. But Engels wrote: “Let, then, 
that working class prepare itself for the 
task in store for it, —the ruling of this 
great empire…” 

What everybody knows is empty, or 
it’s wrong. 

Then, in his introduction to the 1892 
English Edition of Socialism, Utopian 
and Scientific, Engels wrote:

“The industrial and commercial 
middle-class had, therefore, not yet suc-
ceeded in driving the landed aristocracy 
completely from political power when 
another competitor, the working-class, 
appeared on the stage. The reaction after 
the Chartist movement and the Conti-
nental revolutions, as well as the unpar-
alleled extension of English trade from 
1848-66 (ascribed vulgarly to Free Trade 
alone, but due far more to the colossal 
development of railways, ocean steam-
ers, and means of intercourse generally), 
had again driven the working-class into 
the dependency of the Liberal party, of 
which they formed, as in pre-Chartist 
times, the Radical wing. Their claims to 
the franchise, however, gradually became 
irresistible; while the Whig leaders of the 
Liberals “funked”, Disraeli showed his 
superiority by making the Tories seize the 
favorable moment and introduce house-
hold suffrage in the boroughs, along with 
a redistribution of seats. Then followed 
the ballot; then, in 1884, the extension of 
household suffrage to the counties and 
a fresh redistribution of seats, by which 
electoral districts were, to some extent, 

equalized. All these measures consider-
ably increased the electoral power of the 
working-class, so much so that in at least 
150 to 200 constituencies that class now 
furnished the majority of the voters…

“…the English middle-class – good 
men of business as they are – saw far-
ther than the German professors. They 
had shared their powers but reluctantly 
with the working-class. They had learnt, 
during the Chartist years, what that puer 
robustus sed malitiosus, the people, is 
capable of. And since that time, they had 
been compelled to incorporate the better 
part of the People’s Charter in the Stat-
utes of the United Kingdom…

“In fact, in England too, the working-
people have begun to move again. They 
are, no doubt, shackled by traditions of 
various kinds. Bourgeois traditions, such 
as the widespread belief that there can be 
but two parties, Conservatives and Liber-
als, and that the working-class must work 
out its salvation by and through the great 
Liberal Party…It moves, like all things 
in England, with a slow and measured 
step, with hesitation here, with more or 
less unfruitful, tentative attempts there; 
it moves now and then with an over-cau-
tious mistrust of the name of Socialism, 
while it gradually absorbs the substance; 
and the movement spreads and seizes 
one layer of the workers after another. It 
has now shaken out of their torpor the 
unskilled laborers of the East End of 
London, and we all know what a splendid 
impulse these fresh forces have given it 
in return. And if the pace of the move-
ment is not up to the impatience of some 
people, let them not forget that it is the 
working-class which keeps alive the fin-
est qualities of the English character, and 
that, if a step in advance is once gained 
in England, it is, as a rule, never lost af-
terwards. If the sons of the old Chartists, 
for reasons unexplained above, were not 
quite up to the mark, the grandsons bid 
fair to be worthy of their forefathers.”

Which is just more Marxist accept-
ance of what Professor McKibbin claims 
it rejected, without citing, let alone quot-
ing, a single instance of Marxist rejec-
tionism, always relying on the extraor-
dinary force of everybody knows, and 
nothing else.

His 1984 article ends with these two 

sentences:

“Two of the prime assumptions of 
any Marxist party—a rejection by much 
of the working class of existing social 
institutions and a belief in the unity of 
‘economics’ and ‘politics’—simply did 
not hold. The Labour Party, therefore, 
was not free to choose between Marxism 
and reformism but only between varie-
ties of reformism.”

(That mention of a Marxist belief in 
the unity of ‘economics’ and ‘politics’, 
follows from Professor McKibbin’s as-
sertion, as usual with no citation and no 
quoting of sources, that Marxism in Brit-
ain was against Free Trade. But that has 
to be a topic for another day.)

In conclusion, I have to return to 
the question the Professor raised at the 
beginning of his article. Why is it that 

“Britain alone of the major European 
states produced no mass Marxist party”. 
And I have to say, I’m not at all sure that 
it didn’t.

On 18 January, 1893, Engels wrote 
to Friedrich Sorge about, among other 
things, a certain big get-together in Brad-
ford…

“Over here the Independent Labour 
Party, about which you will have read in 
the Workman’s Times, has held a confer-
ence in Bradford. Owing to their sectar-
ian attitude the Social Democratic Fed-
eration, on the one hand, and the Fabians, 
on the other, have been unable to absorb 
the socialist accretions in the provinces, 
so that the setting up of a third party was 
no bad thing. But now, such is the extent 
of these accretions—especially in the 
industrial districts of the North—that 
even at this, the first congress, the new 
party was more strongly represented that 
either the Social Democratic Federation 
or the Fabians, if not more strongly than 
both put together. and since the bulk 
of its members are undoubtedly first 
class, since its centre of gravity lies in 
the provinces rather than in that hive of 
intrigue, London, and its programme is 
substantially the same as our own, Avel-
ing did right in joining it and in accepting 
a position on the Executive. If the petty 
private ambitions and intrigues of the 
London panjandrums can be kept under 
some control, and its tactics are not too 
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misguided, the Independent Labour 
Party may succeed in enticing away the 
masses, not only from the Social Demo-
cratic Federation but, in the provinces, 
also from the Fabians, and thus enforc-
ing unity.

“The Social Democratic Federation 
has pushed Hyndman completely into 
the background. It did so badly as a result 
of his policy of intrigue that—thanks to 
the provincial delegates—Hyndman has 
been utterly discredited in the eyes of 
his own people…

“Here in London the Fabians are 
a bunch of careerists who have sense 
enough to recognise the inevitability of 
a social upheaval but are quite incapable 
of entrusting this gigantic task solely to 
the untutored proletariat and are there-
fore accustomed to take the lead; fear 
of revolution is their guiding principle. 
They are the ‘heddicated’ par excel-
lence…

“With great assiduity they have pro-
duced, along with all manner of trash, 
a number of good propaganda pieces—
the best of this kind, in fact, the English 
have produced. But the moment they 
come to their own brand of tactics and 
gloss over the class struggle, the rot sets 
in. Hence, too, their fanatical hatred of 
Marx and all the rest of us—because of 
the class struggle.

“Needless to say, the chaps have a 
big middle-class following and therefore 
funds and, in the provinces, they have 
many dependable working men who 
refuse to have anything to do with the 
Social Democratic Federation. But 5/6 
of their provincial members see more 
or less eye to eye with us and, when it 
comes to the point, they will definitely 
desert. In Bradford—where they are 
represented—they have several times 
voiced unqualified opposition to the Fa-
bians’ London Executive.

“As you see, it is critical juncture so 
far as the movement over here is con-
cerned, and something may come of the 
new organisation…

[…]

“It goes without saying that, in this 
instance too, personal ambition is caus-

ing men like Keir Hardie, Shaw Max-
well and others to pursue sundry ulterior 
aims. But the danger inherent in this di-
minishes in proportion as the party itself 
grows in strength and numbers, and has, 
ideed, already receded because of the 
necessity of not leaving any loopholes 
for competing sects. In recent years 
socialism has made enormous headway 
among the masses in the industrial dis-
tricts, and I look to those masses to keep 
the leaders properly in order. Of course 
there will be blunders and to spare, and 
also jiggery-pokery of every descrip-
tion; let us only hope we are able to keep 
them within proper bounds!

“At worst the setting up of a new or-
ganisation may be regarded as an advan-
tage in that it is easier to achieve unity 
when there are three competing sects 
than when there are two which are dia-
metrically opposed to one another.”

Engels very quickly took up Keir 
Hardie, then just as quickly dropped 
him for a “a cunning, crafty Scot, a 
Pecksniff and arch-intriguer, but too 
cunning, perhaps, and too vain.” But, 
according to Labour MP, Tristram Hunt 
in his Keir Hardie lecture of March 2011, 
Hardie “…remained adamant that both 
Engels and Marx would have endorsed 
the political development of the ILP”.

I can’t see anything too unreason-
able in Hardie’s postion. The only par-
ticular in which the ILP departed at all 
from Engels view of the possibilities for 
the working class in British politics, as 
outlined in his Labour Standard articles, 
the Introduction to the English edition 
of Socialism, Utopian and Scientific and 
the Letter to Sorge, is its failure to insist 
on exclusively working class representa-
tion in Parliament. 

But Engels formulation of that re-
quirement, with its get out clause of a 
sincere pledge from enlightened men of 
other classes, was weak. 

Then the full Marxist position was 
put, at the ILP’s first Congress, by dele-
gates from the Hyndman’s Social Demo-
cratic Federation with which Engels was 
in a condition of feud. I don’t think the 
defeat of the SDF’s resolution in 1893 
which would have committed the ILP to 
exclusively working class representation 

will have worried Engels especially.

Speaking for myself, I have to con-
clude that there was no mass Marxist 
party of the working class in the pe-
riod specified by Professor McKibbin, 
because the mass party of the working 
class in that period was Marxist in all 
but name. And if Keir Hardie, Arthur 
Henderson, James Ramsay MacDonald 
and the rest had all of them proclaimed 
themselves the Marxist leadership of a 
Marxist party it need not have a made 
one iota of difference to its future devel-
opment. 

Finally the change of name in this 
issue brings to mind an even earlier pub-
lication of ours, The Communist. Such 
understanding as I have of the substance 
of Marx and Engels’ position on British 
working class politics comes initially 
from articles the late Nina Stead/Fish-
man wrote for that grand old magazine 
in the seventies. Which is not to suggest 
for a moment that she would agree with 
the current shape of us. 

from page 2

The number of  housing benefit 
recipients in Great Britain increased 
by 881,920 between August 2007 and 
October 2011. The number of  recipi-
ents for each year were: August 2007- 
4,040,000; November 2008- 4,171,940; 
October 2009- 4,568,730; October 2010- 
4,789,490; October 2011-4,921,920. 
Written PA.  8/2/12.

As at 15 January 2012 the number 
of UK domiciled applicants to full-time 
undergraduate courses in the UK`̀ `̀ `̀ `̀  
was 43,881 fewer than the equivalent 
date in 2011. The total numbers were: 
506,388 in January 2011 and 462,507 in 
January 2012. Written PA 20/2/12.

The total amount of grant in aid al-
located to the royal household in each of 
the last six years was as follows: 2006-
07 £15.745 million; 

continued on page 11
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Michael Gove: Do we misunder-
stand him?

Education Minister for England, 
Michael Gove, is undoubtedly a libertar-
ian, and unmistakably on the right.  How-
ever, in a cabinet of 29 millionaires, his 
childhood was not ‘gold plated’ like those 
of Cameron, Clegg or Osborne.  And his 
educational instincts do not, to me, ap-
pear to be “at one” with a lazy “same old 
Tories” line of attack that unions may be 
in danger of falling for and settling on.

Gove was adopted at 4 months by an 
Aberdeen fish merchant and his laborato-
ry assistant wife. He was state educated 
before winning a scholarship to Robert 
Gordon’s College. He appears passionate 
about education and claims to want to 
offer the largest number of children the 
best opportunities.

His basic thinking, that Heads and 
Teachers are better placed to run schools 
than politicians or civil servants derives 
from a Scottish inspired philosophical 
approach. He is inspired by Professor 
Lindsay Paterson of Edinburgh Universi-
ty and by the Scottish Democratic Intel-
lect – an approach to education defined 
by the late Scottish philosopher, George 
Davie. Davie was a close friend of radi-
cal Nationalist poet Hugh MacDiarmuid 
and as far from a Tory as it is possible 
to be.

Paterson is an admirer of Davie and 
a major critic of the Curriculum  for Ex-
cellence  being introduced into Scottish 
schools.  Significantly, one early Gove 
move was to block a similar curricular 
change which Ed Balls had agreed in 
principle for England’s primary schools.

Gove is inspired by the Paterson’s be-

lief that all children, whatever their fam-
ily background or income, should have 
access to excellence.  He has highlighted, 
for instance, the visit of Manchester 
United manager, Sir Alex Ferguson’s to 
his old school, Govan High – at which 
Ferguson (after diplomatically praising 
the teachers) chided the school for no 
longer offering History!  He said that a 
knowledge of your country’s past is sure-
ly essential to be an active citizen in the 
present, whatever your profession, but 
that children in Govan – to Ferguson’s 
regret – no longer had that opportunity.

