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The most obvious fact about the UK and the EU 
is that Britain’s membership and why it should 

remain in it, is, after 40 years of membership of the 
EEC cum EU, still a defining issue in British politics. 
This speaks volumes. There is not such an issue in other 
Member States and that also speaks volumes. Britain 
clearly has an endemic existential problem with Europe 
that may be approaching a resolution. For Britain, 
problems in Europe are to be exploited, for Europeans 
they are there to be solved.

 This is the context for Cameron’s much hyped speech 
of 23 January. No doubt Obama’s intervention was a quite a 
shock and a clear warning that Britain’s status in US eyes would 
plummet if there was a serious move to withdraw from the EU. 
Out of the EU’s favour is one thing but out of US’s favour is 
quite another. That is the road to the political wilderness for 
Britain. 

 But despite this warning Cameron ensured that the ex-
istential problem of the EU will probably last for over four more 
years at least in UK politics. If he was serious about resolving it 
he could begin his renegotiations right away and have the issue 
decided at the next election or before. The basic content of what 
he is demanding will not change. If there was an issue of the 
UK joining the Euro that would be a major factor but that is now 
ruled out forever. The real issue is and remains the elemental 
political one of whether the UK wants a positive or negative 
relationship with the EU. 

 But Cameron wants it every which way. It is now for 
the EU leaders to make their minds up about this ‘in, out, shake 
it all about’ approach by the UK. Their attitude is what will 
determine the outcome. Are they up to it or not is the only ques-
tion.

The Eu Debate – 
Where Is Labour?

Recently, there was a much more important speech than 
Cameron’s that deserves looking at as it states the facts square-
ly. It was given by Tony Blair. Blair is leading the argument to 
stay in the EU and it is worth looking at his case as it shows 
the strengths and weaknesses of what the issue is all about for 
Britain. Being free of government responsibility at the moment 
he can speak more plainly and honestly than Cameron can and 
that makes for a better understanding of what the problem is 
with the UK and Europe. 

 He gave a talk at Chatham House recently that involved 
blunt speaking on the issue: “First, take a big step back from 
crisis and ask: what is the long-term rationale for Europe to-
day? If there isn’t one, of course, then why would we want to be 
part of it? However, the truth is the rationale for Europe today 
is stronger not weaker than it was back 66 years ago when the 
project began. But it is different. Then the rationale was peace. 
Today it is power.” (Europe, Britain and Business – Beyond the 
Crisis, Chatham House, 28 November 2012) 

 And he elaborated further: “The case for the EU today 
therefore is one that can be made for all European nations in-
cluding Britain. It is that, in this new world, to leverage power, 
you need the heft of the EU. This is true in economics, in trade, 
in defense, foreign policy and global challenges such as climate 
change. It gives us a weight collectively that on our own we 
lack. It is not complex. It really is that simple. I rather like the 
idealism of Europe’s early founders. But actually this has noth-
ing to do with idealism. It is brutal real politik.” 

And “Politics at the top international level is about 
power. Separate us out from the decision-making structure 
of Europe and we will immediately relegate ourselves in the 
league of nations. I believe our other alliances would not blos-
som but decline.”

 The world knows very well what Tony Blair and 
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Britain do with their power in the world 
and what his brutal real politik actually 
means. Brutal is a most appropriate word. 
Just look at the record of the spreading 
wreckage across the Muslim world at 
present. Britain wants to be in the EU to 
do more of the same wherever possible. 

 The crucial thing about his argu-
ment is that it is the same argument that 
Harold Macmillan made over 60 years ago 
when he fi rst broached the subject of Brit-
ish entry. He just expressed it differently. 
Macmillan had been taught a lesson by 
the US and the USSR at Suez in ’56 that 
Britain’s Empire days were numbered de-
spite all its brutal attempts to maintain it 
in Africa and elsewhere. After opposing 
and countering the original EEC by any 
and every means Macmillan and his chief 
Whip, Heath, realised that they would not 
succeed in this and decided that it was 
better to join them when you can’t beat 
them. 

 Macmillan dressed up the argu-
ment as Britain being to the EEC what 
Greece was to Rome. In other words the 
real power had shifted to Europe and the 
only future was to try to lead and shape 
that new power in the world. It was to be 
a new vehicle for a new kind of Empire. 
It was not ‘joining Europe’ but utilizing 
it for Britain’s ambitions. De Gaulle and 
others saw through this and would not 
have it. But Britain was desperate and 
kept trying and eventually got their way 
in a post de Gaulle Europe.

 After a few years under Heath, 
Britain reverted to an overt hostility to-
wards the Europe project and succeeded 
in diverting it from an internally focused, 
integrating and independent path to an 
ever expanding, globalist, free trade en-
tity that would slavishly follow an Anglo 
American orientation. 

 Luckily the Franco German axis 

launched the Euro as a response to Ger-
man reunifi cation and to keep the new 
Germany anchored in Europe. To develop 
properly as a currency it has to focus on 
internal integration. Few things are more 
important and internal to people than the 
security of the money in their pockets. It 
focuses the mind wonderfully.

 Britain has never and will never 

be a part of this development which is 
now the essence of the European project. 
This is succeeding and Britain is there-
fore desperate again and Blair personifi es 
that desperation. In his view Britain has 
‘missed the boat’ again. Britain is throwing 
away the opportunities provided by this 
development for more power in Europe 
and the world. This horrifi es him. But he 
knows Britain cannot really be part of the 
essential European project by joining the 
Eurozone and never will join it. Hence 
the British dilemma about Europe. Hence 
the double talk and convoluted neither in 
nor out position that Cameron keeps on 
about. 

 Blair desperately appeals to Brit-
ain not to throw away its ties with the EU 
but what he is appealing for is essentially 
an alliance with Europe rather than join-
ing it. Britain wants to lead but without 
participating in what is now the real work 
of Europe project, the Eurozone integra-
tion.  

 Alliance is the most benign way 
to describe the proposed relationship but 
it could more accurately be described as a 
Trojan horse for the US and as a parasite 
on Europe’s success. That is why Europe-
ans are not likely to be so dumb as to see 
it as anything but destructive for Europe 
to have this semi-detached member as a 
leading member who can only have ulte-
rior motives from a European integration-
ist perspective. Britain is not in the boiler 
house with them building the Euro but 
waiting outside to utilize the boiler when 
it’s working. If Europeans today have not 
learned any lessons about Britain at this 
stage they never will. 

 But they may never summon up 
the will and the courage to show Britain 
the door as the original creators of the 
European project did and therefore the 
most likely outcome is that Britain will 
remain a nuisance member of the EU 
that will debase it into a trading area of 
less and less political importance which 
will wither on the vine. Fortunately that 
will not now matter so much as the Euro 
develops which will necessitate more 
and real integration whatever happens 
to the EU as an institution. It may be a 
case of ‘the EU is dead, long live Europe.’ 
Henceforth Europe will develop through 
intergovernmental negotiation in which 
German and France will be in the driving 
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seat. The EU will become an agency for 
carrying out the will of the key govern-
ments of Europe.

 It is also worth noting that 
Blair’s commitment to Europe has noth-
ing whatever to do with the virtues of the 
European social market. He agrees with 
the Eurosceptics that all that is for the 
birds. 

 He says: “Changes to the la-
bour market, pensions, welfare and the 
way the State operates are necessary 
in all Western countries for reasons of 
demography, technology and external 
competition. The European social model 
has to change radically for Europe to 
prosper. Many of these arguments over 
the years have lain most comfortably in 
the mouths of Eurosceptics. They were 
never the only ones to make them by the 
way. My speeches on Europe as Prime 
Minister were littered with references to 
the pro-Europe, pro-reform case. But the 
truth is: much of the criticism levelled at 
Europe has been justifi ed and is shown to 
be justifi ed now.”

From any Labour interest this 
is the crucial issue and Cameron stated 
it in his speech as a central reason for 
‘renegotiation’. He said: “Complex rules 
restricting our labour markets are not 
some naturally occurring phenomenon. 
Just as excessive regulation is not some 
external plague that’s been visited on 
our businesses. These problems have 
been around too long. And the progress 
in dealing with them, far too slow.” 

 These issues are certainly not 
naturally occurring phenomena - they oc-
cur naturally in the absence of an alterna-
tive. But where is the Labour and Trade 
Union opposition to this Blair/Cameron 
approach? It exists only as a bit of bluster 
and debating rhetoric by some Labour 
spokespeople but it is not central to any 
Labour Party/Trade Union opposition 
to the impending prospect of a UK exit 
from the EU. But a full blooded defence 
of the European Social Market that justi-
fi es staying in the EU? Will pigs fl y?

Julian Priestley | Secretary General 
of the European Parliament from 1997 
to 2007 and member of the Board of 
Directors of Notre Europe – Jacques 
Delors Institute.

 Just after Mr Cameron’s speech on 
the UK’s relations with Europe on 23 
January 2013, Julian Priestley analyses 
it in a Tribune. According to him, the 
speech consists in a reversal of 40 years 
of British policy on the EU. He expects 
Mr Cameron scenario to be a failure and 
hopes the Opposition might develop a 
more far-seeing vision of Europe. 

There are various kinds of politi-
cal speeches. There is the call to arms 
to enthuse and inspire one’s audience. 
There is the speech to sway the audi-
ence, to persuade listeners, maybe even 
to change minds. There is the speech to 
clear the air, set out a new direction, and 
lay down a course of action. And then 
there is David Cameron’s long-awaited 
and much postponed speech on the UK’s 
relations with Europe. 

The setting of Bloomberg was an in-
teresting choice for a speech about Britain 
in Europe. It was delivered at breakfast 
time and at times did indeed resemble 
what dogs consume in the morning. 

It was a moment calling for some 
passion like those at the height of the de-
bate over Europe in the 60s and 70s, the 
speeches of J. P. Mackintosh or Shirley 
Williams on one side; or Hugh Gaitskell 
and Michael Foot on the other. If ardour 
and intensity of conviction are beyond 
Mr Cameron’s emotional range, then the 
analytical clarity of Barrack Obama’s 
speech in Cairo, or his 2008 campaign 
speech on race might have done the trick. 
Britain’s European future deserved bet-
ter than the mediocrity of the argument 
and the banality of the conclusion which 
was on offer today. 

1. A startling reversal of 40 years of 
British policy on the EU 

After the obligatory reverences to 
Europe’s past, the speech fell back on the 

An Anatomy Of A Speech
familiar eurosceptical fallacies. The EU 
is portrayed as a kind of land-bound levi-
athan which has taken on a life of its own. 
A number of very basic facts are ignored; 
the global fi nancial crisis has created a 
problem of public debt which is hitting 
euro land and non-euroland countries, 
and which both cat egories are struggling 
to overcome; the UK is not some oasis 
of rampant prosperity and competitive 
excel lence only held back by EU regu-
lations, its economy is underperform-
ing compared with the majority of EU 
member states which have adopted the 
euro; the cri sis has demonstrated glaring 
weaknesses in the gover nance of the euro 
but belatedly and painfully decisions are 
being taken to address the design faults; 
despite all the gleeful forecasts, the an-
nouncement of the imminent death of 
the euro seems premature; yes, of course 
the UK should be looking to increase its 
trade with the rest of the world but is it se-
riously imagined that the intraeuropean 
trade will be anything less than crucial 
to the UK economy for any foreseeable 
future?; and, as to the democratic argu-
ment, all signifi cant EU decisions are 
taken not by bureaucratic conspiracy but 
by a majority of democratically elected 
governments accountable to national 
MPs and by a majority of dem ocratically 
elected MEPs. Even this UK government 
fi nds itself in the majority in Council 
on a majority of issues where votes are 
taken, and most decisions are still made 
by consensus. 

As to the euro crisis itself, Cameron 
is right to say that there will be changes 
in euro governance but that does not 
amount to a case for redefi ning the UK’s 
relationship with the EU. For what the 
Prime Minister appears to be proposing 
is, on the one hand, to encour age the euro 
countries and the euro aspirant countries 
to strengthen the common institutions 
in a fi scal and ultimately political union, 
while in a kind of backwards shimmying, 
relegating the existing EU-UK relation-
ship to the periphery. 

This is a startling reversal of forty 
years of British pol icy on the European 
Union. Until now, at every stage, at every 
juncture and under every government the 
aim has always been to place Britain at 
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the centre of devel opments to infl uence 
the outcome. Where opt-outs have been 
judged necessary they used always to be 
sought in the thick of negotiations and, 
with customary fi nesse, only after bank-
ing as many concessions to the UK line as 
possible. Taking the UK to the periphery 
at the outset is a negotiating tactic which 
was used at the Messina Conference in 
1955, and then fi fty-six years later with 
the veto of the ‘Fiscal Compact’; it took 
two decades to recover infl uence after 
the diplomatic blun der in Sicily; the Fis-
cal Compact fi asco seems likely to be 
the fi rst of many unforced errors in the 
modern era. 

2. British Conservatives favouring 
EU competences’s repatriation 

For the British conservative party 
which has over two centuries prided itself 
on a keenly calculated sense of Britain’s 
national interest to vacate the fi eld so that 
others can decide things which will in-
timately affect our future economic and 
political interests is indeed a new depar-
ture. 

The Prime Minister’s speech is 
of course only the cur tain-raiser for a 
drama in many acts. As he reminded us 
there is already underway a cross-White-
hall techni cal review of EU competen-
cies and their impact on the UK which 
will take us into next year. Before the 
next general election the government 
will seek to ‘defend British interests’ and 
particular those of the City of London in 
negotiations on banking union; in other 
words business as usual. But even here 
the negotiating clout of UK ministers 
and offi cials will not have boosted by 
sowing doubt about the UK’s long-term 
European future. Why should other 
member states, already exas perated 
with the strident negativism of London, 
make concessions to one of their number 
which has already made it clear that its 
presence at the top table may only be of 
limited duration? 

After the election, should the Con-
servatives win a clear majority, the gov-
ernment would then present a catalogue 
of demands for powers to be repatri-
ated. A careful reading of the Cameron 
speech would lead to the conclusion that 
the speaker understands that a general 

treaty revision with a stronger place for 
sub sidiarity, ‘rolling back the frontiers 
of the state’, ‘get ting Brussels to concen-
trate on essentials’, ‘lighter touch regula-
tion’ is not realistically on offer; and that 
the pragmatic aims would be a series of 
special con cessions and new opt-outs 
specifi cally for Britain. 

Understandably perhaps the Prime 
Minister did not burden his speech with 
specifi cs about which cur rently exclusive 
EU competences would be repatriated 
to the UK; fi sheries policy perhaps al-
though it would be diffi cult to envisage 
how to curb over-fi shing of the North 
Sea without a reformed and strengthened 
common policy; how about regional poli-
cy, ironically launched in the 1970s at the 
insistence of the UK, and where an opt-
out could create the paradox of British 
taxpayers contributing to the fi nancing 
of regional development projects in all 
regions except their own? Social, health 
and safety and environmental policies? 
This of course is at the heart of concerns 
in the UK that uniquely our businesses 
are fettered by exces sive regulation al-
though the same rules do not seem to 
hold back German or Finnish or Swedish 
competitive ness. More importantly, the 
UK government does not seem to have 
realised that these accursed rules are in 
fact part and parcel of the internal market 
which is the one element of the EU which 
most in the gov ernment seem to wish 
to preserve. In fact the internal market 
has always been a compromise, fi nally 
conse crated in the Amsterdam treaty; a 
competitive open market with free move-
ment of goods and services but within an 
economic area of high environmental 
and social standards to reduce the danger 
of social dump ing within the Union. 

That attachment to a balanced ap-
proach to the sin gle market makes it 
unlikely that most other member states 
would look with favour on one member 
state staying in the internal market but 
opting opt of all the provisions which 
guarantee that the unicity of the market 
does not become an excuse for the sys-
tematic undermining of social and envi-
ronmental standards. 

3. No black-mailing possible as no 
new treaty is expected 

The Prime Minister would seem to 

reply that the reluctance of others to open 
negotiations on British demands will be 
overcome by the necessity to make con-
cessions in return for British cooperation 
at the big ticket event which will be the 
intergovernmental conference on fi scal 
union. Compared with what is at stake 
in drawing up a blueprint for economic 
and polit ical union in Europe, the side 
order of British demands can be slipped 
in almost unnoticed. 

Two words of caution are needed here. 
As at present there is no IGC planned for 
2015 or even for later. While some in the 
institutions and in Mrs Merkel’s party 
seem keen on a new constitutional proc-
ess, the prospect is viewed with horror 
in other capitals. There is not even the 
beginning of a consensus on the overall 
framework of a new treaty let alone any 
optimism about the out come of the proc-
ess or indeed its ratifi cation. And byits 
cussed reaction to the Fiscal Pact a year 
ago, the British have taught the old dog 
some new tricks; you can do a lot outside 
an EU treaty, and you can by-pass even 
the most recalcitrant member state. 

But even if we suppose governments 
would be ready to bite the bullet, these 
treaties can take their time. Between the 
Laeken declaration which dreamed up the 
possibility of a constitutional treaty and 
the actual entry into force of the Lisbon 
Treaty which was its ulti mate outcome, a 
full decade elapsed. There is no rea son to 
suppose that a Fiscal Union treaty proc-
ess with or without throwing into the mix 
some extra UK opt outs would be more 
speedily or smoothly completed in order 
to conform to Mr Cameron’s artifi cial 
timetable. 

4. No real regrets from their EU 
partners in case of a UK exit 

Hence the last arrow in Mr Cameron’s 
quiver is the blithe assumption that the 
27 will swallow their reser vations and 
make concessions so that Britain can stay 
in the Union. This is pure Micawberism. 
You hear all over Brussels the expres-
sions of regret about a UK exit but more 
with resignation than any determination 
to resist. Even our traditional friends to 
the East and to the North do not carry 
their affection for the UK to the point of 
countenancing what many would see as 
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the unravelling of the single market and 
the acquis com munautaire. Britain lost 
points over the fi scal compact farrago 
and irritated eurozone countries with lec-
tures about what was needed without lift-
ing a fi nger to help. Now when it comes 
to vetoes it uses the tactic of ‘shoot fi rst, 
ask questions later’ even when, as over 
budget ary matters, it is not short of al-
lies. 

In the area where its contribution was 
expected to be the greatest - the com-
mon external policy - where the Prime 
Minister himself talked of the heft the 
UK brings to these questions and where 
one of its nation als is the policy supremo, 
Britain drags its feet and engages in pet-
tifogging turf wars which many see as a 
thinly disguised attempt to undermine 
the Union’s capacity to act as one. So 
gradually the notion begins to take hold 
that Britain is indeed drifting to the exit, 
but that the loss could be borne with all 
due grieving. What is clear is that not 
one single member state has expressed 
support for the UK position, welcomed 
the reopening of the relationship, or indi-
cated willingness to back the repatriation 
of powers being sought. 

So the best that the UK could hope for 
would be the kind of face-saving ‘renego-
tiation’ that the 1974 Labour government 
sought after it had rejected Mr Heath’s 
terms for entry the year before. A change 
of those terms, barely perceptible to the 
naked eye, and which as its crowning 
achievement ensured that New Zealand 
butter remained on the shelves in Brit-
ish cor ner shops, was fi nally accepted. 
But things have moved on. The deal in 
1974 was not a new settlement, not even a 
treaty change just some cosmetic adjust-
ments to pol icy. And in contrast to today, 
the terms were not cen tral to the debate 
or subjected to serious scrutiny. 

5. Cameron scenario: an expected 
failure 

So there is no evidence that the Cam-
eron scenario - a renegotiation of the 
whole relationship as a prelude for a ref-
erendum to renew public consent - could 
enjoy even the most limited success. 

Of the referendum itself, it is worth 
pointing out that even were our partners 

against all odds to accede to UK de-
mands, grant a changed basis for mem-
bership with our engagement limited to 
a narrowed down more market based 
deregulated internal market, and with 
special protections for the City of Lon-
don secured, the procedure proposed by 
the Prime Minister is fl awed. 

If successful the question would be 
along the lines of, ‘the government has 
negotiated changes to Britain’s member-
ship of the EU, do you consent to this 
new relationship etc?’ It would indeed 
be according to the Prime Minister an 
‘in/out referendum’. Many euros ceptics 
would vote yes, and others strongly op-
posed to the EU, would vote no. But what 
of those who support the UK’s continued 
membership on the existing terms, who 
might even support the UK playing a 
stronger role in EU affairs and who in 
any case would oppose the ‘terms’ re-
negotiated by a future Tory government 
par ticularly if our participation in social 
and environmen tal policy had been effec-
tively resiled? Some would swallow their 
reservations and vote to stay in, many 
others would not. Mr Cameron says that 
‘in/out’ ref erendum now would not be ap-
propriate but his refer endum at the end 
of 2017 would effectively disenfran chise 
that signifi cant section of public opinion 
which wants a self-confi dent UK to be 
part of a successful EU. And just possibly 
a referendum midterm in a hypo thetical 
second Cameron government might not 
be the highpoint of the ruling party’s 
domestic authority.The Prime Minister 
at the end of his speech made a rather 
strong case for Britain staying in the EU. 
But in questions afterwards he refused 
to be drawn on whether if the ‘renego-
tiations’ failed he would vote to stay in. 
Others in his party, the Mayor of London, 
the Chancellor and other ministers state 
a preference for staying in the EU, but 
downplay the drama of exit which just a 
few months ago Cameron described as 
‘mad’. This is again a curious negotiating 
tactic; we ask you to go through all the 
pain and bother of a treaty change so that 
you can have the privilege of keeping 
us in the club, but we don’t care all that 
much about the outcome. 

It refl ects a view that has gained cur-
rency in the upper reaches of the Tory 
party. You hear it said that we will get 
good terms on the outside because they 

need us more than we need them, be-
cause their trade surplus with us is so 
huge (in itself not a negligible recogni-
tion of our long-term trading prospects). 
This is of course whistling in the wind: as 
Mr Cameron himself admit ted, Britain 
absent from the central economic deci-
sions of the EU (and here already nearly 
halfway out the door) will lose any say 
in the future development of the internal 
market, in determining the trade negoti-
ating mandates with our main partners, 
and will be in no position to shore up the 
interests of the City. And at a political 
level, single-handedly the UK will have 
dealt those member states with a very 
different vision of the EU’s future, the 
strongest cards. 

6. A speech fooling no-one 

Despite the customary slickness in 
presentation, the speech will fool no-one. 
What is at stake here is very straightfor-
ward. Mr Cameron’s speech and this cyni-
cal apology for a European policy appear 
to many as solely designed to shore up 
his personal position as party leader and 
prevent UKIP from siphoning off votes 
which could guarantee the return of his 
party to the opposition benches. But so 
amateurishly blatant has been the ma-
noeuvre that our partners abroad, the 
international business and fi nance com-
munity, the British voters and even the 
eurosceptics in his own party will see 
through it all. 

Courage in politics is an undervalued 
quality. This very week an act of courage 
was commemorated; a Treaty of recon-
ciliation signed by a German Chancellor 
and a French President fi fty years ago. 
Some of Mr Cameron’s own predeces-
sors possessed courage in spades and 
took on the world. But we now have a 
Prime Minister who allows himself to be 
rattled by Mr Nigel Farage and his pin-
striped army. 

The attention now turns to the lead-
ership of the other mainstream parties, 
and particularly the leadership of the 
Opposition, to see if they can summon 
up resolve in the pursuit of the genuine 
national interest, and artic ulate a vision 
of Europe which transcends the medio-
cre calculation of short-term party ad-
vantage.
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The Danish 
In previous issues of Labour Affairs 
I described the German, French and 
Swedish pension system.  These systems 
had the following characteristics:

1. They aimed to give a worker on 
the average wage in retirement 
a good standard of living equal 
to between 55% and 70% of 
their pre-retirement net (after 
tax) income.

2. The systems are effectively 
mandatory.  You cannot opt 
out of preparing for retirement.  
Pension contributions are of the 
order of 20+% of gross wages 
and are divided between the 
employee and the employer. 

3. The systems are effectively pay-
go systems.  The money collected 
in pension contributions in any 
year is largely used to pay the 
pensions of those in retirement 
in the same year.

This month I propose to review the Danish 
pension system.   It is worth looking at the 
Danish pension system because although 
it shares the fi rst 2 characteristics of the 
German, French and Swedish system 
it does not completely share the 3rd

characteristic.  The occupational earnings 
part is not a pay-go system.  Workers 
build up individual cash funds over their 
working lives.  These funds are then used 
to fi nance their retirement.

Let me start by quoting some statistics 
from the OECD review of Danish 
pensions in 2008.  These statistics show 
the Net Replacement Rate (that is the 
pension income after tax as a per cent of 
the pre-retirement income after tax) that a 
Danish worker would expect to receive as 
a function of the % of the average wage.  
The statistics are startling:

Individual 
earnings as 
mul� ple of 
averageaverage

Danish Net 
Replacement 
Rate

0.50.5
average
0.5
average

131.9131.9
0.750.75 103.3103.3
1 89.889.8
1.51.5 80.880.8
2 73.373.3

OECD – Pensions at a Glance 2011

So if a worker had only ever earned an 
income equal to 50% of the average 
wage before retirement he/she would, 
in retirement, expect 
to receive a pension 
almost 32% higher than 
their pre-retirement net 
(after tax) income.  In 
short they would be 
better off in retirement 
than they had been 
during their working 
life.  On the other hand 
someone who had on average earned 2 
times the average wage would expect a 
pension in retirement equal to 73.3% of 
their pre-retirement net income.

(Note: The pensions included in the 
replacement rate are both the public state 
pensions and the private occupational 
pensions.)

Much of the information for this review 
comes from a paper by Igor Guardiancich
‘Denmark, Current pension system: fi rst 
assessment of reform outcomes and 
output’ published by the European Social 
Observatory in May 2010 and from the 
OECD report of world pensions published 
in 2011.

The pension that workers receive in 
retirement in Denmark come from 2 main 
sources (often referred to as pillars):  the 
state pension pillar and the occupational 
pension pillar.

First Pillar of the Danish Pension System 
– The State Pension

The Danish state pension is divided into 
3 parts.

For the fi rst part a full pension is paid 
after 40 years residence and is pro-rated 
for lesser years.  The maximum monthly 
value of this residence based pension is 
some DKK 5,500 per month which at 
today’s exchange rate is about £570 per 
month or about £6,840 per annum.  

The second part of the Danish state 
pension is also residence based but is a 
means tested amount.  This is of the order 

of £6,500 per annum if you have no other 
source of income and have resided in 
Denmark for 40 years.  If you have other 
income, like an occupational pension, 
then this second part of the state pension 
is means tested against that other income.  
This means tested portion of the state 
pension will be reduced if your other 
income is greater than some £6,000.

However if you have been resident the 
full 40 years in Denmark you will not 
have an annual pension of less than some 
£6,840 + £6,500 = £13,340.

It is worth noting that these 2 parts of 
the state pension are residence based 
rather than work based.  So, for instance, 
a family could decide that one parent 
would not work while the children were 
being reared confi dent in the knowledge 
that the non-working parent would still 
receive a pension of at least £13,340 at 
age 65.