Gove recently wrote that he was “in-
debted” to Paterson, quoting Paterson’s 

“The Renewal of Social Democratic Edu-
cational Thought in Scotland”

“The  anger  of  radical  campaigners 
against  a  divided  secondary  education 
was because it denied working class peo-
ple access  to a general  education;  they 
shared the aim of extending access to the 
best that has been thought and said …the 
democratic  intellect was  to be as much 
about the intellect as the access to it; and 
yet  policy  since  the  1980’s  has  rather 
neglected  the  importance  of  enabling 
students  to  engage  properly  with  intel-
lectual difficulty and intellectual worth.

Instead  policy  has  approached  the 
problem  of  motivation  by  diluting  seri-
ousness,  by  fragmenting  difficult  pro-
grammes of study  into modularised seg-
ments  and  by  trying  to  divert  students 
into  intellectually  undemanding  course 
of ostensible vocational relevance.”

Gove’s belief is that Free Schools 
can address this “dilution  of  serious-
ness”.  He spoke at the Association of 
Teachers and Lecturers conference in 
2010 of his admiration for the Knowl-

edge is Power Programme (KIPP) started 
in 1994 by young teachers concerned at 
the low numbers of inner city children 
making it to College in the United States. 
KIPP schools (endorsed, incidentally, by 
Barack Obama) in inner city Houston 
and the South Bronx in New York have 
seen performance in English and Maths 
improve radically.

In regard to curriculum, there is 
some merit in the view that Gove is 
seeking to “recreate the 1950’s”. How-
ever, it would be intellectually lazy  to 
dismiss the ground that Gove stands on 
as being “same old Tories” – no matter 
whether that hat fits some of the million-
aire Thatcherite Tories, or the far right 

“Orange Book” Liberals who form his 
colleagues in Cabinet.

Unions to run schools: If you can’t 
beat ‘em, join ‘em?

One positive approach, has been 
taken up taken up by the Co-Opera-
tive movement, who have started to run 
schools driven by the co-operative and 
mutualist ethos. 

The Co-operative School Trust mod-
el enables schools to set themselves up as 
co-operatives. They follow co-operative 
values and use a membership structure 
to engage parents, carers, pupils, teach-
ers, staff and the local community. 

The Co-op have found that schools 
can really benefit from using co-op-
erative values & principles to develop 
a school ethos. It helps add value to the 
culture of the school and it develops pu-
pils’ understanding of the world too. 

Do We Misunderstand?
In last month’s Labour and Trade Union Review, Mark 
Langhammer considered education union objections to 
Michael Gove attempts to “marketise” education through the 
creation of free-standing “Free Schools” and “Academies”.  
This month, he proposes a change in trade union tactics on the 
issue.
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The first Co-operative Trust School 
was Reddish Vale Technology College 
in Stockport, which was established 
in April 2008. The Co-operative Trust 
School model is supported by the De-
partment of Education, which has pub-
lished a booklet about it.1  

There are now over 100 co-opera-
tive schools, which are supported by the 
secondary co-operative the Schools Co-
operative Society which have adopted 
the co-operative trust model.  The Co-
operative College is supporting many 
more schools in the process of becoming 
co-operative trusts.2 

So, which way to go?  Continue in 
outright opposition to academies and 
free schools, or try and salvage some-
thing from the wreckage by setting up 
Union Free Schools?

Gove’s Free School experiment  is 
not, as I understand, to oblige all such 
schools to follow his particular educa-
tional philosophy.  He has no difficulty 
with private sponsors profiting from 
running schools. He is also a genuine 
libertarian.  His view, in regard to edu-
cational philosophy behind Free Schools, 
is to “Let a thousand flowers bloom”. 

Should unions not recognise that 
Gove’s educational perspective (even 
though we may disagree fundamentally 
with it) is grounded in a genuine and re-
spectable intellectual and philosophical 
strand of thought?  And (whilst recog-
nizing the centralising nature of the ini-
tiative in political terms) could schools 
really not benefit from some loosening 
of prescription in educational terms? 

What would a Union Free School 
look like?  

A Union Free School would be true 
to union philosophy. It would:

•	 Encourage socially bal-
anced intakes;

• Be non selective;

• Would, in the tradition of 
the WEA and Ruskin College, 
promote an education with trade 
union, mutual and co-operative 

values, as well as valuing educa-
tion for global solidarity; several 
education unions have well-devel-
oped ideas on curriculum.3

• Give genuine equal weight to 
General/Academic and Applied/Vo-
cational education;

• Operate on a Not-for-Profit 
basis;

• Demonstrate trade union 
ideas/practice on Social Partnership 
and Industrial Democracy, with 
Boards of Governors made up of 
Teachers, Ancillary Staff, Parents, 
Political and Community Interests;

• Link with the Local Author-
ity, formally or informally;

• Collaborate with other 
schools, sharing facilities and assets 
on a mutually beneficial manner;

• Would promote trade union 
organisation and adopt civilised 
employment and HR policies and 
practice;

• Would peg pay to National 
scales (if they still exist). In the ab-
sence of National Pay Bargaining, 
unions could practice wage com-
pression (ie that the gap between top 
and bottom salaries would contract 
over time with senior management 
salaries pegged to an ever lower ra-
tio of the median wage);

• Adopt the principles of the 
“Spirit Level” research4 – ie that 
more equal societies are healthier, 
happier, better educated, more pro-
ductive, suffer less from criminality, 
mental illness etc.

Union Free Schools: Why Do It ?  

The arguments in favour are various. 
Union Free School could be a radical 
educational test bed. Unions would get a 
test bed of schools to do what Education 
Unions should love to do - run things!  
Not whingeing about what’s wrong – but 
doing what’s right. There would be sig-
nificant research interest, with the Sut-
ton Trust, Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 

academics and others)  who would be 
interested in following our progress.

Unions could have their cake and 
eat it - whilst retaining trade union op-
position to the “free for all” dog-eat-dog 
principles which may apply in other 
Free Schools / Academies, unions could 
be insulating the themselves from the 
worst effects of the policy, long term.

Unions which ran schools could even 
boost membership, maybe considerably. 
Experience of running schools would 
make a teachers union more attractive 
to teachers in other Free Schools/Acad-
emies.

Finally there is the “Inside  the  tent 
…” argument.  Undermining the nega-
tive intent of Free Schools policy from 
within (eg on Pay, Conditions, union 
recognition etc) would follow in an hon-
ourable tradition.  For instance, the UK’s 
behaviour since joining the EEC (now 
EU) in the 1970’s has had the purpose 
and effect of wrecking the Christian 
Democratic social Europe from within.  
Unions, by running a group of schools 
seriously, and to union values, could do 
exactly the same. Running a group of 
Free Schools need not compromise well 
grounded union opposition to the wider 
marketisation effects of the implementa-
tion of the Free Schools policy.

The only thing that the Labour and 
trade union movement needs now is the 
Balls to do it!
 Mark Langhammer is a member of the (Irish) 

Labour Party, an education trade unionist and 

an elected member of the Irish Congress of 

Trade Unions

(Footnotes)
1 See http://www.co-operative.coop/

membership/local-communities/co-

operative-schools/co-operative-trust-

schools/
2 For further information see the Co-operative 

College web page or contact trusts@co-op.ac.

uk 
3 ATL “A Learners curriculum, Towards a 

Curriculum for the 21st Century” www.atl.

org.uk 
4 The Spirit Level,Why Equality is better for 

everyone: Kate Pickett & Richard  Wilkinson, 

Penguin Books 2009

http://www.co-operative.coop/membership/local-communities/co-operative-schools/co-operative-trust-schools/
http://www.co-operative.coop/membership/local-communities/co-operative-schools/co-operative-trust-schools/
http://www.co-operative.coop/membership/local-communities/co-operative-schools/co-operative-trust-schools/
http://www.co-operative.coop/membership/local-communities/co-operative-schools/co-operative-trust-schools/
mailto:trusts@co-op.ac.uk
mailto:trusts@co-op.ac.uk
http://www.atl.org.uk
http://www.atl.org.uk
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A happy presidential campaign

The main candidates project a happy 
glow around themselves in the media; 
they visit the Agriculture Show, Hollande 
spent 10 hours there and got himself pho-
tographed washing down a cow; Sarkozy 
sagely got there at 7.30 in the morning, 
remembering his less than felicitous 
encounters in the past with the crowd; 
Hollande and Bayrou make much of their 
rural origins, on which terrain they beat 
Sarkozy who is irremediably urban.  

So candidates glorify France’s agri-
cultural world.  They also talk of French 
industry: it will be defended!  Sarkozy 
will not let his steel industry disappear.  
He is talking to Mr Mittal, who controls 
French steel making, about the plant at 
Florange in the North, and even though 
it is shut down, it will reopen.  Bayrou 
tells the electorate to buy French.  We are 
back in the good old days of farm and 
factory.

No-one talks about the Banlieues, 
their inhabitants don’t vote much and 
therefore don’t count; there will be 
crocodile tears shed when the next bout 
of unrest occurs, but at the moment the 
topic is firmly out of sight.

The same with Libya; once the presi-
dent’s hour of glory, it is now consigned 
to oblivion.  Le  Monde mentioned the 
embarrassed silence with which the West 
greets the reports from human rights or-
ganizations regarding abuses there after 
the heroic liberation; it also mentioned 
that the Benghazi militias are still rebel-
ling against any would-be central au-
thority; defending the Benghazi rebels, 
if anyone wanted to remember, was the 
reason the West bombed the country.

No, all is sweetness and light.  If they 
want to stoke controversy, journalists 
ask the candidates if they agree that gay 
marriage would be a good thing.  The 

required answer by the way is yes; it is 
time the French caught up with their en-
lightened neighbours in this day and age, 
but some are dragging their feet slightly.  
Only Sarkozy, of the top candidates, is 
not agreeing yet.  Even when told that 
polls say the population is in majority in 
favour!  Will he hold out on principle?  
One of his aids said on television that the 
President does not follow opinion polls 
when making up his mind.  Can one be-
lieve this?  

Promises

Since it is spring and all sweetness 
and light, may I be allowed to quote 
Charlotte Bronte?  No French author 
springs to mind saying the same thing in 
a novel.

“I have to say that your views, and 
those of most extreme politicians, are 
such as none but men in an irresponsi-
ble position can advocate; and they are 
purely opposition views, meant only to 
be talked about, and never intended to be 
acted on.  Make you Prime Minister of 
England tomorrow, and you would have 
to abandon them.” (The young Shirley, 
speaking in the novel of the same name, 
1849).

Would Francois Hollande’s claim 
that he would tax the super-rich at 75% 
on their second million Euro fall in that 
category of an irresponsible position?

It certainly is a spur of the moment 
claim, not in the least present in the orig-
inal political programme.

In reaction to this announcement, 
(and since it is assumed that increasing 
tax at that level will produce tax exiles) 
commentators named some present tax 
exiles.

2000 of the French super-rich do 
not pay tax in France; tennis players 
e.g. Moresmo pay tax in Switzerland, 
as do the heirs of such firms as Peugeot, 
Rothschild, Guerlain, Bouygues, Chanel, 
Hermès, Seb, Moulinex and Bic.  Also 
show people like Halliday and Adjani; 
the Auchan (supermarkets) pay in Bel-
gium, and other businessmen pay in the 
UK.  There are another 900 fortunes who 
leave France each year, according to a 
liberal think-tank.

Mention of Guerlain reminds one that 
another cosmetic giant, l’Oreal, pays tax 
in France, and is ironically the only one 
to get hounded by the media on the mat-
ter of tax.  It is the case that Sarkozy did 
introduce legislation to limit the amount 
of tax one could pay, and this did result 
in a rebate for Madame Bettencourt, the 
l’Oreal person.

This absurd inconsistency, to hound 
those who pay and never mention, except 
in general terms, those who don’t pay, 
does not give critics much credibility.

The deindustrialization of France 

Meanwhile reality continues.  Anoth-
er successful firm is shut down, Albany 
International France.  It employed 138 
people in a small town in central France, 
St Junien, in the manufacture of industri-
al type felt and other material.  That firm 
was bought 10 years ago by an American 
pension fund.  It has received French 
taxpayers’ money to finance training, 
research and development, reduction of 
working week, and short time working, 
according to the mayor.

The reason for shutting it down is 
that prospects for 2015 are not good.  

Here is an American announcement 

Froggy
News From Accross The Channel
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of the closure:

“February 23, 2012 08:45 AM East-
ern Time

Albany International Announces 
Capacity Consolidation in France to 
Maintain Competitiveness of its Global 
PMC/EF Business

ROCHESTER, N.H. --Albany Inter-
national Corp. (NYSE:AIN) announced 
today that its subsidiary, Albany Interna-
tional France S.A., has initiated consul-
tation with the employee works council 
in France regarding a proposal to cease 
operations at the Company’s engineered 
fabrics production facility in St. Junien. 
Under the proposal, production of engi-
neered fabrics would be transferred to 
the Company’s Sélestat, France, manu-
facturing operation. Consultation will 
be completed in accordance with appli-
cable French legislation.

The proposed action at St. Junien in 
no way reflects on the performance of 
the affected employees, but is driven by 
existing and anticipated market condi-
tions.”

The products are modern and will 
remain in demand, as shown by the 
firm’s own words: “Albany International 
is a global advanced textiles and materi-
als processing company, with two core 
businesses. Process Machine Clothing is 
the world’s leading producer of custom-
designed fabrics and belts essential to 
production in the paper, nonwovens, and 
other process industries. Albany Engi-
neered Composites is a rapidly growing 
supplier of highly engineered composite 
parts for the aerospace industry. In ad-
dition, the Company’s PrimaLoft® Prod-
ucts is a supplier of high-performance 
insulation materials for outerwear and 
home furnishings.”

The consequences of the closure for 
the employees involved and their fami-
lies, and the people around them are an 
immense change.  People will not have 
worthwhile employment, in terms either 
of wages or job satisfaction.  Their chil-
dren will see that, and where will the 
incentive be to take school seriously or 
trust in the future?   It is happening all 
over France, and it is happening piece 
meal, with each group of affected work-

ers reacting in isolation.  The enclosures 
in England, which changed the face of 
England, happened piece meal also, and 
no one could or did anything about it.  

The process of industrialization be-
gan as a social disaster.  M. Moore, the 
love interest in Shirley, the novel quoted 
above, is a mill owner soundly hated by 
all in the village where he lives because 
his machines cause the people to starve 
from want of employment.  The process 
of deindustrialization is a social disas-
ter.

The unions

Are the unions trying to do some-
thing about deindustrialisation or even 
consider the question?  The most they do 
is support workers on a piece meal basis, 
being present at each stricken factory, 
on a strictly local basis.  The workers 
themselves demonstrate with anger and 
despair, but that anger and despair lead 
nowhere.

The CFDT leader rebuked the CGT 
leader, Thibault, for claiming at a meet-
ing that few of his listeners would vote 
Sarkozy; this was meddling in politics.  
On 29 February the same Thibaultre-
plied coyly to an interviewer on France 
Inter that he could not say who he would 
vote for, since unions were neutral in 
politics.

But they are not neutral in politics 
in practice; too often they obstruct as a 
matter of principle what the government 
wants, without offering alternatives that 
could be negotiated and agreed upon.

By doing that they give a free hand 
to employers and finance firms.  Their 
pointless systematic opposition does not 
leave them with clean hands.

Sailing glory

Having temporarily left the happy 
glow of the elections, we must return to 
a positive key.

France is known for her sailing 
heroes; one of them is actually British, 
Ellen MacArthur, who named her boat 
Adonf, a French modern slang term 

meaning “Let’s give it all we have”.  An 
earlier heroine, Florence Arthaud, inter-
viewed at the end of February on France 
Inter, recalled the days of circling the 
oceans alone with the immensity of the 
waves and the starry night, before GPS 
and mobile telephony.  The sponsors 
were not even obsessed with money; Ar-
thaud recalls them telling her to look af-
ter herself, and they didn’t care so much 
if she won or not.  

Asked the obligatory question “And 
how tough was it for you, in a man’s 
world?”  She replied, after a moment’s 
silence at the crassness of the question: 

“Sailors are not at all macho, they are 
sensitive, romantic people, they like 
women; they are a closed world, you are 
accepted on your qualities as a sailor.”

from page 7

2007-08 £16.221 million; 2008-09 
£16.504 million; 2009-10 £15.530 mil-
lion; 2010-11 £15.054 million; 2011-12 
£15.054 million. Grand total £94.108 
million. Note: grant in aid is paid for 
property services for the occupied royal 
palaces in England and royal commu-
nications and information. Written PA 
20/2/12.

The following ten employers received 
the most funding for apprenticeships in 
the 2010-11 academic year: (i) McDon-
ald’s Restaurants Ltd. £10,176,007.85. (ii) 
British Gas Services. £3,703,673.69. (iii) 
British Telecommunications Public Ltd 
Company. £3,176, 988.96. (iv) Phones 
4u Ltd. £2,915,751.99. (v) Bae Systems 
Plc. £2,797,402,5. (vi) Network Rail 
Infrastructure Ltd. £1,934,953.95. (vii) 
TUI UK Ltd. £1,893,502.34. (viii) Toni 
and Guy UK Training Ltd. £1,549,046. 
(ix) Jarvis Training Management Ltd. 
£1,432,434.49. (x) Tesco Stores Ltd. 
£1,354,278.77. Written PA 21/2/12.

In 2010-11, total UK benefit ex-
penditure was £152,362,000, of which 
£3,007,000 was paid to people living 
outside the UK. State pension accounted 
for £2,915,000 of the £3,007,000. The 
rest of the latter expenditure included 
£41 million for incapacity benefit, 

continued on page 19
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By Dave Chapel
[No. 1, April 1987, LTUR Vol.1 No.2]

  A month or so back, I was shown a 
draft guideline for writers for a proposed 
new left-wing newspaper.  The gist of it 
was that this newspaper would respect 
the sacred cows of left-wing theology.  
Certain things, such as actions by a union, 
would not be criticised.  “Four legs good, 
two legs bad” came to mind.

I feel, therefore, that I’d better begin 
this column with a bit of a health warn-
ing:  it will seriously damage your preju-
dices.  What the trade union movement 
desperately needs is a journal unwilling 
to spare its feelings.  And its feelings will 
not be spared here.  Life’s too short and 
there’s so much to be done.

So beware the red triangle, read on, 
and let’s have your comments.

The Miners

The NUM [National Union of Mine-
workers] pulling itself together is an even 
less pretty sight than the NUM tearing 
itself apart.  Still, the fact that it is pull-
ing itself together at all is, I suppose, 
something to be thankful for.  There 

isn’t any sign of open and honest debate 
on the year-long strike.  This would be 
a healthy thing, both for the NUM and 
for the movement as a whole.  Instead, 
we are seeing a kind of falsifying of his-
tory.  So I suppose it is no surprise that 
the practice is carried on in the NUM 
by CP members Mick McGahey and 
George Bolton.  Whatever else one may 
say about Communist Party members, 
they have never been known to exhibit a 
death wish.  They are survivors above all 
else—unlike honest revolutionaries like 
poor old Arthur Scargill.

We are given to understand—though, 
of course, never told—by the McGahey 
camp that the strike was all the fault of 
a certain Yorkshire megalomaniac, and 
that now these CP ‘moderates’ must pick 
up the pieces.  In fact it was Mick Mc-
Gahey, with his “we will not be consti-
tutionalised out of a strike” speech, who 
stopped the union balloting its members 
and ultimately led to the break-up of the 
movement’s vanguard union.  Not Arthur 
Scargill.

McGahey’s cover-up has been so 
successful that the media have been posi-
tively drooling over him and his protégé, 

Eric Clarke, as Clarke has sought to suc-
ceed McGahey as NUM Vice-President.  
Fair enough!  We are men of the world.  
If that’s how things must be done in the 
NUM, so be it.  And if it helps an ac-
commodation with the UDM [Union of 
Democratic Mineworkers], some good 
will have come of it.  I have to admit 
that such indecent behaviour is likely to 
achieve far more than the wimpish whin-
ing of the union’s ‘decent man’, Peter 
Heathfield.

And what of the UDM?  In spite of 
propaganda to the contrary, the UDM 
was never a Spencer Union, a Company 
Union.  Its current confrontation with 
British Coal makes that clear.  The UDM 
set itself the task of replacing the NUM.  
And many of us, conscious of the mess 
the NUM was in, may have wished it 
luck.

It has failed.  And, having failed, it 
has no further progressive role.  The 
sooner it can re-unite with the NUM, the 
better.  But to expect straightforward 
reunification is unrealistic, even with an 
Eric Clarke NUM.

Nevertheless, steps forward can be 

Trade Union Notes

Our friend and colleague Conor Lynch died last month. Conor was associated with this magazine from 
its inception writing on a wide range of subjects. Prior to his association with this magazine Conor cut 

his teeth in Republican politics before embarking on a practical analysis of developments within the British 
Labour movement. With other members of what was to become The Labour and Trade Union Review, he 
became involved with the fight for workers control, writing and taking a leading role in agitating for acceptance 
of the Bullock report. With the rejection of Bullock it was evident that Politics in the UK was likely to move 
off in very different direction. In 1987 the Labour and Trade Union Review was formed to provide analysis of 
the Labour movement and to develop an intellectual basis for the development of socialist politics. 

 Conor was a incisive writer, cutting through the layers of rhetoric to lay bare the essential underlying 
arguments.  Not afraid to criticize, his criticism was always based on sound, practical, socialist principles. 

In tribute to our friend and colleague, we have reprinted Conor’s first Trade Union Notes (writing as Dave 
Chapel).

A Tribute to Conor Lynch
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taken.  The air of hostility from both 
the NUM and the Labour Party can be 
lifted.  In the case of the Labour Party, 
this can be done by a recognition that 
the UDM was formed because of a rea-
sonable grievance and not because of 
some inherent scab mentality in Not-
tinghamshire.  (In 1972, 1974 and 1981, 
Notts was 100% solid.  No other area 
could make this claim.)

The idea for unity that I would like 
to float is an indirect unity.  The single 
biggest block to victory in 1984 for the 
NUM was the absence of general trade 
union support—but especially the ab-
sence of support from the primary users 
of coal, the power workers.  This hap-
pened because the power workers were 
not prepared to sacrifice themselves and 
the whole country for a cause which they 
saw was undemocratic.

A merger between the EETPU 
[Electrical, Electronic, Telecommuni-
cations and Plumbing Union] and the 
NUM makes great sense.  Admittedly, 
sensible mergers in our movement are 
few and far between. But such a merger 
would ensure that any future miners’ 
strike would succeed while at the same 
time ensuring that no strike would occur 
without both just cause and the demo-
cratic decision of the members. It would 
also enable the UDM to come back into 
the fold.

 
Tory danger

Conservative trade union legislation 
over the last seven years hasn’t done us 
any real harm.  And much of it has done 
a lot of good.  That’s not quite the thing 
to say, I know, but it’s true.  We all know 
that it’s true.

Many of us knew it was true at the 
time of the legislation itself, but very 
few of us were prepared to say so.  That 
kind of playing at ostriches has had un-
fortunate consequences and could have 
catastrophic consequences.  It is the old 
story of the boy who cried wolf.

Mrs. Thatcher shows every sign 
of winning the next election.  As trade 
unionists we may not like this.  But we 
do ourselves and our members no ser-
vice by failing to prepare for the conse-

quences of a Tory victory.

One consequence could be the pro-
posed Tory trade union legislation.  It is 
of an entirely new order altogether.  Ef-
fectively what is proposed is the ending 
of the right to strike collectively.  The 
decision to withdraw labour is to be an 
individual decision.

Even after a ballot, the union will 
have no sanction against anyone who re-
fuses to strike.  There would be no point 
in even having a picket line.

Now this is a serious attack on basic 
trade union rights.  The earlier legisla-
tion was not such an attack.  Unfortu-
nately, we said time and again that it was.  
It was soon clear to our colleagues that 
their rights were under no threat.  Why 
should they believe us this time?  Have 
we cried wolf once too often?

If a new Tory government brings in 
its proposed legislation, it can be defeat-
ed only by a combination of intelligent 
public relations and massive (as well 
as intelligent) industrial action.  Over 
the last seven or so years we have made 
both of these more and more difficult to 
achieve.