By Martin Dolphin

So if a worker had only ever earned an 
income equal to 50% of the average wage 
before retirement he/she would, in retire-
ment, expect to receive a pension almost 
32% higher than their pre-retirement net 
(after tax) income
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Pension System
The 3rd part of the state pension, referred rd part of the state pension, referred rd

to as the ATP part, is earnings related.  
According to Guardiancich:

“The ATP has an important social function, 
which is not fulfi lled by the occupational 
private schemes due to their employment-
related nature. In fact, people on maternity 
leave or recipients of unemployment 
benefi ts have their contributions to the 
second pension pillar (occupational 
private pension) discontinued. To 
compensate for that, the ATP contribution 
is doubled with respect to the parental or 
unemployment benefi t.”

According to Guardiancich on average, 
a full ATP benefi t after 40 years of 
employment leads to an additional pension 
income equal to about 7% of a worker’s 
pre-retirement net income. This seems a 
high fi gure however assuming it is true 
and given that average gross earnings in 
Denmark were some £37,000 in 2008 that 
would imply an extra pension amount of 
the order of £37,000 *7% = ~£2,590. 

If therefore a Danish worker had worked 
for 40 years on the average wage and had 
not paid into an occupational pension 
and relied solely on the state pension 
then his pension in retirement would be 
£6,840 + £6,500 + £2,590 = ~£15,930.  
Denmark has a basic tax rate of 4.67%, a 
municipal tax rate of 24%, and a personal 
allowance of some £4,200.  Applying this 
information would suggest a net income 
of about £12,500 from the Danish state 
pension, the fi rst pillar of the Danish 
pension system.

Second Pillar of the Danish Pension 
System – Occupational Pensions

The second pillar of the Danish pension 
system consists of quasi-mandatory, mandatory, mandatory
privately managed fully funded 
occupational schemes.  So these are real 
funds unlike the German, Swedish and 
French systems which are essentially pay-
go systems. 

The funds are managed jointly by the 
social partners, the trade unions and the 
employers’ institutions.  The funds are 
required to guarantee a real return of 
at least 2%.  Though in theory optional, 
collective agreements between the 
employers and trades unions actually 
make these occupational pensions 
mandatory for over 80% of the work 
force.

Typical occupational pension plan 
design: Typical contribution rates are 
9% for blue-collar workers, 15% for 
white-collar workers, and 12% for 
public-sector employees. In the private 
sector, employees pay one-third of 
contributions and employers two-thirds. 
The government bears full contribution 
costs for Public sector employees. 

The usual retirement age in Denmark is 
65, with retirees receiving benefi ts as 
annuities and/or lump sums.
Some 80% of Danish workers are covered 
by these quasi-mandatory occupational 
schemes.

“Even more impressive is the fact that 
the remaining 20% does not pose a 
particularly pressing problem for the 
future social adequacy of Danish pension 
arrangement. In fact, only two categories 
of workers are currently not covered 
by collective agreements: i) young, 
precarious workers, which under the 
Danish provisions for fl exicurity will with 
high probability land with a job providing 
occupational pensions; ii) high-income 
private employees, usually employed as 
middle management or above, who do 
not require this type of arrangement and 
usually resort to other, individual forms 
of supplementary savings.”
Guardiancich p.4.

Summary

Denmark has in place a pension system 
that means that everyone in retirement will 
have a good standard of living.  Workers 
on the average wage will expect to have 

pensions after tax equal to over 89% of 
their pre-retirement after tax income.
Most of the state component of the 
pension is residence based rather than 
work based which means that levels of 
social exclusion in retirement are very 
low in Denmark.

Occupational pensions are effectively 
mandatory so the vast majority of workers 
must start saving towards retirement soon 
after they begin working.  The occupational 
pensions systems are funded rather 
than pay-go.  This is a big differentiator 
between the Danish pension system and 
those of France, Sweden and Germany.  
Joint responsibility for the success of 
these funds belongs to the employers and 
trades unions.  In retirement, a pension in 
the form of an annuity is paid to workers 
from these funds.

References:

Igor Guardiancich, Denmark, Current 
pension system: fi rst assessment of 
reform outcomes and output published at 
European Social Observatory http://www.
ose.be

OECD – Pensions at a Glance, 2011
http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/
download/8111011e.pdf?expires=135910
0814&id=id&accname=guest&checksu
m=6F921990475FFC17D5DCE0A92989
7890

Next Months Issue of 
Labour Affairs

In next months Labour Af-
fairs we will be taking a look 
at the recent proposals for the 
reform of the British pension 
system. 
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Mali

French forces intervened in Mali on 
Saturday 12 January, fi ghting the ‘Islam-
ist’ forces; these are the same Islamist 
forces that France supported a year pre-
viously in Libya, when engaged in top-
pling Gaddafi .  France is reaping what 
it has sown.  It fi nds itself isolated, un-
able to complete the task and not getting 
signifi cant support from anyone.  France 
has economic interests in Mali and 
neighbouring countries: Mali has gold 
and Niger provides 70% of uranium used 
in France’s electricity production.  No 
wonder Britain and the US are not rush-
ing to help France.  

The legitimate objectives of the 
Touaregs in North Mali were being 
discussed with the interested parties in 
Burkina Faso but the negotiations were 
interrupted before the French air strikes.  
See article by Finian Cunningham  
(January 24th, 2013) ‘France’s War in 
Mali, Neo-imperialist Grab Dressed up 
in “War on Terror” Rhetoric’. (http://dis-
sidentvoice.org/2013/01/frances-war-in-
mali/).

Algeria

President Hollande went on an of-
fi cial visit to Algiers on 19 December; 
there he made a speech to the Algerian 
Parliament acknowledging the suffer-
ing infl icted on the Algerian people by 
France during the colonial period.  He 
cited ‘the massacres of Sétif, of Guelma 
and of Kherrata’ which ‘remain etched 
on the consciousness and the memory 
of Algerians’.  He also denounced ‘a co-
lonial system which was deeply unjust 
and brutal.’ This speech caused outrage 
in France among a great many; the most 
charitable comment was that Hollande 
did not mean what he said and only said 
it to get trade contracts.  Yet Holland 
stopped short of what he had said he 
would do, that is, make an apology.

The ex-colony of Algeria is a very 
sensitive issue in France; a 2012 series 
of programmes on the colonisation of 
Algeria on the France Inter programme 
‘la Marche de l’Histoire’ always had two 
presenters, one putting forward a (mild-
ly) critical view of the colonial period 
and one putting forward a favourable or 
at least different view.

Abbé Pierre

A most extraordinary thing happened 
when Hollande visited the premises 
of Emmaus, a charitable organisation; 
Emmaus was founded in 1954 by Abbé 
Pierre, a charismatic priest defender of 
the homeless.  Before Hollande’s visit, 
photos of Abbé Pierre were removed 
from the part of the premises where Hol-
lande could be photographed.

The reason?  Towards the end of his 
life, Abbé Pierre supported Roger Ga-
raudy, who was attacked for ‘negation-
ism’; in common with others accused of 
denying the genocide,  Garaudy did not 
question the basic facts but called for 
further study and an end to the political 
use of historical events.  Abbé Pierre also 
made himself unpopular in the media by 
drawing attention to the stories of geno-
cide in the Old Testament.  He never lost 
his popularity with the public however, 
being consistently voted most loved per-
sonality in France.

Depardieu

Whenever the media seizes on a topic, 
you can be sure it is telling at most part 
of the truth.  To avoid tax Depardieu left 
France to settle in Belgium, and later ac-
cepted Russian citizenship.  The question 
should be asked: which actors actually 
pay tax in France, and which left France 
ages ago?  Alain Delon for example, has 
been a Swiss citizen since 1999.

The same should be asked about the 

L’Oreal heiress, Bettencourt; she was 
given a tax rebate under Sarkozy’s new 
tax regime and was attacked mercilessly.  
It was never said that L’Oreal is the only 
one of the twenty richest French fi rms to 
pay tax in France.

‘Demo for all’

This is the name of the collective 
(‘Manif pour Tous’) which organised a 
demonstration against homosexual ‘mar-
riage’ on 13 January.  340 000 people 
(police fi gures), 800 000 (organisers’ es-
timate) took part.

The name ‘Demo for all’ is copied 
from the populist and absurd slogan 
‘Marriage for all’ adopted for its nice 
sound by the pro lobby. (Absurd, it goes 
without saying, because it cannot be lit-
erally ‘for all’, since restrictions to mar-
riage would still apply,  in respect of age 
or family connections.)

The French have started thinking 
about the question however, and the 
participation this time was much greater 
than in the preceding demonstration in 
November (70 000/200 000).  The text 
of the proposed law is available on line 
(http://www.assemblée-nationale.fr/14/
projets/pl0344.asp) and in that text peo-
ple were able to see that French society 
would be described in law as asexual: 
in the new version of the Civil Code the 
words mother and father are consistently 
removed and only ‘parents’, ‘one parent’, 
‘the other parent’ appear.  The public are 
reassured by the government: there will 
still be mothers and fathers!  Yes, there 
will, but not on paper. 

But shouldn’t what is laid down on 
paper as law bear some relation to real-
ity? 

Since this was pointed out, Taubira 
(minister putting forward the White Pa-
per) said that the striking out of the words 
in each and every article of the Code has 
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been replaced by an umbrella notice at 
the beginning of the document: ‘the 
words mother and father are to be under-
stood as ‘parent’ where spouses are the 
same sex’.  The wording of the White Pa-
per on the Assemblée Nationale website 
however has not yet been changed.  

 Since in the proposed new legal 
marriage at least one of the partners is 
not a biological parent,  the family then 
becomes a group not connected by blood 
ties, (or genetic material,  in modern par-
lance).  Furthermore, at least one of the 
biological parents (e.g. sperm donor/sur-
rogate mother) has no legal existence.

A Freemason lodge (‘Children of 
Cambaceres’, for homosexuals) had an 
advertisement in Le Monde calling for 
the defence of gay marriage and ‘the 
overcoming of biology’.  They write: 

“Let us fi ght against the argument from 
biology, when the very possibility of 
progress depends on our emancipation 
from biology.’  

Slogans seen among the demonstra-
tors included:  ‘Mothers and Fathers, 
it’s elementary’ (this rhymes in French: 
Pères et Mères, c’est élémentaire), ‘All 
born of a man and a woman’ ‘We want 
sex, not gender’.

A pro gay marriage on Sunday 27 
January gathered fewer participants than 
the anti march.

One wonders how this untimely de-
bate is seen in Mali, or Libya, or other 
places bombed by France.   

Nigel Farage is a man on the up, a 
man who believes that his time is 

about to come. As the debate on Europe 
emerges from its subcutaneous lair into 
the cut and thrust of party politics once 
again, the man the media wants is Nigel 
Farage. 

Comfortable preaching from the 
pulpit or haranguing politicians from ei-
ther political party on TV, Mr. Farage is 
comfortable in his own skin. His brand 
of a deregulated Britain striding the 
world, trading in a globalised economy, 
fi nds willing adherents from across the 
political spectrum, but in particular on 
the Tory right. These backbenchers are 
restless, eager for a fi ght. And Mr. Farage 
see’s an opportunity. 

Farage has placed himself and UKIP 
at the forefront of the political debate 
concerning Britain’s relationship with 
Europe. Bellicose in his attacks on what 
he sees as a huge waste of tax payers 
money and in particular, lazy, gravy train, 
euro bureaucrats, who swan around not 
doing their jobs. Mr. Farage is our Euro 
conscience, holding people to account. 
In fact he has made his name haranguing 
fellow Euro MEP’s and bureaucrats from 
the parliament chamber. Surly he can do 
no wrong at the moment.

But wait a minute, what’s this I see. 
No it can’t be. Well, well, I think it is. 
Apparently Mr. Farage has been a mem-
ber of the Fisheries Committee of the Eu-
ropean Parliament for the past two years. 
For a man who says that in his spare time 
he likes nothing more than a bit of fi sh-
ing, one would have thought that this 
would have been a subject close to his 
heart. But no. Apparently not. You see 
Mr. Farage got a taste of his own medi-
cine when, back in November of last year, 
Mr. Farage received a broadside from 
Guy Verhofstadt the MEP who was at 
one time Belgian prime minister.

Farage gets a taste of 
his own medicine

“What I think is the biggest waste of 
money in the EU today is the salary we 
all pay to Mr Farage,” he said.

“Oh no Mr Farage, let’s be honest 
about it, you are member of the fi sheries 
committee and you’re never there. Never. 
In 2011 no attendance. In 2012 no attend-
ance.”

Verhofstadt, an ardent European fed-
eralist, added:

 “It’s fantastic what you’re doing, you 
are coming here saying it’s a scandal, the 
salaries we are paid, and you pay your-
self a salary without doing any labour in 
your committee.”

At this point Mr Farage is seen laugh-
ing, well desperately attempting to laugh 
at something when he knows he has 
been well and truly caught out. This only 
serves to wind up Mr. Verhofstadt

 “You can laugh. I hope maybe this 
will be sent out to the BBC this evening 
and all the private TV in Britain about 
how you are cheating your own citizens 
here.”  

Priceless.

If you want to see the video of 
Mr. Farage and his encounter with Mr. 
Verhofstadt here is the web address. 
Please do. http://www.youtube.com/
watch?v=0M4hExU-tfg
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Black Swans and Triple-Dip Misery
Cameron and Osborne show the same determination as their 

mentor Margaret Thatcher.  “The lads are not for turning”, one 
might say.  This pays off if you’re following a workable policy, 
one capable of achieving right-wing goals.  Not so good if you 
are actually wrong and are wrecking your own economy.

So what does Cameron actually believe?  How does he 
justify extreme austerity, as Britain experiences another three-
monthly shrinkage and seems to be heading for a triple-dip 
recession?