There is, however, one ray of hope. 
By some miracle, the movement failed 
to cut from itself its two strongest com-
ponents.  The EETPU and the AUEW 
[Amalgamated Union of Engineering 
Workers] are still with us.  But it is ironic 
that we can only be saved by those who 
have been vilified and pilloried for the 
last seven years.

 
Wapping

While SOGAT [Society of Graphi- [Society of Graphi-
cal and Allied Trades] and the NGA 
[National Graphical Association] may 
not be exactly celebrating the end of the 
Wapping dispute with Mr. Murdoch, they 
are clearly damn glad it has ended.  The 
Fleet Street chapels are roundly loathed 
in both unions and, among the rank and 
file at least, there is even a feeling that 
they have got their just deserts.

For years the Fleet Street minority 
have dominated the print unions, ensur-
ing that their own wages and conditions 

are second to none but doing nothing 
about the wages and conditions of the 
rest of the members—which in most 
places are pretty awful.

More than that, Fleet Street has 
never been afraid to rub its power in.  
In the London NGA, for example, it is 
common for Fleet Street representatives 
to catcall and make loud derogatory 
asides throughout debates which do not 
directly concern them.

It is understandable, therefore, that 
SOGAT and NGA members, for the most 
part, never supported the Wapping dis-
pute and often gloated over Murdoch’s 
victory.  It may be understandable.  But 
it is not good enough.

Fleet Street printers may be a bunch 
of arrogant, right-wing, money-grab-
bers, prepared to walk all over their 
colleagues.  But if you let yourself be 
walked over, we live in a world where 
there is always a goodly crowd willing 
and able to do the walking.

The general membership of the print 
unions have only themselves to blame 
for their treatment in the past.  Things 
have come to a pretty pass indeed when 
they need Mr. Murdoch to sort out their 
lives for them.

There are, indeed, organisational 
difficulties for the majority asserting 
their power.  Most are in small shops as 
against the mass concentrations in Fleet 
Street.  But the unions do facilitate a 
change.  Virtually every major position 
and proposal is subject to a postal ballot.  
And it isn’t all that difficult for even a 
small shop to propose a candidate or a 
resolution.

The defeat at Wapping could begin 
a new era in the print unions.  But only 
if the non-Fleet Street members get an 
injection of backbone and do something 
for themselves.

 
The policy without a party

Why do people associate the Labour 
Party with the ‘loony Left’ but fail to 
associate the Tory Party with its fringe?  
After all, the ‘loony Right’ is by far the 
craziest collection of freaks and nutcas-
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es ever to have entered politics.

Some people blame the press.  But 
TV and Radio, which are far more influ-
ential, devote a lot more time to exposing 
the Right—sometimes falsely.

The answer, I think, lies in the fact 
that there is in the Tory Party a solid cen-
tre which is absent in the Labour Party.  
Thatcher, Tebbit, Baker, Heseltine et al. 
have coherent policies on mainstream 
matters.  And they have a coherent world 
view—minimum state interference but 
maximum effectiveness where the state 
does intervene.

Labour’s policies on unemployment, 
housing, health etc. promise no more 
than those of the Tories.  They merely 
propose to change the mix in the mixed 
economy a little bit.  So the biggest dif-
ference perceived by the voters lies in the 
political margins.

Labour did once, for a brief period, 
have a very different solid core to its pol-
icies.  Eleven years ago it opted for de-
mocratisation of a kind which made Tory 
schemes for profit sharing and gambling 

with Telecom shares look silly.  Labour 
opted for industrial democracy.

Ten years ago, the government-spon-
sored Bullock Committee recommended 
a total change in company law allowing 
workers an equal share with share-hold-
ers in the running of Britain’s commer-
cial and industrial enterprises.  It put the 
people who do the work in control.

As these policies were debated, noth-
ing was heard about Labour’s lunatic 
fringe—and we’ve always been healthy 
enough in the past to have a lunatic fringe 
and to be able to live with it.

Had Labour gone into any election 
since 1977 on a programme of industrial 
democracy, the lunatic fringe wouldn’t 
have got a mention—it would have been 
kept where it belongs, firmly on the mar-
gin—and I believe we would have won.

But industrial democracy was reject-
ed by our very conservative leadership.  
They opted for class struggle when class 
victory was on offer.  And it wasn’t just 
the Frank Chapples and Arthur Scargills 
and Hughie Scanlons who rejected prog-

ress.

One of the first to rush into print, in 
the New Statesman, to attack the Bullock 
recommendations was our present leader, 
Neil Kinnock.  The result is that his own 
policies are reduced to tinkering with 
this and tinkering with that.

Industrial democracy would have 
avoided the miners’ strike.  It would 
have avoided the never-ending teachers’ 
dispute.  And, doubtless, in its absence, 
there will be many more damaging and 
unnecessary disputes (as Arthur would 
say) in the years ahead.

But that only means that industrial 
democracy is still on the agenda.  The 
leaders may still be blind to its necessity.  
But the problems it alone can solve will 
still remain with us, until leaders of the 
required calibre come to the fore.  Lead-
ers who prepared.  

Last month social partnership 
was discussed in the Review 

and it was pointed out that the 
demand for social partnership ought 
to be a priority for the trade union 
movement and that one area in 
which it could make a start was  
vocational education.

How a society treats its young people 
is one mark of how civilised it is. On this 
count Britain does very badly indeed. 
British children are brought up to be con-
sumers. Not only are they brought up to be 
consumers of electrical goods, clothing, 
mobile phones etc. but they are increas-
ingly encouraged to consume education. 
There is one problem with this proposi-
tion: education is not a consumption 
good which one can purchase and make 
use of or not as one pleases. Education 
is not something that you have done to 

you, it is something that cannot really be 
given to you without at least some meas-
ure of consent from you, albeit consent 
that is often only given after a great deal 
of social pressure is exerted. But British 
children are encouraged to think that 
education is something that teachers are 
paid to give them. They can be excused 
for thinking this since they can see that 
their schools and teachers are punished if 
they fail to educate them, while they are 
not. However, it is an illusion to suppose 
that one can become educated without 
participating in the enterprise of making 
oneself educated.

So British schools produce a great 
many uneducated people. And, in fair-
ness to them, the labour market does 
not encourage them to become educated 
either. There is little in the way of voca-

tional education, or even training, that 
prepares people for satisfying occupa-
tions. The proportion of 16-24 year olds 
who actually go into an apprenticeship 
that actually merits the name is probably 
about 2% of the age cohort, if that. The 
comparable figure for Germany is 61%. 
German young people do apprentice-
ships that not only continue the education 
that they were receiving at school but are 
equipped to take part in demanding occu-
pations in which they exercise responsi-
bility and have an established career path. 
Only about 2% fail to have any sort of 
vocational education that does not lead to 
a qualification. Youth unemployment is 
around 9.9% in Germany; in Britain it is 
21%. A key difference between the two 
countries however, is that the young Ger-
man will eventually gain a worthwhile 
qualification which will get him a good 
job. The labour market in Britain is un-
demanding of skills and ability. British 
workers do not need to be skilled in order 

Vocational Education in Britain
Doing Something Worthwhile for our Young People

Christopher Winch
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to get a job and very often it is of no help 
to be qualified, particularly if that quali-
fication is a vocational one at level 2. 
Many are condemned to drift from one 
low paid and insecure job to the next.

But many people have such quali-
fications, because this and the previous 
government thought that it was a good 
idea that people with poor educational 
achievement should have one, even if it 
was palpably of little or no use. Partly 
this was deliberate fraud, making it look 
as if people had high level abilities de-
sired in the labour market when there 
was no evidence that this was so. Partly 
it was wishful thinking that there were 
employers out there who were desper-
ate to employ individuals with abilities 
gained through qualifications  so that 
they could run their businesses better. 
But this is all nonsense and is known 
to be nonsense by practically everyone 
who has looked into the matter. The ex-
ception is senior politicians who have 
wilfully closed their eyes and ears to 
the evidence or who have had it shielded 
from them by their civil servants. Lack 
of employer demand for skills is the 
elephant in the room that no politician 
wishes to acknowledge. If they did it 
would mean that they would be obliged 
to make employers face up to their re-
sponsibilities and that would contradict 
the neoliberal ideology that they are all 
signed up to. In that Wonderland, the 
market is always right and therefore em-
ployers are always right about the kind 
of employee that they require. The only 
thing that could possibly go wrong is 
‘market failure’ when somehow employ-
er demand fails to draw a response from 
the supplier (in this case the further edu-
cation college or trainer). The solution, 
therefore, is to pretend that there is a de-
mand that needs to be met by increasing 
the supply of skills. Hence the spurious 
schemes like ‘Train to Gain’ so beloved 
of Gordon Brown. They fooled nobody 
in the labour market, least of all employ-
ers, although many of those employers 
are happy to pocket the subsidies that 
are available to ease the pain of ‘market 
failure’.

But perhaps this is unfair on employ-
ers. After all, why they should employ 
an educated sixteen year old who has no 
sense of responsibility or dispositions to 
work steadily? Or why should they pro-

vide an apprenticeship when the appren-
tice can be poached before the employer 
can enjoy the fruits of his investment? 
These are fair points, just as it is fair to 
complain that employers have been cod-
dled for decades by governments who 
are incapable of reminding them that 
they have some responsibilities to their 
society. Or by trade unions who cannot 
be bothered to do something that would 
benefit their members and future mem-
bers. 

The current government claims that 
it is doing something about this matter 
and that at long last genuine appren-
ticeship is coming into its own. But 
they have not given up the pernicious 
practice of Gordon Brown of calling 
practically everything that moves an 
apprenticeship. They too are addicted 
to spurious figures showing marvellous 
increases in British skill levels. An ap-
prenticeship requires that one be edu-
cated and have some conception of what 
it is to turn up for work and do a good 
day’s toil. It should provide at least three 
years of workplace experience at gradu-
ally increasing levels of responsibility, 
instruction in the theory lying behind 
one’s practice and continuing general 
education. By the end of that three years 
the employer should be recouping his 
initial investment and the increasing 
wage of the apprentice should reflect 
his growing ability. In other words, the 
work-related part of an apprenticeship 
should more or less pay for itself and the 
government should only foot the bill for 
continuing general education.

It is also the government’s business 
to ensure that children become educated 
while they are at school. However, this 
can be difficult when those same young 
people are fully aware that the labour 
market is not particularly demanding of 
skills. The fact that they are encouraged 
to consume education rather than par-
ticipate in beoming educated does not 
help either. This point was made very el-
oquently, if unconsciously by Katharine 
Birbal Singh, current educational hero-
ine of the Conservative Party in her 
memoir ‘To Sir with Love’. Successive 
governments are also clearly guilty of 
betraying young people by progressively 
running down and dismantling careers 
and transition advice to the stage that the 
once quite useful careers service is now 

nothing more than a website. This has 
taken place when youth unemployment 
is at its highest for 30 years. Perhaps 
they have done it because they realise 
that there is nothing much on offer for 
those who are not going on to University 
(more than half of the age cohort), but 
they don’t have the guts to say it.

Beyond this, governments have a 
responsibility to make sure that employ-
ers demand skilled and qualified work-
ers. They can do this by insisting on a 
levy of about 0.5% of payroll which is 
recouped when it is earmarked by the 
employer for the provision of vocational 
education. This discourages poaching 
and incentivises employers to get their 
money back by providing vocational ed-
ucation, or at least some training.  They 
can also insist that certain occupations 
only admit individuals who are properly 
qualified, thus reducing the well-known 
British phenomenon of the ‘cowboy’ a 
scourge of a range of occupations. 

Yes, employers will scream at the 
emergence of the regulatory state and 
no doubt politicians’ rhetoric about the 
nanny state would become virulent. It 
is clear that the Labour Party has no 
stomach whatsoever for doing any-
thing that might upset employers, even 
though it might help those who look to 
them to defend their interests. But the 
trade unions should be doing something 
about this issue. They should be negoti-
ating with employers to provide proper 
apprenticeships and pressurising politi-
cians of all parties to look again at the 
regulation of vocational education and 
the provision of a proper school to work 
transition, labour market and careers 
service for young people. They can also 
do what the electricians’ union once did; 
lay on vocational education and tempt 
employers to pay for it. No party will 
do pressurise employers without union 
pressure – the Labour Party will prob-
ably not do it anyway. Maybe it is time 
for the trades unions to think seriously 
about developing a non-liberal party 
that will actually attend to the interests 
of employees and those who hope, one 
day, to be employed.  

Next month I will look more closely 
at what is actually involved in appren-
ticeship.
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Notes on the News
By Gwydion M Williams

Tax Breaks for Job Providers?
The left should never have let slip the demand for Full Em-

ployment.  Unemployment is demoralising, obviously.  But also 
it is not primarily the fault of the unemployed.  The society let 
the economic troubles of the 1970s destroy the important con-
cept of the society having a duty to provide jobs for everyone 
willing to work.

That’s not to say that all unemployed are innocent victims.  
When employers find that they have more applicants than they 
have jobs to fill, obviously they take those they like best.  This 
favours the minority who’d sooner be unemployed than have a 
job.  And it can lead to a loss of hope by those who don’t have 
the training or attitude, or who have never had a job and are not 
trusted to be decent workers if given the chance.  But all of these 
are effects of unemployment.  None of them are causes.

Suppose that ordinary mild unemployment means that there 
are 2 unemployed job-seekers for every job opening, and if ris-
ing unemployment means that there are 4, 6 or 7 unemployed 
job-seekers for every job opening.  Common sense would say 
that more jobs were needed to cure the fix.  But the dominant 
neo-liberal Economic Theology says that the economy would 
automatically correct itself and generate jobs, if left to itself.  
The problem must be that the unemployed are not trying hard 
enough.  The best idea is to harass them.  And also to raise the 
pension age and harass the disabled, so that there will be maybe 
9 or 10 or 11 to every job opening.

This same spirit led to the scandal of the unemployed being 
forced into non-jobs under the label of ‘work experience’:

“Unpaid jobseekers have been forced to clean private homes 
and offices for more than a month at a time under government 
employment schemes, despite mounting evidence that the con-
troversial policy is reducing the overall availability of paid work 
by replacing temporary jobs and overtime for other staff…

“The Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) has previ-
ously stated that all mandatory schemes must be for ‘community 
benefit’. However, under government rules, this can be defined 
as increasing the profit of organisations where the unemployed 
are sent to work without pay.”1  

This is part of the general pattern of Privatisation, with prof-
it-making firms being deemed better even when they blatantly 
are not:

“Fresh to his job as prime minister, with boundless energy 
and hope, David Cameron told assembled locals at a Relate cen-
tre in Leeds that he had made a fantastic new signing to his team 
trying to improve the lot of families.

“’She refuses to believe some people are lost causes and has 
a proven track record,’ the prime minister boasted, ‘which is 
why I have asked her to come on board to help us.’ Less stuffy 
state bureaucracy; more focused, personalised support. ‘Emma 
Harrison understands that,’ Cameron chirped.

“Fourteen months on, and things don’t look so sunny. Har-
rison has not only quit as the Cameron’s ‘family tsar’ but also 
as the boss of A4E, the company she formed 25 years ago, fol-
lowing the arrests of four members of its staff on suspicion of 
fraud.

“Harrison says she doesn’t want the ‘media attention’ around 
her to damage her firm’s prospects. There is a £15m contract 
for the rehabilitation of prisoners to be awarded, for which A4E 
is still the preferred bidder. The company still has £438m of 
contracts under the Work Programme. And along with a money 
advice service and some apprenticeship work, A4E is still earn-
ing about £180m a year by carrying out services on behalf of the 
state. There is a lot to lose.

“But how has A4E, a company with an ‘abysmal’ record, ac-
cording to parliament’s public accounts committee, got so rich?

“The clue may lie in its company accounts. ‘At present, A4E’s 
sectors benefit from a broad cross-party consensus,’ it says. In 
other words, ministers, be they Labour or Conservative, have 
come to believe that private profit-hunting firms do it best – and 
cheapest.”2

This same fixation drives the Tory determination to “reform” 
the NHS, even after most Health Professionals have rejected 
it.  And explains the weakness of Labour opposition, they are 
still caught up in the New Labour belief that Thatcherism was a 
massive success that they dare not challenge except on marginal 
matters.

Thatcher may have dreamed of restoring the Primitive Capi-
talism of 19th century Britain.  What we’ve actually got could be 
called Privatised Corporatism, with the state still dominant but 
a lot of the money siphoned off to private companies with a cosy 
relationship to political parties.

(It used to be that no one got rich as an elected politicians 
unless they were actually taking bribes.  But the modern meth-
od us quite legal, well-paid lecture tours and book deals that 
achieve the same effect but are entirely legal.)

But what’s the alternative?  It’s no good objecting to what 
exists, unless you have some alternative idea that a decent gov-
ernment might manage.
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Restoring the Primitive Capitalism 
of 19th century Britain still has its fans, 
but that capitalism was actually sluggish 
and dirty by modern standards.  Britain 
amazing the world because at first it 
had no competitors.  Growth rates were 
between 1% and 2% per annum, absurd 
compared to any modern economy.  And 
Britain was being overtaken by both 
Germany and the USA in the decades 
leading up to the Great War.

Primitive Capitalism is a non-run-
ner.  Since no one much likes Privatised 
Corporatism, why not accept that some 
form of Corporatism is a simple neces-
sity?  And then try adjusting it to work 
more in the interests of ordinary people.

What I’d call for is an adjustment 
of the tax system so that firms get tax 
rebates for creating jobs, though with 
strict auditing to check that these are 
really new jobs rather than old jobs 
shuffled.  For far too long, we have been 
congratulating and rewarding manag-
ers who managed to destroy jobs while 
boosting profits.  This was based on the 
hypothesis that more profits would lead 
to more jobs and social wealth in the 
long run.  But this hypothesis has been 
tested to destruction and found to be 
untrue.

Turning Against Welfare

This month’s Prospect splashed a 
claim that people were turning against 
welfare.  A closer look shows something 
else.

People are indeed suspicious of those 
on welfare, with 7% thinking it was most 
welfare claimants are ‘scroungers’, 22% 
thinking it was around half, 39% think-
ing a significant minority and 25% a 
small minority.3  But when asked about 
‘unaffordable’ old age pensions, 35% 
were willing to pay more tax to provide 
greater support, 39% liked the present 
balance and only 9% wanted less tax for 
less support.  

The greatest hostility was to unmar-
ried single parents, 44% for less support 
as against 6% for more and 29% for the 
status quo.  There was almost as much 
hostility to the unemployed, 42% for 
less support, 7% for more and 32% for 

the status quo.  But 50% were for the 
status quo on child benefit for people 
paying standard rate tax, with 9% want-
ing them to get more and 21% saying 
less.  Support for the disabled was also 
solid, 40% for the status quo, 29% for 
more and 11% for less.

Years of propaganda by right-wing 
media have not undermined the basis 
belief in welfare.  It has created an ex-
cessive suspicion that people are getting 
it who do not deserve it, but that’s a 
different matter.  Most people want the 
system fixed, not broken.

Paying more tax to subsidise mar-
ginal jobs and ensure there was at least 
a part-time job for everyone might prove 
an election-winner.  A part-time child-
minder to help any mother with small 
children would take a big chunk out of 
the present pool of unemployment.

But of course the current elite of 
our Privatised Corporatism don’t want 
unemployment cured, they want it flour-
ishing to undermine Trade Union power 
and to make ordinary people suspicious 
of each other.  It would probably need 
an entirely new political party to push 
such things.

Qualitative Easing – Another Case 
of “Feed the Rich”

The idea of ‘Qualitative Easing’ has 
been to give money to banks, in the be-
lief that for every million they are given, 
they will lend out ten millions to needy 
businesses.  

The reality has been that for every 
million they are given, most stays within 
the bank and only a fraction gets out to 
small businesses desperate for loans. 

Modern banking hyped the idea of 
‘Fractional Lending’, which means lend-
ing out a lot more than you borrow.  This 
would once have been seen as ludicrous-
ly unsafe, and the failure to bounce back 
from the crisis of 2008 suggests that the 
conventional caution of old-style bank-
ing was correct for real-world commer-
cial societies.  We are now facing years 
of austerity for the privilege of saving 
the ‘adventurous financing’ that makes 
a few people very rich.

The original idea of a bank was that 
it stored money for those who wanted to 
save and lent it out again for those who 
wished to borrow, paying savers from 
the average profits of lending.  That was 
sound banking, and matched the com-
mon-sense notion that banks do not cre-
ate wealth, merely shuffle the needs of 
borrowers and lenders.

‘Adventurous banking’ went beyond 
this.  A bank can lend money it doesn’t 
have, for as long as it is seen as sound.  
This can happen even while it has be-
come unsound, quite hollow.  It is also 
easy enough to lose huge amounts in 
bad debts or failed investments.

Derivatives and similar created a 
much worse problem.  They began with 
the sensible idea of someone producing 
something having some sort of insur-
ance against loss.  If they were breeding 
pigs, they could have a derivative that 
would pay them something if the price 
of pigs fell.  But it very easily became 
gambling and speculation.

What seems to have happened is 
that all of the banks went in for massive 
gambling.  Winners took their winnings 
out of the banking system, translated it 
into personal wealth.  Voids were left 
behind, unreal assets, hidden losses.  
You might have thought that proper ac-
counting would stop it, but Nick Leeson 
at Barings Bank managed to gamble 
away all of the bank’s capital, several 
hundred millions, while convincing his 
bosses he was making a huge profit.  The 
energy giant Enron was a vastly worse 
case, probably a net loser from their 
earliest days as a conglomerate, but able 
to manipulate the accounts to create 
the appearance of vast profits.  Widely 
praised for their brilliance until one day 
the bubble burst.

The Atlantic Economy has been stag-
nant or declining since 2008, mostly be-
cause banks have stopped trusting each 
other, and probably a lot of them have 
something to hide.  Even those who’ve 
done nothing wrong have to wonder if 
money lent to apparently sound institu-
tions is in fact recoverable.

We have very low interest rates, 
meaning that ordinary people who saved 
are having the value of those savings 
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drained away by inflation.  The banks 
are also reluctant to lend – it is a bad 
financial climate, but also they probably 
need all of the sound money they can get 
to fill up any voids they are hiding and to 
prepare of any losses they may sustain if 
another big bank crashes.  

‘Qualitative Easing’ is money from 
the government that helps them get 
through the crisis with minimal losses 
to the rich and to bondholders.  Ordinary 
depositors are protected anyway, would 
have been compensated if they bank 
had vanished.  But most banks have not 
vanished and over-exposed speculators 
have been pretty well looked after.  This 
has happened at the expense of ordinary 
people, squeezed everywhere by auster-
ity measures and facing perhaps years of 
stagnation.  But they make no coherent 
protest, while the financial sector contin-
ues to have great political pull.

Meantime the World Bank is urging 
“integrating the Chinese financial sector 
into the global financial system”,4 from 
which they have previously been insu-
lated by a currency that’s not easy to 
convert.  Surprisingly, this is being taken 
seriously.

Common Sense and Economic 
Theology 

Adam Smith was the inventor of Eco-
nomic Theology, a set of Trans-Factual 
Notions that were pushed as economic 
wisdom.  Britain’s economy in his day 
was prospering behind very high tariff 
barriers: he was certain that Free Trade 
was the answer.  He cited pin-making as 
a prime example of sensible division of 
labour, yet it was an industry that was 
under state supervision to ensure that 
only decent-quality pins were sold.5  He 
knew that the British government of his 
era had put a lot of effort into improving 
the economy, yet was certain that things 
would be even better if the government 
had done nothing at all.

Adam Smith also failed to mention 
how much of what he said had been 
said already, by Sir William Petty and 
Bernard Mandeville and by the French 
Economistes (mostly quarantined in 
British thought under the bizarre label 
‘Physiocrats’).  Failed to mention that the 

significance of Division of Labour was 
mentioned as far back as Plato in his Re-
public and had been seen as important 
by almost every economic theorist since 
then.

All of which would have been dis-
honest but not damaging had Smith truly 
summed up economic wisdom on the ba-
sis of rationality.  But he did not.

Adam Smith was a Deist, a man who 
rejected Christianity and all other known 
religions, but still believed in a kind of 
God who ran the world as an ‘invisible 
hand’.  But not a god that made inconven-
ient demands for charity or forgiveness 
or equality.  Adam Smith’s God was very 
much a Bespoke God,  made to match the 
author’s prejudices.  And from this came 
his Trans-Factual Notions, while neo-
liberal economists continue to defend 
against common-sense notions that the 
way to create jobs is to create jobs, not 
give more money and power to the rich.