“We can look to the future with realism and optimism. Re-
alism, because you can’t cure problems, that were decades in 
the making, overnight. There are no quick fi xes and I wouldn’t 
claim otherwise. But we can be optimistic too because we are 
making tangible progress. We are doing what’s right for our 
country and what’s best for our children’s future. And nothing 
could be more important than that.” 1

By saying “problems that were decades in the making”, he’s 
saying that the Keynesian era was a vast deviation from capital-
ist wisdom.  Labour should tackle him on it – except that a lot 
of them also have a vague notion of those years as a corporat-
ist monstrosity.  Trotskyism was useless at achieving its stated 
ends, but brilliant at undermining the reputation of rival forms 
of socialism.  They must have thought if they could undermine 
the reputations of both functional Moderate Socialism and func-
tional Leninism (Stalinism), everyone would fl ock to their ban-
ner.  Banners, rather, since there were three main squabbling 
sects in the high days of the late 1960s and now there are rather 
more.  Naturally none of the Trotskyists got anywhere, but the 
New Right were the benefi ciaries.  And seem unable to accept it 
when their world starts to fall apart.

During the relatively good years from the 1980s to 2008, 
it was believed that major crises were over.  They did actu-
ally spend their way out of previous recessions, notably the 
almost-forgotten crisis of 1987, which might have delayed or 
even prevented the Soviet collapse of 1989-91 if the Tories 
hadn’t ignored New Right wisdom.  But that was near the end of 
Thatcher’s reign, and there were plenty of senior Tories who had 
a more pragmatic view.  Now the party is dominated by deep 
beliefs and half-arsed theories.  People who have grown up with 
Thatcherism, in as far as they have grown up at all.

There is a fault in reality: please do not adjust your mind.  
This was a hippy slogan, and the New Right have been the only 
effi cient political force to have emerged in the ‘Coolheart’ era 
that hippy values helped produce.  They’ve been able to get 
away with damaging the successful Keynesian system much 
more than people thought was possible.  Mass unemployment 
has been tolerated and so far has not produced a crime wave.  
The fl ow of wealth to the very rich has been tolerated because 

lots more people can imagine themselves rich than was possi-
ble when Britain had rigid class barriers that most people could 
not hope to cross.  Even a crisis that was blatantly caused by 
fi nancial speculation has been successfully blamed on other 
causes.  But they are up against a basic truth – Keynesianism 
allowed some form of capitalism to continue when it might have 
perished.  An economic system that has been “improved” by 
restoring the values of 50 or 100 years ago is going to work 
much worse.

For the New Right, capitalism and markets are always the 
optimum.  Crises can be plausible explained by Black Swan 
Theory:

“The black swan theory or theory of black swan events is a 
metaphor that describes an event that is a surprise (to the ob-
server), has a major effect, and after the fact is often inappropri-
ately rationalized with the benefi t of hindsight.

“The theory was developed by Nassim Nicholas Taleb to 
explain:

“1.The disproportionate role of high-profi le, hard-to-predict, 
and rare events that are beyond the realm of normal expecta-
tions in history, science, fi nance, and technology

“2.The non-computability of the probability of the conse-
quential rare events using scientifi c methods (owing to the very 
nature of small probabilities)

“3.The psychological biases that make people individually 
and collectively blind to uncertainty and unaware of the mas-
sive role of the rare event in historical affairs.”2

The 2008 crash was utterly predictable from almost any 
viewpoint except that of Transcendental Market Economics.  
Specifi c events defi ed the odds quoted by “experts” who’d used 
a statistical model known as the Bell Curve or Normal Distribu-
tion.  But, as some people noted during the crash, this is just 
one of many possibilities found in nature.  Just as plausible are 
the “Heavy-tailed distributions” and “Fat-Tailed distributions”, 
where extremes are much less improbable.3

Mr Taleb comes from a family of wealthy Lebanese Chris-
tians, and now lives in the USA.  I’ve read his book, and among 
other things he fails to see why Lebanon as constituted out of 
Greater Syria when France wound up its colonial empire was 
almost certain to crash.  His famous idea is good psychology: 
real-world black swans look like a satanic version of the slightly-
alarming swans we know and admire in Europe.  (You can’t 
easily imagine a fairy tale about an ugly undersized cygnet that 
has a happy ending when it discovers it has grown up as an 
entirely normal duck.4)  With their red eyes and beaks, black 
swans look wrong.  
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Tchaikovsky used swan myths and 
imagery beautifully in Swan Lake, and 
it was cleverly re-mixed in recent fi lm 
called Black Swan.  Tchaikovsky was 
good at adapting and modernising myths: 
there is probably an opening for a book 
called Economics for Sugar-Plumb Fair-
ies.  But that doesn’t mean that it is real.

Black swans in the real world are no 
more an oddity than white swans, just 
less familiar to people in Britain and the 
USA.  They are found mostly in Aus-
tralia and are close cousins of the Mute 
Swan, the brilliant white species that 
Europeans are familiar with.  They are 
slightly more aggressive than the Mute 
Swan, one of the few birds that dares to 
take on intrusive humans.  But it’s not a 
vast difference and their presentation as 
evil creatures is pure myth, a myth with 
overtones of racism. 5

So should the crisis of 2008 be 
blamed on an inexplicable fl ock of Black 
Swans that came in and shat on ‘Rational 
Economics’?  

When a sect predicts the end of the 
world and it fails to happen – things like 
the recent pseudo-Mayan ‘End of the 
World’6 – it might seem like a “Black 
Swan” to them.  To anyone else is it an 
obvious outcome.  Likewise another 
Great Crash was to be expected when 
markets were de-regulating, removing 
by stages all of the safeguards that had 
been put in place after the original 1929 
Great Crash.

Britain was making a modest recov-
ery from the chaos of the banking crisis, 
when Osborne took over as chancellor in 
May 2010.  Growth or shrinkage is meas-
ured on a quarterly (three-monthly) basis: 
Britain had had four quarters of modest 
growth in the last days of Brown’s Labour 
government.  It had one more as Osborne 
began to put his stamp on the economy 
in the third quarter of 2010.  Since then 
it has been fi ve quarters of shrinkage 
compared to four of growth. 7  And one 
of the good quarters is largely credited 
to the enormous spending on the London 
Olympics, state expenditure that boosted 
the status of Britain’s rulers and so was 
approved of by most Tory Libertarians.

If the fi rst quarter of 2013 is another 
three month period of shrinkage, then it 

is offi cially a triple-dip recession.  Even 
if it doesn’t, the whole fl at-lining of the 
economy since Cameron and Osborne 
took over suggests that the current cri-
sis might qualify as a depression rather 
than a mere recession.8  Previous times 
we spent our way out of the crisis: this is 
now classed as Original Sin.  So Britain 
– and also the rest of Europe and the USA 
– looks likely to locked into economic fl at-
lining for some time to some.

Someone should use Parliamentary 
question time to ask Cameron if he be-
lieves the right-wing argument that the 
New Deal in the USA actually delayed a 
recovery from the Great Depression.  His 
actions make perfect sense if he believes 
this.  But if he does, you should next ask 
him why it was that Western economies 
acting on the “delusion” that the New 
Deal had worked were able to produce 
the Golden Quarter Century of steady 
growth and high employment that we 
saw from 1950 to 1975.

Jobs and Market Infallibility

According to David Cameron’s New 
Year message, “We inherited a welfare 
system that was frankly out of shape, 
that paid people not to work. So we made 
some big changes, and this New Year 
almost half a million more people are 
in work than last New Year. That is real 
progress…

“When people say we’ve got to stop 
our welfare reforms because somehow it 
is cruel to expect people to work, we are 
saying no. Getting people into good jobs 
is absolutely vital, not just for them, but 
for all of us. And when there is a fi ght on 
our hands to change our schools, we are 
ready and willing to have it because hav-
ing a world-class education is the only 
way our children are going to get on in 
this world.” 9

That’s the standard Tory view, post-
Thatcher.  The unemployed cannot have 
been failed by Market Mechanisms, 
which are always correct if allowed to 
run freely.  It must be down to welfare, 
and down to moral failings by the unem-
ployed.  Shirkers.

Suppose one in ten of the unem-
ployed are shirkers?  There are still no 

jobs for the remaining nine.  And this 
simple logic would still apply if it were 
more than one in ten, though I doubt it is 
more.  People who lose hope of a job will 
adapt to joblessness, but if the jobs were 
there, most workers would be willing.  

Willing implies a reasonable job.  
Low-quality ill-paid jobs like super-
market shelf stackers get dozens of ap-
plicants for every vacancy.  People do 
refuse unfamiliar badly-paid insecure 
jobs, stuff like seasonal crop-picking 
which then may go to immigrants who 
don’t plan to stay anyway.  There are also 
not many jobs like that – and a lot of the 
East European immigrants are in skilled 
and desirable jobs, getting them because 
they are better trained than British work-
ers.  The whole disdain for ordinary work 
that began with Thatcher has included a 
continual cutting of the sort of expensive 
apprenticeships and other training that 
used to produce good workers.  That 
did do so in East European under Late 
Leninism, but Britain has favoured the 
wheeler-dealers and has encouraged a 
disdain for the traditional skills of the 
skilled working class.

Panglossian Capitalism

Recovery has faltered since 2010.  
New Labour were willing to follow com-
mon-sense and spend their way out of the 
crisis, a method that had worked before 
and did seem to be working again.  But 
because there was general economic pain, 
the voters voted them out.  Instead we 
got the current Coalition, dominated by 
Tories raised on pure Thatcherism.  And 
supported by a Liberal-Democratic party 
dominated by Orange Book economics, 
a failed old party returning to bad old 
ideas like a dog returning to its vomit.

The basic belief is that the amount of 
cash received is assumed to be identical 
with the amount of real wealth created 
by the recipient of the cash.  Cash ob-
tained without gross illegality is seen as 
a measure of social worth and a benefi t 
to the rest of the society.  That’s the cur-
rent orthodoxy, a revival of 19th century 
beliefs.

You might also call it “Immaculate 
Capitalism”, an imaginary system fa-
thered by Adam Smith, who may well 
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have been a virgin.10  With certainty, 
Smith ignored the social context of ac-
tual Industrial Capitalism as it was in 
Britain in his lifetime.  What actually 
existed was a growing state and a protec-
tionist trading system.  Also the growth 
of a middle class that was not just any 
old middle class of the sort that the New 
Right believe will bring wonders.  What 
18th century Britain had was a specifi c 
middle class that was highly unusual in 
terms of world history, a class that was 
enterprising and radical but also had 
strong ethical beliefs.

Adam Smith grew up in a family 
of moderate Protestants, but seems to 
have stopped believing while at Oxford 
University.  Thereafter he seems to have 
seen Christianity as an obstacle to a bet-
ter world, though he was much less open 
about it than his friend David Hume. If 
he ever wrote down what he actually 
believed, it must have perished in the 
general destruction of his notes and un-
fi nished works that he had requested in 
his will.

If the Roman Empire had opted for 
Buddhism rather than Christianity when 
its original paganism lost its credibility, 
then it would have had a creed that leads 
its more thoughtful believers to doubt 
the reality of the world.  Buddhism and 
also Hinduism can happily co-exist with 
science, while doubting its importance.  
They successfully stifl ed the growth of 
science in China, Japan and Hindu civi-
lisation.  

Christianity and Islam both had co-
herent religious views about a world 
whose reality was not in doubt, even if 
humans might fail to fully understand 
it.  Science found itself at odds with reli-
gion just by being true to itself: it had to 
challenge the traditional understanding 
of the universe as new facts emerge.  A 
confl ict had to happen, and science lost 
the fi ght within Islam and within parts of 
Catholic Europe, with the condemnation 
of Galileo being the most important sin-
gle event.  In other parts of Catholic Eu-
rope, science was able to fl ourish.  Also 
within most of Protestant Europe, result-
ing in the dramatic break-through of the 
Industrial Revolution in Britain, and its 
easy spread to societies with very similar 
values.

Scientists were mostly believers in 
the 17th century and mostly lost belief 
from the 18th century onwards.  You still 
got a few – Faraday, Eddington – but not 
many.  

By contrast, most business people 
were conventionally religious, sometimes 
highly devout.  Those that weren’t strove 
for respectability, outward conformity 
to the dominant values.  Adam Smith’s 
model of impersonal cash relationships 
was really not much like the real world 
of commerce.

This odd system worked fi ne for a 
time, in part because a lot of Protestants 
had fallen into what could be called 
the Mammonist Heresy, the notion that 
earthly rewards were a sign of Divine 
Approval.  This is fl atly against what Je-
sus taught and what the various churches 
had traditionally believed.  Roman Ca-
tholicism mostly suppressed it, which 
may be why the Industrial Revolution 
happened in Protestant England rather 
than in countries that were economi-
cally more advanced but partly or wholly 
Catholic.

Believers in the Mammonist Heresy 
still valued respectability, which lim-
ited the more destructive possibilities of 
capitalism.  Adam Smith despised their 
beliefs, but he supported their right to do 
as they please and accept no more social 
obligations than they felt like accepting.  
So he became popular, until the 1930s 
saw the whole machine self-destructing 
in the Great Slump.

What bounced back from the confu-
sion of the 1970s was something very 
different from traditional capitalism.  
Respectability was no longer much of a 
force.  The new system claimed to be a 
Meritocracy, but would be better called 
a Grabocracy.  The old system had had 
wheeler dealers as oil in the machine: 
now they became the main force.  A 
banking “industry” based much more on 
gambling than on useful banking servic-
es has become a major part of the British 
economy.

And it doesn’t really work.  Greed 
can make the most comfortable circum-
stances seem intolerable.  People have 
more goods but less happiness.