Common sense can be mistaken 
– but when it was applied to economics 
after World War Two, when governments 
saw their prime duty as full employment 
and when the views of the money-men 
were disregarded, we did indeed have 
steady growth with very little long-term 
unemployment.  For that matter, a major 
factor in Hitler’s rise was that he ignored 
the classical- liberal Economic Theol-
ogy of his day and insisted that it was 
ridiculous to have one German worker in 
four miserably unemployed when there 
was work that needed doing.  He insisted 
that the government could and should 
generate jobs, including the first motor-
ways, and this worked.  Worked so well 
that the conservatives who had put him 
into found that he was now impossible to 
curb, control or remove.

Meanwhile President Theodore Roo-
sevelt was doing something similar with 
the New Deal, but was hampered by the 
US political system, with Congress un-
dermining him and with the Supreme 
Court ruling unconstitutional many of 
his programs of useful public works.  By 
1938, the USA was sliding back into re-
cession, but was accidentally saved by 
Hitler’s warlike posturing.  Though it’s 
very unlikely that Hitler had any inten-
tion of waging war against the USA, he 
was an habitual loudmouth and Roosevelt 

was able to get enough people scared 
enough to start a rearmament program.  
Money for weapons and wars can always 
be found, regardless of the views of the 
Economic Theologians.

For some 30 years after World War 
Two, the rich and powerful in the West 
were scared of both the Soviet Union as 
a rival and fascism as a lurking menace 
that might revive.  Keynesianism was the 
officially recognised Economic Theolo-
gy.  But when these dangers receded, the 
rich saw the possibility of grabbing back 
the wealth and power they had lost.

We’re now paying the price.

Humanitarian Bloodshed and 
Chaos

Are Syria and Bahrain on different 
planets?  They are being treated as such.  
The demands of the majority Shia in 
Bahrain are ignored and they have been 
intimidated into silence.  In Syria, the de-
mands of some of the majority Sunni get 
continuous support from the West.

The whole process of “humanitarian 
intervention” that began in 1991 has been 
brutal and ineffective.  It took two wars 
to reduce Iraq to chaos, and chaotic it re-
mains.  In Afghanistan, the US is learn-
ing the old lesson that it is easy to get 
into Afghanistan, but almost impossible 
to get out without disaster.  An attempt 
to reshape Somalia failed.  European air 
forces bombed Libya hard enough to al-
low a motley crew of rebels to overthrow 
Gaddafi, but there is no coherent govern-
ment.

The New Right in UK and USA are 
good at controlling the home society, but 
lousy at extending those values else-
where.

Egypt – What Next?

The last Newsnotes quoted what I 
was saying about Egypt in February and 
March of 2011.  In fact only the stuff 
from March was published: that from 
February was circulated in e-mails but 
was too late to appear in print.

It all still reads fine.  Egyptian poli-
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tics are moving slowly, but an Islamist 
outcome is pretty well certain.  The 
next act in the drama looks set to be the 
public trial of the West’s would-be ma-
nipulators, people paid by a network of 
Non-Governmental Organisations to be 
missionaries for US values.  Someone 
commented to me by e-mail:

“This type of NGO operation now 
appears to be rife in those areas of the 
world where the West believes it needs 
to exert more influence - no doubt they 
assumed the profile they have in Egypt 
as an insurance against the emergence 
of the wrong kind of democracy in 
Egypt. In fact these organisations could 
more accurately be described as FIO, or 
Foreign Interference Operation. We can 
see them very clearly in Russia where 
I’m surprised they haven’t been clamped 
down more vigorously.”

Possibly in Russia they have ceased 
to count.  In Egypt, they massively 
failed to steer Egypt towards the sort 
of ‘open-legged’ policies that the West 
wants for poorer countries.  In as far as 
they succeeded in Middle Europe, the 
western half of the former Soviet block, 
it was because nations like Poland and 
the Czech Republic were genuinely be-
ing invited to be part of the ‘Top Table’, 
the global block of Continental Europe 
with the global Anglosphere.

Dickens and the USA

I’ve never been that fond of Dickens, 
who documented the surface details 
of life in great detail, but in my view 
missed the substance.  He was a man 
with no positive vision except for the 
classic story-telling device of a rich man 
coming along and rescuing the novel’s 
protagonists from their misfortunes.  
This is a trick that goes back at least as 
far as the 1760s with Oliver Goldsmith’s 
The Vicar of Wakefield, and misses wid-
er social forces.

Still, the man had principles.  He 
went to the USA in the 1840s predisposed 
to like it, but found a lot to offend him.  
Particularly slavery, and the brutality to 
slaves that he found openly advertised 
in notices printed by slave-owners seek-
ing to recover runaway slaves.

Remarkably, a recent BBC article6 
on Dickens talks at length about vari-
ous minor matters but wholly omits the 
matter of slavery.  Typical of what the 
BBC has become, the said decline of 
what was once the world’s best and least 
biased news service.

Shooting Germans

“The graphic and often painful 
memoirs of celebrated American author 
William Wharton – which include an 
account of his role in the killing of Ger-
man prisoners during the second world 
war – are to be published for the first 
time in English.

“Wharton’s first novel, Birdy, was an 
instant bestseller and was turned into 
an award-winning film by director Alan 
Parker. Despite the critical acclaim that 
greeted subsequent books and a legion 
of admirers that included the Nobel 
laureate Doris Lessing, he has been 
largely out of print in the UK. He died 
in 2008…

“He recalls Germans whom his men 
had captured being shot in the legs be-
fore they were executed, arguably in re-
venge for an SS massacre of American 
soldiers at Malmédy in Belgium. He de-
scribes a German pulling out his family 
photo and crying. He writes: ‘Some of 
[the Americans] are feeling guilty about 
it all, but the worst of them are proud of 
themselves, consider themselves aveng-
ing patriots.’ He remembers vomiting 
when soldiers dug the Germans from 
shallow graves where their executioners 
had hidden them.” 7

This has been mentioned before 
– in the US-made war-series Band  of 
Brothers on television, for instance.  It’s 
surprising how little is made of it.  On 
the Western Front – though not in the 
East – the Germany army behaved as a 
proper army.  The US knew they were 
winning and were not under any great 
pressure.  But they always have had a 
wobbly sense of morality.

(Endnotes)

1 [http://www.guardian.co.uk/poli-

tics/2012/feb/24/jobseekers-unpaid-work-
placements]

2 [http://www.guardian.co.uk/poli-
tics/2012/feb/25/emma-harrison-family-
tsar]

3 All figures from ‘A quiet revolu-
tion’ by Peter Keller, Prospect March 
2012.

4 [http://www.ft.com/cms/
s/0/88141132-6140-11e1-a738-00144fea-
bdc0.html#axzz1ncKMDvfC]

5 All of this is detailed in my book 
Wealth Without Nations

6 [http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/mag-
azine-17017791]

7 [http://www.guardian.co.uk/
books/2012/feb/18/william-wharton-
birdy-autobiography-memoir]

8 From issue 2849 of New Scientist 
magazine, page 42-45.  You can find 
more at [http://daviddobbs.net/]

from page 11

£18 million for bereavement benefit, 
£i6 million for winter fuel payment and 
£11 million for disability living allow-
ance. Written PA 22/2/12.

NHS charges in England will in-
crease from April 2012. There will be 
an increase in prescription charge of 25p 
from £7.40 to £7.65 for each quantity of 
drug or appliance dispensed. The cost 
of a prescription prepayment certificate 
(PPC) will remain at £29.10 for a three-
month certificate. The cost of the annual 
certificate will remain at £104. There 
will also be marginal increases in dental 
charges and in the cost of different types 
of spectacles/lens. Ministerial Statement 
23/2/12.
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Fred In Shreds?

So Fred Goodwin has been stripped 
of his knighthood. An honour he received 
from Gordon Brown for services to bank-
ing. But to what effect? What difference 
will it make to the way we run our finan-
cial services sector? Will it help to narrow 
the the huge income gap between those at 
the top and those at the bottom? Will it end 
the bonus culture? Why do people already 
in receipt of very high salaries need a bo-
nus? What is a bonus for? If it’s a reward 
for success, and it seems most people are 
in agreement that it is, why isn’t an ex-
tremely generous salary reward enough 
for a job well done? And why, if they are 
rewarded for success, aren’t they punished 
for failure? If the public felt that Goodwin 
needed to be punished, why take away a 
title that he probably won’t miss? Wouldn’t 
stripping him of his multi-million pound 

‘golden handshake,’ or reducing substan-
tially his £900,000 plus pension, have been 
a more appropriate and effective punish-
ment? After all, it was Goodwin who, as 
boss of RBS, got the bank into such a fi-
nancial mess that it had to be rescued by 
an injection of £45 billion  of taxpayers’ 
money.

However, one senses that Goodwin, 
or Fred the Shred as he was referred to by 
the popular press, was singled out because, 
having run what is now a publicly owned 
bank, he was an easy target. PNs is not de-
fending Goodwin - by all accounts he was 
a bully, without an ounce of sympathy for 
the thousands of RBS workers he sacked 

- but there are other bosses who presided 
over failed banks who still carry their 
knighthoods, CBEs and OBEs around with 
them. The term titled brings me to my fi-
nal question which is, what is the point of 
the honours system? An honour isn’t just 
a thank-you (a bonus?) for a job well done. 
Why honour someone who has the satisfac-
tion of knowing they have made a positive 
contribution to society? Is virtue no longer 
its own reward? No, an honour (a gong) is 
the means by which the ruling class main-
tain the support of the ‘little people’, the 
‘little people’ who pay their taxes, for our 
class ridden culture. And Fred Goodwin, 

clearly an intelligent man, ought to have 
realised that an honour bestowed by Gor-
don Brown is no honour at all.

Gong Today, Gone Tomorrow.

Fred Goodwin joins a long list of peo-
ple from far and wide and who, for various 
reasons, have had their gong taken away. 
Since 1995 there have been 35. Here are 
just ten well known figures from the last 
100 years who were stripped of their hon-
our.

Anthony Blunt. (1907-83). Art Histo-
rian. Knighted in 1956. Revoked in 1979 
for spying for the Soviet Union.

Roger Casement. (1864-1916). Diplo-
mat. Knighted in 1911. Convicted of high 
treason and stripped of his title shortly be-
fore his execution.

Nicolae Ceausescu. (1918-89). Presi-
dent of Romania. Made an honorary knight 
in 1978. Revoked shortly before he and his 
wife were publicly executed.

Naseem Hamed (b. 1974). Ex-World 
Champion Boxer. Awarded MBE in 1999. 
Revoked in 2006 following conviction for 
dangerous driving.

Colonel Cecil Malone MP. (1890-1965). 
Awarded OBE in 1919, a year after he was 
elected to Parliament as a Coalition Lib-
eral member. Joined Communist Party in 
1920 after visiting Russia. Honour revoked 
in 1921 following conviction for suggest-
ing the death of certain British politicians 
was not as bad as revolutionary massacres.

Robert Mugabe. (b. 1924). President 
of Zimbabwe. Made an honorary Knight 
Grand Cross in the Order of the Bath in 
1994. Annulled in 2003 due to “a mark of 
revulsion at the abuse of human rights and 
abject disregard for the democratic proc-
ess.”

Benito Mussolini. (1883-1945). Il Duce 
of Italy. Awarded the Most Excellent Order 

of the British Empire in 1923. Revoked in 
1940 when Italy joined forces with Ger-
many.

Kim Philby. (1912-88). MI6 Intelli-
gence Officer. Awarded OBE in 1946. De-
fected to Moscow in 1963. Honour revoked 
in 1965.

Lester Piggott. (b. 1935). Champion 
Jockey. Awarded OBE in 1975. Revoked in 
1988 following conviction for tax evasion.

Vidkim Quisling. (1887-1945). Officer 
in Norway’s army. Awarded CBE in 1927 
for assisting England’s relations with the 
Soviet Union. Honour revoked in 1940 for 
collaboration with occupying Nazi Ger-
many. Executed in 1945.

Them And Us

If there’s anyone out there who isn’t 
convinced that we live in a ‘Them and 
Us’ society, David Cameron’s statement 
of 6 February on HMs’ diamond jubilee 
may prompt a rethink. Here it is in full: “I 
would like to make a brief statement about 
Her Majesty the Queen’s diamond jubilee. 
Today marks the beginning of the Queen’s 
60th year on the throne and the start of Her 
Majesty’s diamond jubilee. It is therefore 
a truly historic day for our nation. I know 
that the House will want to join me in 
paying tribute to the Queen’s remarkable 
achievements. During the diamond jubilee 
weekend in June we will enjoy a river pag-
eant on the Thames, featuring a new spe-
cially designed royal barge and a flotilla 
of 1,000 other vessels. There will be a Big 
Jubilee Lunch up and down the country, a 
concert at Buckingham palace and a chain 
of 2012 beacons will be lit throughout the 
Commonwealth. We will also see the more 
traditional ceremonial events, including 
a national service of thanksgiving at St 
Paul’s Cathedral, a carriage procession, 
and an appearance on the balcony at Buck-
ingham palace on Tuesday 5 June.”



Labour Affairs  21

No 225 March 2012

“In addition the Queen and the Duke 
of Edinburgh, supported by other mem-
bers of the royal family, will undertake 
a series of regional visits and engage-
ments throughout the United Kingdom. 
Members of the royal family will also 
travel overseas representing the Queen in 
visiting every realm as well as a number  
of Commonwealth countries, Crown 
dependencies and British overseas ter-
ritories. There will be many more spe-
cial diamond jubilee events taking place 
throughout the year, including Her Maj-
esty’s address to both Houses in March. 
The Government and devolved Adminis-
trations are working closely with the royal 
household to ensure it has the best possible 
support in this important year and that we 
play our part in the celebrations. We have, 
in partnership with the devolved Admin-
istrations, commissioned the diamond ju-
bilee medal. It is being manufactured by 
the Worcestershire medal service and is 
being delivered in time for all recipients 
to wear during the ceremonial events of 
the central weekend.” 

“At the end of this month, we will be 
launching a new diamond jubilee cat-
egory for the Queen’s award for volun-
tary service, which will celebrate its 10th 
anniversary in jubilee year, and we will 
also be announcing the winners of the 
two civic honours competitions in March. 
At the Commonwealth Heads of Govern-
ment meeting in Perth last October, I was 
delighted to welcome the establishment 
of the Queen Elizabeth Diamond Jubi-
lee Trust under the chairmanship of Sir 
John Major. Today, Sir John has officially 
launched the trust. He has also announced 
that the Commonwealth Secretary-Gen-
eral, Mr Kamalesh Sharma, will be one 
of its trustees. I am pleased to confirm 
that the British Government will make a 
significant contribution to the trust of up 
to £50 million. This will help the trust to 
undertake activities to transform the lives 
of the Commonwealth’s poorest citizens, 
and we hope it will attract other contribu-
tions from other Governments and other 
members of the public across the Com-
monwealth. The arrangements for the 
UK Government’s support, which will be 
made through the UK’s Department for 
International Development from its offi-
cial development assistance budget, will 
be finalised soon.”

“The Government will also be pro-

viding operational support to the key 
events over the diamond jubilee weekend, 
including policing, crowd control, and 
transport management, as well as sup-
port for the ceremonial events. Further 
details of these events and other plans for 
the diamond jubilee are available online 
at: www.direct.gov.uk/diamond jubilee, 
as well as from the official diamond jubi-
lee website, www.thediamondjubilee.org, 
which launches today. Above all this will 
be a year when each and every one of us 
can come together in our communities to 
celebrate our gracious Queen’s long and 
glorious reign.”

The reference to “the Queen’s re-
markable achievements” has me puzzled. 
Exactly what are these achievements? 
One admits that a sixty year reign and a 
sixty five year marriage are remarkable 
achievements, but what else? Is just be-
ing there an achievement? If so, my 94 
year old mother has achieved more. And 
she’s done it without substantial financial 
support from the British taxpayer. But 
according to one well known journal-
ist, HM’s greatest achievement is the 
Commonwealth. Just as her great, great 
grandmother’s greatest achievement was 
the British Empire. So not much change 
there, which one supposes is the point of 
monarchy.

Over There.

According to Cameron, this year 
members of the royal family will visit 
a number of Commonwealth countries, 
Crown dependencies and British over-
seas territories. Most people are aware 
that the Channel Islands and the Isle of 
Man are Crown dependencies. But where 
are the British overseas dependencies? 
And in what sense are they British and 
dependent? The following is the full list: 
Anguilla, Bermuda, British Antarctic 
Territory, British Indian Ocean Territory, 
British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, 
Falkland Islands, Gibraltar, Montserrat, 
Pitcairn, Henderson, Dulcie and Oeno 
Islands, St Helena and St Helens Depend-
encies (Ascension and Tristan de Cunha), 
South Georgia and South Sandwich Is-
lands, Sovereign Base Areas of Akrotiri 
and Dhekelia, and the Turks & Caicos 
Islands.

The total population of the overseas 

territories is about 290,000. Bermuda, 
with around 64,000 inhabitants is the 
largest. But others have few or no inhab-
itants. Pitcairn Island in the South Pacific 
has just 50. While the British Antarctic 
Territory is unpopulated. Some of these 
territories, Bermuda, the British Virgin 
Islands, the Cayman Islands and Gibral-
tar, for example, are tax havens used by 
banks and large companies such as Citi-
group, Morgan Stanley and News Corpo-
ration. English is the main language of 
many of the territories, but Cayman Cre-
ole and Turks-Caicos Creole is spoken on 
the Cayman Islands and the Turks and 
Caicos Islands. And Pitkern is spoken on 
Pitcairn Island. Five of the territories are 
used as military bases: Ascension Island 
(part of St Helena Dependencies), Cyprus, 
Diego Garcia (in British Indian Ocean 
Territory), the Falkland Islands, and Gi-
braltar. All the territories are dependent 
in so far as the British government pays 
for their protection and in certain situa-
tions underwrites their budgets or pays 
the cost of infrastructure development.

All territories are deemed to be pos-
sessions of the Crown but are not consti-
tutionally part of the UK. However this 
could change. Last September the Gov-
ernment launched a consultation on a new 
strategy for the Overseas Territories and 
invited views from the people of the terri-
tories as well as the UK. The consultation 
ended on 31 December and a White Paper 
is expected this year. At the launch the 
Government said its overall vision for the 
Overseas Territories is “to be vibrant and 
flourishing communities, proudly retain-
ing aspects of their British identity and 
generating wider opportunities for their 
people.” This modest step however could 
become a giant stride. A definition of 
what it means to be British with respect to 
the people of the Overseas Territories has 
never been clearly defined. It is usually 
defined as Britain having an historical 
and territorial claim over the Territories. 
Where this is disputed, as in the case of 
the Falkland Islands, it is said that if the 
people say they are British and wish to re-
main so, then they have a legitimate case 
for being British.

However, it is difficult to accept the 
claims of the people of the Overseas Ter-
ritories. The critical test is whether they 
participate in the political life of the Brit-
ish state. Clearly they don’t. They have 
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separate arrangements for governing 
themselves, in which no British political 
party is involved.  Although they claim 
to British, and some have voted for their 
territories to remain British , Bermuda in 
1995 and Gibraltar in 2002, for example, 
most of them have never set  foot in Brit-
ain. So it is probably with this in mind that 
in January Tory backbencher and member 
of the Foreign Affairs Select Committee 
Andrew Rosindell proposed that the peo-
ple of the Overseas Territories should be 
allowed to directly elect their own MPs to 
the House of Commons. 

In a submission to the Commons 
Backbench Business Committee Rosin-
dell argued that “The UK, our Govern-
ment, our Parliament, ultimately governs 
21 territories around the world, but those 
territories have no voice in this parliament. 
They elect no representatives and have no 
representation, unlike former colonies 
and territories of other countries, such as 
Australia, Denmark, France and the Neth-
erlands, which have external territories 
committees to which representatives are 
elected. We give our 21 territories noth-
ing. All they have is an all-party group, 
of which I am proud to be chairman. We 
have a democratic hole with hundreds of 
thousands of people for whom we make 
laws, whom we ultimately govern and on 
whose behalf we can declare war, make 
foreign policy and sign international trea-
ties. We have substantial control over 
their domestic affairs.” 

Rosindell is misinformed. British 
domestic laws do not automatically ap-
ply in the Overseas Territories. Bermuda, 
for example, is self governing, except 
for defence, external affairs and internal 
security. It is independent of the UK in 
all internal matters and with its own set 
of laws. Bermuda’s website is quite clear 
on this. It says “Many Americans visiting 
Bermuda assume, wrongly, that British-
UK laws apply. They do not. Bermuda 
laws do and they are much more restric-
tive to non-nationals than any British, 
USA, Canadian, Caribbean, Australian, 
New Zealand and other other democratic 
country laws.” Rosindell, described on 
the Conservative Party’s website as the 
most patriotic MP in Parliament, would 
like Parliament to debate his proposals. If, 
in the unlikely event they were supported 
and the Overseas Territories won repre-
sentation in the House of Commons, life 

for the people of Bermuda and elsewhere 
could change dramatically.

Argy-Bargy

BBC TV’s ‘The One Show’ on 16 Feb-
ruary devoted a slice of the programme to 
the Falkland Islands. It included a brief 
‘live’ interview with three islanders who 
were asked about their ‘Britishness’. The 
best they could offer came from a man, 
possibly in his early 30s so too young 
to remember the 1982 conflict, (almost 
half of the population of 2,900 are under 
35), who said, “We feel very British. We 
watch British TV and feel connected with 
the outside world.” But British is a ge-
neric term, applied to or used  by people 
who are either English, Scottish, Welsh 
or, whisper it, Northern Irish. Clearly, the 
people of the Falkland Islands are none 
of these.

As we approach the 30th anniversary 
of the ‘war’ between Britain and Argen-
tina, the Falkland Islands are back in the 
news, having been last heard of in 1999 
when Britain and Argentina signed an 
agreement to reduce tensions linked to 
the conflict. Argentina is now accused 
of ratcheting up the conflict by an at-
tempt to harass Falklands-bound ship-
ping and by means of a ban on vessels                                                                                     
carrying the Falkland Islands flag enter-
ing Latin American ports. This is said by 
Britain to be an attack on the economic 
life of the Islanders. If so, it is a tactic 
Britain has used on many occasions  
against other countries. 

Britain is in no doubt that the sover-
eignty of the Falkland Islands is non-ne-
gotiable, a view held by most British MPs. 
The right of the Islanders to self-determi-
nation is written into the Falkland Islands 
constitution and is reinforced through ar-
ticle 1.2 of the United Nations charter and 
article 1 of the International Covenant on 
Civil and Political Rights. But this is not 
good enough  for some Tory MPs. They 
would like to see the British parliament 
enact a self-determination law, “confirm-
ing that all overseas territories with a 
settled population have an unambiguous 
right to  remain British.” These were the 
words of Guy Opperman, Tory member 
for Hexham in a debate on the Falkland 
Islands on 31 January. The use of the term 
‘settled population’ suggests he chose his 

words carefully, for everyone knows that 
some islanders, notably on Diego Garcia, 
were thrown out of their homeland to 
make way for American military bases. 
Opperman said, “Among the almost 
3,000 inhabitants of the Falklands there 
is an overwhelming desire to remain a 
British overseas territory. It is not up to 
Great Britain to decide on the fate of the 
Falkland Islanders; it is their own right to 
decide where their sovereignty lies, and 
that will not change.” Later in the debate 
he said that “it is the inalienable right of 
the Falkland Islanders to decide where 
sovereignty lies.” But who conferred this 
inalienable or legitimate right on the peo-
ple of the Falkland Islanders? Is the max-
im ‘possession is nine-tenths of the law,’ 
a cast-iron guarantee of sovereignty? 