The problem is, left-wing critics 
share the Coolheart view of the New 
Right, there is probably no such thing 
as morality, just personal taste, and the 
state is mostly bad news.  This allows 
plausible ethical arguments against so-
cialism: sharing from good will is fi ne, 
but becomes bad if the state enforces it.  
Of course no one would say this about an 
inclination not to steal and an inclination 
not to commit rape or murder.  Individu-
als ought to have such feelings, but a sig-
nifi cant minority lack them, and rather 
more will make an exception to satisfy 
some strong private desire.  So we have 
state enforcement for things that are 
broadly seen as moral, and that should 
including sharing.

Rich people would ideally like a state 
that took care just of their safety, army 
and police and law courts, leaving most 
services to be paid for, but with a ‘poor 
law’ to pick up the completely helpless.  
Failing that, they’d like a fl at rate.  Or 
tricks that allow the rich to pay a smaller 
proportion of their income than the work-
ing mainstream.

As I said, this rests on a belief that 
money acquired is identical to money 
earned or wealth created.  Rather, this 
is always true except where untrue, with 
the difference managing to coincide with 
the analyst’s prejudices.  (This avoids 
awkward possibilities like needing to 
identify drugs barons as wealth creators.)  
But this ignore the role of society in mak-
ing their wealth possible.  And the great 
oddities in where the wealth ends up.

If you got people to draw up a list of 
the hundred most important people in 
developing computing and the internet, 
you’d fi nd that some got gigantic wealth, 
some modest wealth and some very little.  
Sir Tim Berners-Lee invented the World 
Wide Web (not to be confused with the 
Internet, which was invented by US re-
searchers working for the military).  He 
got very little for it, while billionaires 
like Bill Gates, Steve Jobs and Mark 
Zuckerberg invented nothing new but 
were simply the fi rst to make a popular 
product based on ideas that were already 
in circulation.

It’s even more dramatic in culture 
and literature.  I don’t suppose that any-
one would rate J K Rowling as a better 
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writer than J R R Tolkien (though not 
everyone would rate either of them very 
highly).  But it’s an undeniable fact that 
Rowling has made a lot more money in 
her own lifetime than Tolkien ever did.  
She’s currently the twelfth richest wom-
an in the United Kingdom, and while the 
Tolkien brand is undoubtedly much more 
valuable than Harry Potter, his heirs 
haven’t seen much of it.  Rights were 
sold early and for sums that now seem 
insignifi cant.

The usefulness of each individual’s 
work is often not refl ected in their imme-
diate market value.  The 200th anniver-
sary of Jane Austin’s Pride and Prejudice 
is now being celebrated, but it needed a 
cash guarantee from one of her brothers 
to get Sense and Sensibility printed as 
her fi rst published work.  She was a mod-
est success in her own lifetime but grew 
gradually in stature over the decades.

In the current economic crisis, the 
rich are like fi sh campaigning to be liber-
ated from water, unaware that it is a con-
dition of their own existence.  They’ve 
damaged the Keynesian system too far 
even to serve their own selfi sh interests.  
The West is fl oundering while some of 
the developing countries advance, with 
China very much in the lead.

Another Referendum Over 
Europe?

The world is increasingly a single 
economic organism.  But a World State 
is currently off the agenda: the Soviet 
Union was trying to the very end to grow 
into one, but the burden was too great.  
The rival Empires that dominated the 
globe at the start of the 20th century used 
nationalism to subvert rival empires, and 
were then amazed to fi nd that this nation-
alism was contagious.  Khrushchev made 
a mess of handling this tricky situation: 
he did not try to integrate the Soviet Un-
ion and its East European conquests into 
a single super-state (which was Stalin’s 
intention), but he also did not let them in-
dulge their nationalism and follow their 
own “road to socialism”.

The USA’s half-arsed attempt to cre-
ate a New World Order in which the USA 
could bully and invade everyone else is 
visibly falling apart.  What we’re getting, 

slowly and imperfectly, is an evolution of 
regional blocks of like-minded countries 
that pool some aspects of sovereignty 
while keeping others separate.  The Eu-
ropean Union has been much the best of 
these.

Thatcher and Blair tried to disrupt 
‘Social Europe’, seeking a Europe that 
would let the market dominate and 
downplay social concerns and workers 
rights.  For a time this worked, especially 
with the expansion into the former So-
viet hegemony offering a New Europe 
that would share these values.  But then 
came the banking crisis of 2008, which 
caused a lot of pain for New Europe and 
a general loss of enthusiasm for Panglos-
sian Capitalism.  The development of the 
European Union became problematic for 
Cameron, who then showed his usual 
far-sightedness by taking a hard line and 
turning a diffi culty into a disaster.

The start of 2013 saw the collapse of 
one of the last pillars of “New Europe”.  
Czech President Vaclav Klaus, a Euro-
sceptic sometimes called the “Margaret 
Thatcher of Central Europe”, came to 
the end of his second term and had to be 
replaced.  Both the main candidates to 
replace him supported European integra-
tion.11  The last of “New Europe” van-
ished into the dustbin of history.

The winner by a small margin was 
been Milos Zeman, a maverick social 
democrat who was a member of the 
Czechoslovak Communist party from 
1968-70, the era of the Prague Spring.  
He got 24% in the fi rst round, while the 
3rd and 4th candidates with just over 
16% each were an independent who was 
a member of the Communist Party till 
1990, and the offi cial candidate of the So-
cial Democrats.  It looks like the Czechs 
are returning to their left-wing roots, 
throwing off the distortions caused by 
the 1968 invasion.

Meantime the Tory Right is bitterly 
upset at what most people would see as 
the predictable results of their own ac-
tions.  They prefer to blame the Euro-
pean Union, thinking that they could still 
fl ourish without it.  Or that they are so 
important that they could dictate better 
terms as outsiders than insiders.

Cameron must have fi gured that he’s 

not very likely to get re-elected in 2015.  
And if he could get back with a second 
Coalition, the Liberal-Democrats would 
be bound to forbid another referendum as 
part of the deal.

But shouldn’t the people have the 
right to choose?  I’d say no.  Rather, peo-
ple should be able to choose where they 
want to go, but trust the professional poli-
ticians to know the best means to get there.  
Only a dwindling minority are opposed 
to the general idea of a European Union.  
A “no” vote would draw on a general re-
sentment at the current economic pain.  
The same vague discontent that led to 
Brown being replaced by Cameron, who 
has supplied a lot more pain and keeps 
telling us it is good for us.

There are lots of people who voted 
Liberal-Democrat in 2010 who will never 
vote for them again.  The same might be 
true for a referendum that took us out 
of the European Union, but it would be 
rather too late by then.

If it does come to a referendum, then 
the leaders of Continental Europe should 
take a very simple line: out is out.  If Brit-
ain isn’t part of the team, then it becomes 
a competitor, overlapping with the rest of 
Europe in almost all its products.

Opium and Unhappy People

Advocates of a drugs free-for-all tend 
not to look at the nearest thing approach 
to it that we’ve yet seen.  China from the 
from Opium War (1839-42) to the Com-
munist victory in 1949 had no functional 
controls on opium or other illicit drugs, 
and naturally the place fell apart.  Natu-
rally it needed a tough regime to clean up 
the society and get it moving again.

Drugs may have been one reason why 
Traditional Japan was able to modernise 
and Traditional China was not.  Opium 
had seeped slowly into China, getting a 
grip long before anyone saw a need to 
change the basics of their way of life.  Ja-
pan had very little trade with the West 
before being forcibly opened up by the 
US fl eet, so they were able to keep out 
opium.

Here, we have another round of ‘Top 
People’ telling us we should allow a 
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drugs free-for-all, on the grounds that the 
“war on drugs” has failed.  This time it’s 
George Soros, asserting that “prohibition 
has failed”.12  To which I’d answer, the 

“War on Drugs” has been mostly on drug 
dealers and on the poor.  Long ago I saw 
a suggestion that it should be treated as 
an infection, making it the responsibility 
of people with clubs to keep them drug-
free, just as restaurants have to prevent 
infections in their kitchens.

Free supply to users would also be a 
good idea, but at clinics where the addict 
can “shoot up” or whatever, but never 
has possession of the actual drugs.  It 
was addicts selling on their drugs that 
was used as an excuse to end Britain’s 
one-time policy of safe supply, which 
was imperfect but worked better than 
the present mess.  When addicts can get 
their drugs easily, the illicit market van-
ishes.  (And I’d leave heroin users free to 
destroy themselves with the ‘real thing’ 
rather than preserving them as a heroin 
market by trying to compulsorily wean 
them onto methadone: better to protect 
the wider society that to waste effort 
helping people who can’t or won’t help 
themselves.)

Anti-drugs propaganda needs to be 
smarter.  Mentioning the dangers failed to 
work: drug abuse arises from the natural 
teenage inclination to take risks and try 
new things.  If it were up to me I would 
play on that.  Maybe Be A Devil, Live In 
Hell.  Show young persons being daring 
and then show them destroyed by what 
they took.  This could be a series featur-
ing real photos offered by repentant us-
ers, or with permission of the parents of 
dead users.  Plus some with actors, and 
show which in the small print.  Maybe 
organise a contest and ask them to guess.  
Play on teenage weaknesses, which are 
part of human nature and probably nec-
essary, but in need of control.

I notice also that there is lots of drug 
abuse among Soros’s sort of people, the 
fi nancial speculators who treat big risks 
as routine.  Quite possible he himself is 

“clean”, most people think better without 
chemical supplements.  But drug abuse 
has been part of the Coolheart culture 
that he has risen with.  He’d not want to 
destroy it.  I do.

I’ve seen arguments that alcohol does 

more harm.  It has more users, of course 
it does more harm, but not more harm per 
user.  Most alcohol users are not abusers 
and suffer no harm.  You have to serious-
ly abuse alcohol before you do yourself 
harm, physical or mental.  Some of the 
other stuff is lethal to people who’d see 
themselves as light users and maybe just 
on “soft drugs”.

It goes back to the way we liberated 
ourselves from traditional Christian mo-
rality in the 1960s and 1970s.  Modern 
Soft-Liberalism means well and has 
kindly intentions.  It has indeed helped 
people who needed it, and in the UK (but 
not the USA) it has successfully broken 
traditional Christian morality.  But it also 
allowed teenagers to become a “market-
ing opportunity” and neglected the nor-
mal social process of shaping them as ad-
equate adults.  All human societies have 
this, and letting it decay benefi ts no one.

This was the fi rst and least success-
ful phase of Coolheart mentality.  The 
New Right arose as a reaction, but a shal-
low and foolish reaction by second-rate 
thinkers, backed by a business commu-
nity that was seriously ignorant or ill-
informed outside of its own little areas.  
(Few business people are competent out-
side their own particular niche in the area 
of business.)

The New Right cannot be accused 
of kindly intentions.  They have mostly 
helped people who didn’t need it, the 
privileged rich.  But as I detailed earlier, 
it may have hit its limits.

The teenage rebels of the 1960s 
grew up in a caring society and rebelled 
against it.  Under this pressure, the so-
ciety has cared less about later teenage 
generations, feeding them whatever they 
wanted to keep them quiet.  And produc-
ing much less interesting and creative 
individuals, it really has not worked.

“Soldier Blue” and the Drones

Drones and the people they kill are 
in the news a lot nowadays.  And most of 
what is said is foolish.

Myself, I’d adapt what the US gun 
lobby say, “Drones don’t kill people, 
people kill people.”  (Though it is also 

true that someone who runs amuck with 
a knife can be controlled by ordinary 
citizens, unlike a gunman.  There was 
a case a few months after the Dunblane 
massacre, and a couple of determined 
schoolteachers were able to thwart the 
man.)

Considering drones, the great ad-
vantage of weapons fi red by remotely-
controlled aircraft is that the technology 
makes it utterly simple for supervisors 
and courts of inquiry to see exactly what 
the drone operator saw.  They can easily 
determine if the violence was justifi ed.  
Someone who shoots without enough 
justifi cation can be sacked or even pros-
ecuted, with the solid evidence all there.

So why are so many kids being killed 
by drone strikes?  Why does it go on hap-
pening after so many protests.

It’s not just immoral, it is also rather 
stupid.  Allies get disgusted and neutrals 
join the enemy.

Imagine that some powerful aliens 
turned up and said that they were going 
to help us poor ineffective humans by 
ridding us of violent criminals.  If their 
law-enforcement drones gunned down 
some notorious gangsters, the modern 
equivalents of the Kray Twins or Al Ca-
pone, most people would be less than out-
raged and might well be pleased.  But it 
would be another matter if non-criminal 
associates were killed, especially women 
and children.

That, broadly, is what the US military 
are doing to Muslim populations that 
they need to win over.  Why can’t they 
see it?

Sadly, massacre has been a standard 
mode for the USA to wage war against 
non-white populations.  The 1970s fi lm 

“Soldier Blue” was based on a real inci-
dent, the 1864 Sand Creek massacre of 
a village mostly of women, children and 
mature men.  The Wikipedia entry refers 
to it as a “friendly village”, but actually 
it was non-combatants from tribes that 
were resisting the US take-over of their 
hunting grounds.  The men of the of 
Colorado Territory militia who did the 
massacre undoubtedly knew that this 
was part of an enemy society, and one 
which had freely killed settler women 
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and children given the chance.  It was 
a village mostly of women and children, 
because the young men were the active 
enemy and much harder to fi nd.

Modern liberalism protests at the 
nastiness involved in building the mod-
ern world, but fails to offer an alterna-
tive.  The expanding USA had plenty of 
land, it could have left some to the tribes.  
It might also have had less trouble with 
tribes on Reservations if it had used gov-
ernment offi cials as intermediaries, as 
happened in Canada.  Actually the land 
was too tempting to leave to primitive 
hunters, and privatising supply to Reser-
vations helped balance the budget, even 
if it led to cheating and the occasional 
uprising.