Opperman argued that Argentina’s 
claims of sovereignty are historically 
weak. But it is Opperman’s argument that 
may be weak. Here is how the website of 
the French Magazine ‘Mysterra’ describes 
the history of the Islands: “The isles have 
been conquered, abandoned, reconquered 
and envied in successive occupations by 
the French, Spanish, Argentinians and 
English up to the war of 1982. They were 
discovered by the English navigator, John 
Davis in 1592 but not explored until 1690 
by another Englishman, John Strong. The 
isles were not inhabited until 1764 when 
some French sailors from St-Malo first 
colonised them, hence the French name 
of ‘Malouines’. They were thrown out of 
the islands in 1768 by the Spaniards who 
were already masters of most of South 
America. In addition to the Spanish im-
plantation, a British colony had already 
been established on part of the western 
isle in 1765 without suspecting that the 
French were living on the eastern isle. In 
1774 the English left the islands, for fi-
nancial reasons, to the Spanish who were 
in charge of the archipelago until 1811 
which was the beginning of the revolu-
tion of South America countries. At this 
agitated time Spain left the islands which 
became then officially no man’s land.” 

“In 1820, Argentina, no longer under 
Spanish domination, set up a colony and 
a governor in the Falklands. In 1833 the 
English navy threw out the Argentinians 
and took sovereignty of the isles. There 
was a period of 150 years of peace apart 
from the two world wars in which the stra-
tegic value of the isles was demonstrated. 
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In December 1914 a squadron of the Brit-
ish navy based in Stanley fought the Ger-
man navy and retook control of the South 
Atlantic. In December 1939, the battle of 
the River Plate was won by a group of 
Royal Navy cruisers and after the battle 
one of the ships docked at Stanley for 
repairs. On 2nd April 1982, Argentina 
took back possession of the isles. This 
action was supported by the majority of 
Latin-American states in spite of their 
opposition to the regime of the Argen-
tinian junta. The geography seemed to 
play a role in this. England, thanks to 
the determination of its government and 
the capacity of its armed forces, man-
aged to reconquer the isles in two months 
with the support of the United Nations 
Security Council. On the 14th June the 
Argentinians were defeated after violent 
fighting on land, sea and in the air.”

It would seem therefore that history 
is on the side of Argentina, but as the 
right of self-determination of the people 
of the Falkland Islands is backed up by 
article 1.2 of the UN charter and other 
entrenched legislation, that would seem 
to be the end of it. However, some Tory 
MPs are not satisfied with these guaran-
tees. Not only do they believe in the use 
of force to defend the Falklands, they also 
wish to use force to defend ‘British values’ 
throughout the world.  In the same debate 
on 31 January, James Gray argued that 

“The people of the Falklands must be al-
lowed to decide their future, and we will 
use military force if necessary - certainly 
military defensive force- to ensure that 
that happens. However, we should send a 
stronger message that we are determined 
to do the same elsewhere in the world. 
We are determined that people’s rights to 
make up their minds about their future, 
a free and independent liberal economy 
and democracy are the things our nation 
stands for.” And Guy Opperman rein-
forced this when he said, “Gone are the 
days when colonial possessions could 
be disposed of by giving away power, 
regardless of the views of the inhabit-
ants.” as he, one wonders, thinking of the 
Chagos Islanders? In 1965 the Chagos 
Islands were part of Mauritius, a British 
territory campaigning for independence. 
In November of that year the islands were 
separated from Mauritius and renamed 
the British Indian Ocean Territory. And 
the people of Diego Garcia, the largest of 
the islands, were dumped in Mauritius 

and the Seychelles where they continue 
to live in deep poverty, so that the island 
could be used by the USA as a military 
base. Their right to return was stripped 
from them, temporarily restored in 2000 
when the late Robin Cook was Foreign 
Secretary, and removed again in 2004.

 In November 2010, Tory Peer Lord 
Ashcroft asked “whether there are any 
restrictions on United Kingdom citizens 
entering the Chagos Islands by sea. To 
which Lord Howell, Foreign & Com-
monwealth Office Minister of State, 
replied, “The British Indian Ocean 
Territory(Immigration) Order 2004 
states that no one may enter the British 
Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT) or be 
present there unless in possession of a 
permit. The only exceptions to this are 
members of Her Majesty’s Armed Forces, 
public officers and officers in the public 
service of the Government of the United 
Kingdom while on duty. Access to Diego 
Garcia is also governed by the 1976 UK/
US Exchange of Notes and is in general 
restricted to members of the forces of the 
United Kingdom and of the United States, 
the Commissioner and public officers in 
the service of BIOT, representatives of 
the Governments of the United Kingdom 
and United States and, subject to normal 
immigration requirements, contractor 
personnel. Access for any other person is 
a matter for consultation between the UK 
and US authorities.” And this remains 
the position.

So in 1966 an area of British territory 
was handed over to the United States and 
in 1968 its people removed and dumped 
elsewhere without any consultation with 
them whatsoever. And a Labour Govern-
ment under Prime Minister Harold Wil-
son did this because the USA persuaded 
it that there was a threat to the West’s in-
terests in the region from the Soviet Un-
ion. Roll on 17 years to 1982 and a threat 
to the Falkland Islands from Argentina 
becomes a cause for war. The rights of 
the people of the Falkland Islands, unlike 
those of Diego Garcia, were supported. 
And they continue to be supported today.

 Rejecting Opperman’s proposal that 
there should be a self-determination law 
in the UK, Foreign & Commonwealth 
Office Minister of State Jeremy Browne 
told MPs, “The point has been made in 
this debate on whether we should have 

a self-determination law in the UK. The 
right to self-determination is already en-
shrined in law, as hon. Members know, via 
article 1.2 of the UN charter, and article 1 
of the International Covenant on Civil and 
Political Rights, and it is worth emphasis-
ing that it is also written into the Falkland 
Islands constitution. The British Govern-
ment already have a legal obligation to 
uphold both the principle and the practical 
consequences of self-determination, so 
we do not see the need for additional work 
in that area. We believe the point is clearly 
established.”

A Particular Indifference

In a brief question and answer ses-
sion on women and the economy on 23 
February, Home Secretary and Minister 
for Women and Equalities Teresa May ac-
cused her counterpart Yvette Cooper of 
raising a particular case of a constituent 
to make a critical point about the effect 
of the Government’s welfare reforms on 
women in general. Cooper said the follow-
ing, “This week I was contacted about a 
mother who is working 22 hours in a lo-
cal shop. She cannot get the extra regular 
hours she wants, although she has tried 
hard - she cannot find alternative work, 
but at least she has a job, is contributing to 
the economy and is supporting her family. 
Her husband has lost his job and is strug-
gling to get a new one because he has had 
a stroke. In six week’s time the Govern-
ment will take away the working tax credit 
from her family, and they could lose over 
£3,000. They will not be able to pay their 
mortgage; they will be better off if she 
gives up work; they will be better off if the 
family splits up. This is going to happen in 
April. Does the Home Secretary support 
this policy, which will hit thousands of 
working women, and what advice would 
she give to that mother now?”

Cooper was right to raise this particu-
lar case, for it demonstrates starkly the 
effect that the welfare reforms will have 
on an individual family that will be felt 
throughout the country. May’s response 
was typical of a Government Minister re-
fusing to acknowledge that many hundreds 
of thousands of families will be worse off 
as a result of the welfare reforms. On the 
contrary, she appeared to suggest that the 
reforms will actually benefit all families. 

“The right hon. Lady has raised a particu-
lar case”, she said, “but the issue is about 
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welfare reform and the particular welfare 
reforms that this Government is putting 
through.”- which is, of course, precisely 
the point Cooper was making. 

May went to say, “I know that the op-
position find it difficult to decide where 
they position themselves on welfare re-
form, but it is necessary for us to reform 
the welfare system. Crucially, what we 
will do - and it will be of benefit to women 
- is to introduce the universal credit which 
will make work pay. I applaud people who 
want to get into the workplace in order to 
provide for themselves and their families, 
so it is important to ensure that the benefit 
system makes work pay. That is why we 
are introducing universal credit and mak-
ing it easier for people under it to work 
fewer than 16 hours and still have access 
to child care support.”

The fact that people who work fewer 
than 16 hours a week will be better off is 
not a sound reason to support every as-
pect of the switch to universal credit. It 
is certainly the case that it will simplify 
the current benefit system and at the same 
time save money, but it will produce gross 
anomalies. Simplification will be achieved 
by replacing the following benefits with 
a single universal credit: child tax credit, 
housing benefit, income related employ-
ment and support allowance, income based 
jobseekers allowance, income support, 
working tax credit, and parts of the social 
fund. The amount of universal credit paid 
will depend on the level of income and 
other family circumstances.

 Universal credit will be phased in over 
a four year period between October 2013 
and the end of 2017. From April 2013 there 
will be a Pathfinder area to test universal 
credit. The primary aim of universal credit 
is to get able-bodied people off benefit and 
into work. A Disability Alliance Factsheet 
says that, “As universal credit sets out to 
improve work incentives there will be 
conditionality requirements set according 
to your individual capability and circum-
stance.” If someone is a jobseeker s/he 

“will be required to look for and be avail-
able immediately for any full time work re-
gardless of the type and salary, as long as it 
pays at least the National Minimum Wage 
and is within 90 minutes of your home.” So 
graduates beware. You will be expected to 
take up any work that is available in your 
area, rather than one that makes use of 

your university education. 

As there will be conditionality re-
quirements attached to universal credit, so 
there will be sanctions for non-compliance. 
There will be three levels of sanctions if 
one fails to comply: lower, medium and 
higher. All three will involve removal 
of universal credit for specific periods. 
There will be a right of appeal against a 
sanctions decision, but the individual will 
have to show that s/he had good reason for 
non-compliance. Anyone sanctioned may 
be eligible for a time limited recoverable 
hardship payment. No figure appears to 
have been set for this, but it is likely to be 
below the level of universal credit.

While universal credit has been broad-
ly welcomed, there are serious concerns 
about its potential effect on particular in-
dividuals and families. In January 2011 an 
analysis by the Institute for Fiscal Studies 
found that there will be winners and losers. 
In general couples will gain from it but, 
when transitional protection expires, lone 
parents will lose. One group of losers will 
be families with children having savings 
over £16,000: they can currently receive 
tax credits but will not be eligible for any 
universal credit. The IFS calculated that 
2.5 million families will gain and, in the 
long run, 1.4 million families will lose. 2.5 
million families will see no change in ben-
efit and tax credit entitlement. 

A further analysis in November 2011 
for the Resolution Foundation by Don-
ald Hirsch of the Centre for Research in 
Social Policy, Loughborough University, 
found that the new system will benefit 
those working less than 16 hours a week, 
but a second earner in a family working 16 
hours a week on the minimum wage would 
take home £17 a week after childcare costs, 
compared with £46 a week under the cur-
rent benefit system. Commenting on the 
proposed change to the benefit system Hir-
sch said, “Overall, it will mean that while 
universal credit helps some of the poorer 
families on benefits to become a bit better 
off, it will limit the potential for families 
on modest means to rise above a minimum 
living standard. For such families it will 
put a lid on aspiration.”

BACK IN THE U U UK
Someone shouts for war.
Someone walks on stumps.
It’s their usual plat du jour.

What price peace when war gazumps
a population’s will to violence, with death 
bred on the tabloid rump and those against 
intimidated into silence.

A liberal broadsheet supports death but 
not torture. A clean hole in the head in line 
with Anglo-Saxon culture?

Bored, want a change of war? Why not try 
some vintage for a change, though World 
War One you did once abhor.

In literature and theatre, during the usual 
nonentity monarch’s reign, donkeys led 
lions who roared at Butcher Haig and his 
Poppy Day of the old, crippled and insane.

World War Two deliberately became 
vague, when in need, they called it anti-
fascist, but soon condemned the winning 
Soviets as plague while Western Europe 
ran empires as sophists

But all along it was England versus Ger-
many and that has echoed ever since.
It grows despite old Cold War harmony
and pushes up a shoot that mightily looks 
like Colonel Blimp

Take a typical day of broadcasting: watch 
and listen while the web of war is spun
on radio and TV everlasting.

In children’s programmes there are no 
guts or blood but fun, no mangled corpses 
of a family hit by mortar, drone or gun, 
only kindly heroes moulding little minds. 
A-ten-SHUN!

Turn over - dogs bark, cows moo, sheep 
baa, horses neigh.Wait a minute, war here 
also festers.They’re proud that poor old 
Dobbin’s ancestors,of inestimable great-
greats, lies in Flanders clay. 

Well, that sure wrecks my country idyll.
What nation next have they chosen to did-
dle when feeling that little bit homicidal?
 
 Wilson John Haire. 
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