Attacking the enemy’s non-combat-
ants works if you are out to break the 
whole society, a the expanding USA was.  
It was successfully done with the Native 
Americans, with a process of extermina-
tion carrying on in California till quite 
recently, ending with the tragic story of 
Ishi, believed to have been the last Native 
American not caught.13

Similar methods of massacre and ter-
ror were used in the Philippine–American 
War, (1899–1902), which happened after 
the USA chose to rule the Philippines af-
ter taking it from the Spanish, along with 
Cuba.  The Filipinos organised their own 
Republic but were not allowed to run it.  
And the USA basically won, retaining 
possession for several decades and re-
making it according to US values, which 
the Filipinos retain now that they are free 
to chose something else.  But the meth-
ods used were horrifi c, and it badly needs 
a fi lm to be made about it.  It’s the sort of 
thing the Chinese should be funding. 14

That’s US tradition, and it extended 
as far as the bombing of Nazi-occupied 
Europe with ordinary people intention-
ally targeted, most notably at Dresden 
but also many other places.  Also the 
use of terror-bombing and then the new 
atomic weapons against Japan, when 
Japan would probably have surrendered 
on terms similar to the way they were 
actually treated.  And it was a return to 
massacre in Vietnam: there is a new book 
called in Kill Anything that Moves that 
is said to detail the process.  Everyone 
in the protest movement during the war 

knew that massacres were routine, but it 
seems reminders are necessary.  And it 
may turn out that the drone war has its 
own version of the infamous Body Count 
in Vietnam.

In Middle-Eastern wars, things are 
not the same because the people being 
massacred are not isolated tribalists.  
They are tribalists with strong and an-
cient links to a world-wide community 
of more than a billion Muslims, who take 
an interest in such things.  And can see 
that the USA looks for a “quick fi x” and 
does not really care.

Muddle in Mali

During the hostage crisis in Algeria, 
I didn’t see anyone mention that Algeria 
is the last of the Arab secular regimes 
standing unchallenged.  Or that its rul-
ers must know that the West is out to get 
them as soon as an opportunity occurs.  
It wasn’t hugely surprising that they 
chose a very tough reaction, one which 
got some Westerners killed who might 
otherwise have been saved.

Algeria also had its own Civil War, 
fought from 1991 to 2002 and costing 
tens of thousands of lives, after the gov-
ernment cancelled elections that were 
likely to bring to power an Islamist party.  
They did this with US support: the USA 
was rather smarter in those days.

Our old-faced Foreign Secretary 
William Hague is correct in saying that 
such operations need time to plan.  But 
they can be planned and then put on hold 
until something changes.  It would be an 
absurd coincidence if French interven-
tion in Mali hadn’t made a difference.  
I’d check the ethnic origins of whatever 
local security there is, for the French ac-
tion looks decidedly anti-Tuareg, as was 
the overthrow of Gaddafi .  They must 
notice a general failure to look after their 
interests, which is why there are Tuareg 
secessionists in North Mali, as well as 
Islamists.

In Mali, it happened after an army 
coup.  Another coup after electoral poli-
tics had failed.  Mali has tried multi-par-
ty elections, with the signifi cant parties 
including the following:

Alliance for Democracy in Mali, Un-
ion for the Republic and Democracy, Pa-
triotic Movement for Renewal, National 
Congress for Democratic Initiative, Un-
ion for Democracy and Development, 
Movement for the Independence, Renais-
sance, and Integration of Africa, Party 
for Solidarity and Progress, Alternation 
Bloc for Renewal, Integration, and Af-
rican Cooperation, Bloc for Democracy 
and African Integration, Citizens’ Party 
for Revival, National Rally for Democ-
racy, Sudanese Union – African Demo-
cratic Rally, Front for Democracy and 
the Republic, Rally for Mali, Party for 
National Rebirth, African Solidarity for 
Democracy and Independence. 15

Lovely names and useless politics.  
One-party states have worked much 
better, where they were allowed by the 
West.

Hunger and Hobbits

I watched the DVD of The Hunger 
Games with small expectations.  I’d 
feared it would be another Twilight, 
which I gave up on after the fi rst quar-
ter.  Teenagers set to kill each other in a 
modern-day arena didn’t sound promis-
ing, but this was a much better fi lm than 
I expected.

What’s notable is how the heroine 
shows sympathy all along.  You also 
see the hideous smugness and lack of 
sympathy of most of the elite, with their 
intensely artifi cial garments and make-
up.  The main exception is the former 
Champion from District 12, who is pre-
sumably drunk most of the time because 
he’s haunted by memories of what he had 
to do to win.

What’s also interesting is that the 
public turn out to prefer a sympathetic 
individual to the usual callous-for-a-
good-cause individual of most “action 
fi lms”.

This also applied to Lord of the Rings.  
One of Jackson’s innovations was to have 
Gandalf visibly upset at Frodo having 
to carry on bearing the ring after being 
wounded bringing it to Rivendell.  If you 
liked it you’ll like the fi lm of The Hobbit, 
part 1 of which should be turning up on 
DVD and television quite soon.  
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Don’t be put off by fi lm critics say-
ing ‘too long’ or complaining about three 
fi lms emerging from an average-sized 
book.  Film critics are usually attached 
to a newspaper or television channel and 
are expected to review every fi lm that 
comes along.  Long fi lms that are not the 
sort of fi lms they’d watch for pleasure 
offend them, naturally.  But mostly they 
don’t bother to put themselves the posi-
tion of those who do like that sort of fi lm.  
And want it told at proper length.

The three fi lms of Lord of the Rings 
were each longer than three hours, yet 
they left out many interesting things that 
were in the book.  Tom Bombadil, for 
instance, also the romance of Faramir 
and Eowyn.  This last is seen (briefl y) in 
the Extended Editions of the third fi lm.  
Many DVDs include “Deleted Scenes”: 
Jackson took the trouble to produce ver-
sions where it all runs smoothly and you 
see what it might have been had it been 
six fi lms rather than three.  You get an 
extra 30 minutes of good cinema in fi lm 
1, 44 minutes for fi lm 2 and 51 minutes 
for fi lm 3.  If you liked the fi lms you 
should rent the Extended Editions and 
see things like Samwise’s concern for a 
dead enemy and the actual death of the 
corrupted wizard Sarauman.

For The Hobbit, it was mostly the 
story as told, up to the fi rst rescue by ea-
gles.  We’ve not yet had a proper view 
of the dragon Smaug, who will obviously 
dominate the next fi lm.  We do have 
some extras about the White Council and 
the enterprise against Sauron in his fi rst 
stronghold of Dol Guldur, which Tolkien 
probably introduced into The Hobbit to 
give a good reason for Gandalf abandon-
ing the dwarves before they cross Mirk-
wood.  I’d expect the campaign against 
Dol Guldur to dominate the third Hobbit 
fi lm, for it to include Bilbo and for it to 
happen after the Battle of the Five Ar-
mies.

Jackson has already made changes to 
the back-story that includes Dol Guldur, 
and will probably make more.  He might 
have the wizard Radagast get killed 
there, since he’s not included in Jack-
son’s fi lm of later events, unlike the book.  
And since he’s dropped in a mention of 
the two Blue Wizards, never actually in-
cluded except as background in Tolkien’s 
stories, they too may turn up.

Good Food or Good Money

When the horse-in-beefburger scan-
dal broke and Irish food factories were 
blamed.  I had visions of Irish pet horses 
going “into the West” as it became too 
expensive to feed them, and being slipped 
into the food chain.  I even got the idea 
for a parody,: “When Irish horse is moo-
ing / Oh an Irish eye might weep”. tune of 
When Irish Eyes Are Smiling.

But it seems it wasn’t like that.  Irish 
food factories were using imported meat 
supplement from Poland, and horsemeat 
has also turned up in Spain.16  A global 
web, and the British contribution has 
been to undermine regulation and con-
trol as much as possible

Globally, over-eating is now a bigger 
problem than hunger.  Fast food is mildly 
addictive, and intended to be so.  The 
food industry is concerned with money 
rather than food as such, or the general 
social values.  And throughout Europe, 
we’ve seen the undermining of a national 
cultures that had a strong tradition of 
good healthy food.

Were maybe lucky with Mad Cow 
Disease, which was less serious than 
once feared.  But some people must have 
seen it as a green light for more deregula-
tion.  More Panglossian Capitalism.

There’s actually nothing wrong with 
horse meat, and I’d be ready to eat it if of-
fered.  But people should have the choice, 
not be herded into passive consumption 
of whatever is convenient to produce on 
a global scale.

Global Warming and Jurassic 
Politics

Every single year of the 21st century 
has been way outside the averages for the 
20th century.  This, more than the record 
excess heat in Australia and the USA, 
should be the lesson of 2012.

Right-wingers – and also some left-
wingers – tend to assume that the world 
they are familiar with is “the natural or-
der”.  Science suggest that most “natural 
orders” are brief pauses in a dynamic sys-
tem.  The coming changes to the climate 
won’t go outside the range of extremes 
the Earth has already been through, but 

they will go way beyond what human 
civilisation has experienced over the 
last 10,000 years.  It looks to have been a 
period of unusual stability, and we have 
helped end it before its time.

Pushed by greenhouse gasses, the 
weather patterns have changed, probably 
for ever.  Weather events that are rare are 
becoming common.  Weather events are 
happening that have not been seen dur-
ing the time we’ve been keeping accurate 
records.

One disbeliever up until his death 
in 2008 was Michael Crichton.  He even 
struck a low blow against climate con-
cern with a novel called State of Fear, 
which has climate change revealed as 
spurious science intentionally faked up 
by scientists for the benefi t of mysteri-
ous “elites”.  (Which must have helped 
the real elites avoid awkward demands to 
fi nd more money to cope with a develop-
ing problem.)

Michael Crichton was a good story-
teller with no sense of reality.  This is 
particularly true in his best and most 
famous work, Jurassic Park.  We are sup-
posed to believe that a vast and highly 
marketable breakthrough is kept utterly 
secret, with the deliberate raising of dan-
gerous carnivores rather than safe crea-
tures that could be sold for millions as 
exotic pets.  John Hammond is supposed 
to be a business genius, yet he does this 
for no clear reason, pursuing the curious 
goal of a theme park when it isn’t needed.  
Theme Parks are jazzed-up Amusement 
Parks that need to offer something differ-
ent: live dinosaurs would sell themselves.  
Worse, business-genius Hammond puts 
himself at the mercy of a single computer 
programmer who has an unreliable char-
acter and a debt problem.  Real business 
people are vastly more thorough and cau-
tious, having back-ups for everything of 
importance.

Such nonsense is common to the 
New Right view, which Michael Crichton 
broadly shared.  They devoutly believe 
that people can be totally stupid about 
their areas of immediate concern, while 
they themselves are wise about areas 
where they in fact know nothing.  Among 
other nonsense, Jurassic Park has frogs 
used to fi ll in gaps in dinosaur DNA.  
Nothing on four legs has less in common 
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with a dinosaur than a frog, which is a 
specialised offshoot of a group of am-
phibians that split from other four-leg-
ged creatures long before there were 
such things as dinosaurs or mammals.

Surprisingly, dinosaurs and mam-
mals became distinct groups of crea-
tures at much the same time, during the 
Triassic, the era before the Jurassic.  In 
free competition the dinosaurs won out, 
until a vast meteor strike wiped them 
out.  Mammals were inferior competi-
tors, despite their greater potential.
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Parliament 
By Dick BarryNotes

Up Yours!
Sir Irvine Patnick, who was a Conservative MP for Shef-

fi eld Hallam at the time of the Hillsborough disaster, died on 
30 December 2012. Patnick was the main source of the SUN’s 
headline ‘The Truth’, that lied about the behaviour of Liverpool 
fans. Years later Kelvin McKenzie, editor of the SUN  in April 
1989, said of the headline, “It was a fundamental mistake. The 
mistake was I believed what an MP said.” Patnick himself apol-
ogised when the report of the Hillsborough Independent Panel 
revealed the extent of the cover-up and corruption by the South 
Yorkshire police. Everyone on Merseyside knew that the SUN 
had lied, long before the report was published, but few outside 
the area agreed. In 1994, fi ve years after Hillsborough, Patnick 
was knighted. Calls from Merseyside political leaders and MPs 
for him to be stripped of his knighthood were ignored. In re-
spect to the Hillsborough deceased and their families, every 
Merseysider, certainly every Liverpool supporter, should give 
the honours system the two-fi ngered salute.

Come And Join Us.

The Rt Hon. Margaret Beckett, Labour MP for Derby South, 
was created a DBE in the New Years’ honours list. She is now 
Dame Margaret Beckett MP. Is this the same person who shared 
an offi ce with PNs at Labour Party HQ in the early/mid 1970s? 
It certainly is. Then, known as Margaret Jackson, she was viru-
lently anti-EEC, a fervent state interventionist, and a staunch 
republican. Her conversion must surely be the most remarkable 
since that of Saul on the road to Damascus.

Mission Accomplished?

On 7 January Labour’s Douglas Alexander asked William 
Hague, “what recent assessment his Department has made of 
the threat from terrorism from Afghanistan after 2014.” This 
was Hague’s reply:”The threat to global security from the al 
Qaeda presence has been signifi cantly reduced, in large part 
the result of the brave work of UK, international security assist-
ance force and Afghan armed forces. When the International 
Security Assistance Force (ISAF) mission draws to a close in 
2014, we are confi dent that the Afghan National Security Forces 
will be strong enough to stop Afghan territory from again be-
ing used as a safe haven for international terrorist groups.” To 
which all one can say is, oh yeah?

But if Hague is right, it will not be due to the strength of 
the Afghan National Security Forces. Al Qaeda has moved into 

Pakistan and is operating in other countries, including Mali and 
Syria. It will continue to be a threat for as long as the UK and 
the west believe and act as if their interests are greater than 
those of the people of Muslim states and maintain a military 
presence to defend those interests. A ministerial statement on 
Mali on 14 January referred to the UK’s interests in Africa and 
the need to defend them. The Minister, Under-Secretary of 
State Mark Simmonds, emphasised that the UK was providing 
limited military logistic support to France and had no plans to 
put boots on the ground. Well, we shall see. As for the Afghan 
National Security Forces, their  problem will be how to prevent 
the Taliban from reasserting control in Afghanistan after 2014. 
And given their military achievements to date the chances of 
that don’t look good, even with the support of a small UK mili-
tary force.

Farewell To Welfare?

The Second Reading of the Welfare Benefi ts Up-rating Bill 
(a.k.a. the Real-Terms Reduction in Benefi ts Bill) was held on 
8 January. The driving force behind the Bill is political, not 
economic. If the coalition was serious about reducing what it 
believes is a runaway welfare budget, it would have hit pensions 
and pensioners’ allowances, which account for around two-
thirds, about £146 billion, of a welfare budget of £220 billion. 
(Housing Benefi t and Working Tax Credits account for £22.4 
billion and £30 billion, respectively). But pensioners are the 
group most likely to vote, and many vote Conservative, so they 
are shielded and therefore cuts have to come from the work-
ing-age population. And focusing on the working-age popula-
tion enables some Ministers and Tory backbenchers to divide 
the group into “skivers” and “strivers”. But this well used Tory 
tactic of divide and rule won’t wash on this occasion. Opinion 
polls may show there is public support for tackling the “skiv-
ers”, whom Osborne described as having their blinds closed 

“sleeping off a life on benefi ts”, but the truth is that the vast 
majority of people claiming jobs seeker’s allowance and other 
out-of work benefi ts are actively seeking work. And they are 
fi nding it exceedingly diffi cult.

In his opening speech of a long (4hrs 54 mins) debate on a 
Labour amendment to the Bill, Secretary of State for Work and 
Pensions Iain Duncan Smith (IDS) made constant reference to 
the need to reduce the defi cit left by Labour - he said it was at 
the heart of the measure - caused in part he believed by “an 
unsustainable and costly system” of welfare. But as he himself 
implied, the unsustainability lies in the funding of the elderly 
which he is unwilling to tackle. And it is compounded by a 
worsening economic situation, with a triple-dip recession likely, 
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brought about by the coalition’s policies. 
But he began with a dig at Labour: “This 
Government inherited from the previous 
Government an unsustainable and costly 
system, and a welfare state that I believe 
delivered poor social outcomes, trapping 
people in dependency, as well as a poor 
deal for Britain’s taxpayers.....The previ-
ous Government originally claimed that 
the shrinkage in the economy was 5.8%. 
In fact, as the OBR later pointed out, at 
6.3% the shrinkage was deeper than we 
had ever seen before - the biggest shrink-
age in the economy since world war 
two.”

At this point, Labour’s Liam Byrne 
asked IDS to confi rm that “on his watch 
the welfare bill has risen nearly £14 bil-
lion higher than anticipated.” He agreed 
but said that “a huge part of that is spend-
ing on pensions. He will know that we 
are spending more on pensions and pro-
vide a better deal for pensioners than his 
Government ever did. Until this Bill, the 
Government continued to raise welfare 
payments in line with infl ation; this is 
the fi rst time that we propose not to do so. 
That will take effect through the uprating 
order that should be laid before Parlia-
ment later this month. The Bill provides 
that discretionary working-age benefi ts 
and tax credits will uprated by 1% for a 
further two years in the tax years 2014-
15 and 2015-16, if prices have risen by at 
least 1%.”

“A number of exceptions to the Bill 
are not included, and a number of ben-
efi ts remain outside the scope of the Bill. 
We are maintaining our commitment 
to the triple lock so that the basic state 
pension will rise by 2.5%. In April 2013, 
pensioners will see an increase of £2.70 
on last year - far more than the derisory 
75p that Labour gave them in 2010 - and 
I stress again that we introduced the tri-
ple lock to guarantee that. Crucially, we 
are also protecting disabled people and 
carers. Benefi ts to cover the added costs 
faced by these groups will continue to be 
linked to price infl ation...That includes 
carer’s allowance, disability living al-
lowance, and new personal independ-
ence payments, as well as premiums paid 
to disabled people receiving working age 
benefi ts such as the disability additions 
in tax credits, and the support group 
component of employment and support 
allowance.”

The measures in the Bill will save 
just £1.9 billion over two years, out of a 
current budget of £220 billion, but rais-
ing pensions by 1% would actually save 
£4.38 billion; making a total saving of 
£6.28 billion. This is not about reducing 
the defi cit. It’s about clobbering the work-
ing class, both those in work and those 
out of work. In his speech IDS made no 
reference to the House of Commons Li-
brary research paper on the Bill which 
states: “ A decision to limit increases in 
benefi ts to below infl ation for a sustained 
period is historically unprecedented. If 
infl ation averages more than 1% over the 
three years, families claiming the ben-
efi ts and tax credits affected will expe-
rience a permanent real terms reduction 
in the support they receive.” IDS and the 
Tories, with the support of most Lib Dem 
MPs, say they want to get people off 
benefi ts and into work, a laudable aim. 
But they intend to punish people for not 
working when most jobs available are 
low paid and insecure, and when ten peo-
ple are chasing every vacancy. This is the 
nasty face of the Tory/Lib Dem coalition. 
Some Tory MPs asserted that the benefi ts 
system encouraged a culture of work-
lessness, with Lib Dem MP David Ward 
arguing that benefi ts were “far too high”. 
Recent research by the Joseph Rown-
tree Foundation found that no culture of 
worklessness existed, and that there was 
a strong commitment to work throughout 
the country. But with 2.5 million unem-
ployed, 900,000 of them out of work for 
more than a year, what prospect is there 
of getting the unemployed off benefi ts 
and into work? If the Government want 
to get people off benefi t and into work it 
should do two things. First, it should in-
vest in a massive council housebuilding 
programme, backed up with rent control 
in the private sector. This will tackle the 
housing shortage and at the same time cut 
housing benefi ts which simply subsidise 
high rents charged by private landlords. 
Secondly, it should introduce a statutory 
living wage, legally obliging employers 
to pay above the minimum wage. This 
will reduce working tax credits, which 
top up low wages.

Labour’s amendment to the Bill is 
worth publishing, if only to set out its 
alternative to IDS’s proposals. Shadow 
Secretary of State Liam Byrne moved: 
That this House declines to give a Second 
Reading to the Welfare Benefi ts Uprating 

Bill because it fails to address the reasons 
why the cost of benefi ts is exceeding the 
Government’s plans; notes that the Reso-
lution Foundation has calculated that 68 
per cent of households affected by these 
measures are in work and that fi gures 
from the Institute for Fiscal Studies show 
that all the measures announced in the 
Autumn Statement including those in 
the Bill, will mean a single-earner fam-
ily with children on average will be £534 
worse off by 2015; further notes that the 
Bill does not include anything to rem-
edy the defi ciencies in the Government’s 
work programme or the slipped timeta-
ble for universal credit; believes that a 
comprehensive plan to reduce the ben-
efi ts bill must include measures to create 
economic growth and help the 129,400 
adults over the age of 25 out of work 
for 24 months or more, but that the Bill 
does not do so; further believes that the 
Bill should introduce a compulsory jobs 
guarantee, which would give long-term 
unemployed adults a job they would have 
to take up or lose benefi ts, funded by 
limiting tax relief on pension contribu-
tions for people earning over £150,000 to 
20 per cent; and further believes that the 
proposals in the Bill are unfair when the 
additional rate of income tax is being re-
duced, which will result in those earning 
over a million pounds per year receiving 
average tax cut of over £100,000 a year.”

Labour’s focus on the cut in income 
tax from 50% to 45% lays it open to ridi-
cule. As the Lib Dem’s Simon Hughes 
pointed out, the rate was 40% for over 
12.5 years of the Labour Government, 
Alistair Darling increasing it to 50% just 
77 days before the 2010 election. Under 
Labour, high income earners did very 
nicely. According to Peter, now Lord, 
Mandelson, Labour was relaxed about 
people being fi lthy rich, as long as they 
pay their taxes. Liam Byrnes’ speech 
was a bit of a dog’s breakfast, but Karen 
Buck took up the cudgel on behalf of La-
bour. “Over the past hour and a half, the 
parties on the Government Benches have 
thrown various lines of argument into 
the mix, but possibly the most absurd is 
that the whole agenda and the Bill are 
about defi cit reduction. That argument 
is already in tatters. We have seen the 
economic recovery deferred and a dou-
ble-dip recession possibly turning into a 
triple-dip recession. The rate of reduction 
of unemployment has been so slow since 
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2010 that it will not return to pre-reces-
sion levels until 2019, and we have seen 
a systematic and structural increase in 
under-employment. It is no wonder that 
total expenditure on welfare, despite the 
protestation, has been going up. Let us 
take one example about which there has 
been a great deal of sound and fury over 
recent years - the housing benefi t bill. 
Over this comprehensive spending re-
view period, this Government will spend 
£12 billion more on subsidising private 
tenants than was spent by the Labour 
Government....”

“The Government cannot make seri-
ous money out of an assault on out-of-
work benefi ts, whatever the Conserva-
tives like to say. Just 3% of all welfare 
spending goes on jobseeker’s allowance. 
Indeed, all out-of-work benefi ts account 
for only 3% of GDP between them. The 
House of Commons library advises me 
that if only out-of-work benefi ts were 
subject to the 1% cap, but in-work ben-
efi ts were uprated as normal, 80% of the 
proposed savings would disappear. If 
one factors in the changes to the personal 
tax allowance, one fi nds that working 
people, as the Resolution Foundation 
demonstrated to us, take 60% of the hit. 
If the Bill is passed, 2.5 million workless 
households will lose out by about £215 
a year by 2016, and of the 14.1 million 
working-age households with someone 
in work, 7 million will be hit: 30% of all 
households will take a hit on their income 
because of this Government’s obsession 
with the tiny minority of long-term or 
multi-generational workless.”

“The distinction between those in and 
out of work is far less rigid than the Gov-
ernment would have us believe. That is 
an extraordinary piece of rhetoric, given 
that the universal credit, the centrepiece 
of the Government’s welfare agenda, is 
designed to blur the distinction still fur-
ther, and it has one signifi cant advantage 
of seeking to do that. Millions of our 
constituents, in Conservative and Liberal 
Democrat constituencies as well as in 
Labour ones, churn between those states 
of being in and out of work. Last year 
there were between 244,000 and 357,00 
new claims every month for jobseeker’s 
allowance, while between 242,000 and 
370,000 left benefi t every month. It is 
a myth that the welfare reform agenda 
put forward by the Government is about 

tackling worklessness. It is an assault on 
low-income families far more than on 
working households. It is an assault on 
both, and on very low-income families, 
but it is real and not mythical families 
who will be hurt as a consequence.”

One further contribution, from La-
bour’s Debbie Abrahams, is worth noting. 
In it she dispelled two myths concerning 
benefi t recipients: “I know I was not alone 
in being deeply offended by the Chancel-
lor’s autumn statement, not only because 
the cuts he put forward will affect the 
poorest 10% in our society, according to 
the Institute for Fiscal Studies, but be-
cause of the way in which he attempted 
to justify his actions by deliberately vili-
fying people who receive benefi ts as the 
new undeserving poor. By using pejora-
tive language, such as “shirkers” - he has 
used the term “work-shy” and “scroung-
ers” in the past - he sunk to a new low, 
with a disgraceful misrepresentation of 
the facts, a few of which I would like to 
put straight.”

“Myth No. 1 is that most people on 
benefi ts are out of work. In fact, 68% 

-  more than two thirds - of benefi t recipi-
ents are in work. The majority of welfare 
benefi ciaries are net contributors to the  
Exchequer. As my hon. Friend the Mem-
ber for Leigh (Andy Burnham) has said, 
there is no evidence of a culture of work-
lessness in this country - [Interruption] 
- I will repeat that: independent research 
has shown that there is no evidence of a 
culture of worklessness. According to 
the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and the 
New Policy Institute, 6.1 million people 
are in poverty but working. That com-
pares with 5 million people in workless 
households. As we have heard, the Chil-
dren’s Society’s statistics show that the 
proposed cap on welfare benefi ts will af-
fect 500,000 key workers - nurses, mid-
wives, nursery school teachers, primary 
school teachers, administrative workers, 
secretaries, shop workers, electricians, 
fi tters and members of the armed forces.”

“The second myth I would like to 
expose is the claim that welfare benefi ts 
have increased more than average earn-
ings. In fact, since 2002 average earn-
ings rose by 36% while jobseeker’s al-
lowance, for example, increased by 32%. 
Between 2007 and 2010, to ensure that 
work pays, benefi ts for people in work 

rose by 53.1%, compared with 46.9% for 
out-of-work benefi ts. The Government 
have also claimed that the 1% cap will 
offset increases in tax thresholds. We 
know that at least 682,000 working fami-
lies receiving child tax credit earn less 
than £6,420, so they will not benefi t from 
the changes in tax credits. I was going 
to refer to the myth that we need to do 
this to reduce the defi cit, but that myth 
has already been blown out of the water 
in other contributions, so I will not go 
on about the fact that growth has been 
downgraded yet again, we are borrowing 
more than anticipated and our economy 
is one of the worst in the G7.”

 “The choices that the Government 
have made are underpinned by their 
ideology. That ideology is to demonise 
people receiving benefi ts, creating an-
tipathy and resentment and an “us” and 

“them” culture. Through the withdrawal 
of universal benefi t such as child benefi t, 
the Government show an irrelevance of 
the welfare system to non-welfare recipi-
ents; meanwhile they are dismantling the 
welfare state. I am proud of our model of 
social welfare, born of the second world 
war, when we were literally all in it to-
gether. I want to retain that model, with 
its principles of inclusion, support and 
security for all, protecting any one of us 
who should fall on hard times and ensur-
ing our dignity and the basics of life to 
help us get back on our feet. Fortunately, 
the British public are seeing through the 
Government. As British social attitudes 
surveys have consistently shown, they 
want not a divided society but a fairer, 
more equal one. That has been refl ected 
in recent opinion polls on benefi ts. When 
the Government’s myths are exposed to 
people, most do not support them. I do 
not want ours to be a country where we 
impoverish children and rob them of their 
futures. We need to get the economy 
moving again and I hope that the Chan-
cellor and Secretary of State will listen 
to my right hon. Friend the shadow Sec-
retary of State’s proposals about how we 
do that. If they do not, we are in danger 
of losing a generation, storing up health 
and social problems for the future - and 
seeing a divided Britain, not a one nation 
Britain.”

Labour’s amendment was lost by 
66 votes - 328 to 262, with 45 Lib Dem 
MPs voting against. The following non-
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Labour MPs supported the amendment: 
The DUP’s Gregory Campbell, Jeffrey 
Donaldson, Nigel Dodds, William Mc-
Crea, Ian Paisley Jr, Jim Shannon, and 
David Simpson. The SDLP’s Mark Dur-
kan and Margaret Richie and the Alliance 
Party’s Naomi Long. The SNP’s Stewart 
Hosie, Angus Robertson, Michael Weir, 
Eilidh Whiteford and Peter Wishart. 
Plaid Cymru’s Jonathan Edwards, Elfyn 
Llwyd, and Hywel Williams. And the 
Green Party’s Caroline Lucas. The Bill 
was given a Second Reading by 56 votes 
- 324 to 268, with 41 Lib Dem MPs voting 
for the Second Reading. Sarah Teather 
was the only Lib Dem MP to vote against 
the Second Reading, although she did 
not support Labour’s amendment. The 
Lib Dem MP Wayne David, who spoke 
against the amendment, did not vote in 
either division.

Double Standards

In recent months David Cameron has 
reiterated the Government’s support for 
the right of the people of the Falkland 
Islands to remain British, for as long as 
that is their wish. And he has said that 
the UK is prepared to use force if neces-
sary to defend that right against outside 
aggression. This year a referendum in 
the Falkland Islands will confi rm that 
right and Cameron will say that that is 
the end of the matter. But when it comes 
to support for the right of another group 
of people over their land, Cameron is si-
lent. For Cameron knows that the people 
of Diego Garcia, thrown off their land in 
the late 1960s to make way for a US mili-
tary base, have no say in the matter and 
will not be allowed to return. Evidence 
for this was provided in Parliamentary 
Answers on 14 and 15 January.

On 14 January Tory backbencher 
Ben Wallace asked Foreign Offi ce Min-
ister Mark Simmonds,”when he expects 
to begin negotiations on the optional ex-
tension of the use of the British Indian 
Ocean Territory and Diego Garcia by 
the US Administration; and if he has any 
plans for any such extension to be accom-
plished by a payment to the Exchequer by 
the US administration?” Simmonds re-
plied: “The 1996 Exchange of Notes with 
the US provides that the islands of the 
British Indian Ocean Territory (BIOT), 
including Diego Garcia, shall be avail-
able to them until 2016 and continuing 

thereafter for a further period of 20 years 
unless terminated by either Government 
in the period 2014-16. There have been 
no substantive discussions to date with 
the US on the future of the US presence 
in BIOT post-2016 nor has a timetable 
been set for any such discussions.”

On 15 January Labour’s Kate Hoey 
asked Simmonds, “what progress he has 
made in implementing the commitment 
made in the Conservative manifesto 2010 
to bring about a just settlement for people 
wishing to return to the Chagos Islands.” 
Simmonds replied, “ Now that the litiga-
tion in the European Court of European 
Rights is concluded, the Government 
will take stock of our policy towards the 
resettlement of the British Indian Ocean 
Territory (BIOT), as we have always said 
we would. There are fundamental dif-
fi culties with resettlement in BIOT, 
but we will be as positive as possible 
in our engagements with Chagossian 
groups and all interested parties.” (my 
emphasis). Simmonds said that, “Only 
one island in the British Indian Ocean 
Territory is habitable and is currently in-
habited - Diego Garcia.” And as it is in-
habited by the US military it is the most 
fundamental of the diffi culties alluded to 
by Simmonds.

The litigation referred to was a 
body blow to the Chagos Islanders. On 
11 December 2012, the European Court 
of Human Rights rejected Application 
35622/04: Chagos Islanders v United 
Kingdom, lodged originally in 2004, on 
the grounds that it was inadmissible. The 
case concerned complaints made by the 
Chagos Islanders arising from their treat-
ment between 1967 and 1973. The Court’s 
Decision was fi nal without further right 
of appeal. A press release issued by the 
Chagos Conservation Trust reported 
that Foreign Secretary William Hague 
commented: “We welcome the end of 
this legal process, which has taken many 
years. We have made clear our regret for 
the wrongs done to the Chagossian peo-
ple over forty years ago. Nevertheless it 
was right for the Government to defend 
itself against this action.” So Hague be-
lieves it was right for the Government to 
defend the indefensible. He admits that 
the removal of the Chagos Islanders was 
wrong (legally? morally?) and yet he be-
lieves it was right for the Government to 
defend this wrong. One can only assume 

that Hague welcomed the rejection of the 
application as it concedes a form of legal-
ity to the US military occupation. Once 
again, western military might wins over 
the rights of a small islands people. 

Here We Go Again

The language used by Cameron in 
his statement on 18 January on the attack 
on the gas complex in Algeria and in an 
update on 21 January bore a remarkable 
resemblance to that used by Blair in the 
run-up to the invasion of Iraq and which 
he has used since when commenting on 
world affairs. Shortly before the invasion 
of Iraq in March 2003, Blair told MPs that 
no decision had been made to support 
military action but it was later confi rmed 
that he had given Bush an assurance as 
early as September 2002 that the UK 
would stand shoulder to shoulder with its 
US allies. On 21 January, speaking about 
Mali, Cameron told Ed Miliband that, “I 
can assure the hon. Gentleman that we 
are not seeking a combat role in Mali. 
We believe that we should be supporting 
the French, who have taken emergency 
action to stop Mali being overtaken by 
what is effectively an al-Qaeda-backed 
group of rebels.” Wait a minute. Isn’t that 
the risk in Syria? And yet the UK is sup-
porting the rebels there. The reason for 
UK opposition to the rebels in Mali lies 
in the term “western interests”, which 
are predominately economic. Mali and 
the surrounding countries are rich in re-
sources, particularly gas, oil, gold, phos-
phates and uranium, and the west faces 
stiff competition for a stake in these re-
sources from the east, notably China. 
Supporting human rights and democracy 
are just words used to cover up the west’s 
real interests.

On 18 January both Cameron and 
Miliband deplored the attack on those 
who Miliband said were “British citizens 
seeking to earn an honest living far from 
home and their families.” “It is appall-
ing”, he said,  that innocent, decent peo-
ple have been targeted in this way.” Yes, 
it is, but beam and mote spring to mind 
here. And beams and motes and kettles 
and pots and all manner of double stand-
ards ran through Cameron’s speech on 21 
January. The following is just a fl avour 
of it. 

“In north Africa - as in Somalia - ter-
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rorist activity has been fuelled by hos-
tage ransoms and wider criminality. To 
date, the threat it poses has been to these 
north African states themselves and, of 
course, as I have said, to western inter-
ests in those states, but as it escalates, it 
is becoming a magnet for jihadists from 
other countries who share their poison-
ous ideology. Indeed, there are already 
reports of non-Algerian nationals in-
volved in the attack. More than ever, the 
evolving threat demands an international 
response. It must be one that is tough, 
intelligent, patient and based on strong 
international partnerships.”

“First, we should be clear that this 
murderous violence requires a strong se-
curity response. We must be realistic and 
hard-headed about the threats we face. 
Our role is to support the Governments 
of the region in their resolve to combat 
this menace, as many are doing at a high 
cost. We will therefore work closely with 
the Algerian Government to learn the 
lessons of this attack, and to deepen our 
security co-operation, and we will con-
tribute British intelligence and counter-
terrorism assets to an international effort 
to fi nd and dismantle the network that 
planned and ordered the brutal assault at 
In Amenas.” 

“We must work right across the region. 
In Nigeria, we will continue our close se-
curity partnership with the Government 
there as they confront Islamist-inspired 
terrorism. In Libya, we will continue 
to support the new Government on the 
urgent priority of building new and ef-
fective security forces. In Mali, we will 
work with the Malians themselves, with 
their neighbours and with our interna-
tional allies, to prevent a new terrorist 
haven developing on Europe’s doorstep. 
We support the French intervention that 
took place at the request of the Malian 
Government, and we are working to en-
sure that an African-led military force 
can - with the appropriate training and 
support - help to ensure Mali’s long-term 
stability. That support will include the 
EU training mission that was agreed by 
EU Foreign Ministers in Brussels last 
week.”

“Secondly, our tough security re-
sponse must be matched by an intelligent 
political response. Al-Qaeda franchises 
thrive where there are weak political 

institutions, political instability and a 
failure to address long-standing po-
litical grievances, so we need a political 
approach that addresses these issues. We 
must support effective and accountable 
government, back people in their search 
for a job and a voice, and work with the 
UN and our international partners to 
solve long-standing political confl icts 
and grievances.” (my emphasis).

“Thirdly, we must be patient and reso-
lute. Together with our partners in the 
region, we are in the midst of a genera-
tional struggle against an ideology which 
is an extreme distortion of the Islamic 
faith, and which holds that mass murder 
and terror are not only acceptable but 
necessary. We must tackle this poison-
ous thinking at home and abroad, and re-
sist the ideologues’ attempts to divide the 
world into a clash of civilisations. The 
underlying confl icts and grievances that 
are exploited by terrorists are in many 
cases long standing and deep, and, of 
course, the building blocks of democracy 

- the rule of law and the independence 
of the judiciary, the rights of minorities, 
free media and association, and a proper 
place in society for the army - which are 
big part of the solution, all take time to 
put in place. But this patient, intelligent 
but tough approach is the best way to 
defeat terrorism and to ensure our own 
security. We must pursue it with an iron 
resolve.”

Cameron doesn’t sound like someone 
who is not seeking a combat role in Mali, 
of someone who is prepared to stand by 
and watch the French get embroiled in a 
war in an inhospitable region of Africa. 
He was quick to join the French to over-
throw Gadaffi  in Libya, announced as a 
great success but now in turmoil. There 
is too much talk of the need for a tough 
security response to tackle a poisonous 
ideology that is attempting to divide the 
world into a clash of civilisations. This 
is Bush/Blair all over again; the struggle 
between the good (of the west) and the 
evil (of the orient). And we know what 
happened under their watch: political in-
stability that has spilled over into other 
countries, violent clashes between Mus-
lim sects that continue to this day, and 
the spread of an ideology referred to by 
Cameron as an extreme distortion of the 
Islamic faith. There were references in 
his speech to Algeria, Libya, Mali, Ni-

geria and Somalia, but the one notable 
absence was Saudi Arabia, the country 
largely responsible for the spread of the 
poisonous ideology which Cameron fi nds 
so abhorrent. 

Get In Line!

On 22 January, the day after it was 
widely reported that Prince Harry, or 
Captain Wales as he prefers to be known 
in his military guise, boasted that he had 
shot at and probably killed Talabani in 
Afghanistan, the Commons debated the 
Second Reading of the Succession to the 
Crown Bill which proposes changes to 
long-held customs of succession to the 
British Crown. The debate, introduced by 
Deputy Prime Minister Nick Clegg, was 
punctuated throughout with language 
of the most deferential, reverential and 
sycophantic kind. 

We’ll get a fl avour of that later, but 
fi rst Clegg told MPs: “The Bill does three 
specifi c things. First it ends the system of 
male-preference primogeniture so that, 
in the royal succession, older sisters will 
no longer be overtaken by their younger 
brothers. Secondly, it removes the law 
that says that anyone who marries a Ro-
man Catholic automatically loses their 
place in the line, a legal barrier that ap-
plies to Catholics and only Catholics - no 
other faith. Thirdly, it replaces the Royal 
Marriages Act 1772.” 

“Under the Act, any descendent of 
George 11 must seek the reigning mon-
arch’s consent before marrying, without 
which their marriage is void. That law, 
passed 240 years ago, is clearly now 
unworkable. George 11’s descendants 
number in their hundreds. Many will be 
unaware of that arcane requirement and 
many will have only a tenuous link to the 
royal family. The Bill proposes that the 
monarch need consent only to the mar-
riages of the fi rst six individuals in the 
line of succession, without which consent 
they would lose their place.”

Inevitably, the proposed changes re-
ceived short shrift from some Conserva-
tive MPs and the DUP’s Ian Paisley Jr. 
But it was Labour’s Chris Bryant who 
questioned the need for the monarch’s 
consent to marry, albeit restricted to 
six individuals. “I simply do not un-
derstand,” he said, “why the monarch 
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would want to retain the right to forbid 
somebody to marry and to declare their 
marriage null and void because consent 
was not granted.” and he hit the nail on 
the head when he asked, “On what basis 
would they refuse to grant consent - be-
cause someone involved was illegitimate, 
not wealthy enough, a commoner or an 
actress? Those are reasons that have 
previously been used for not consent-
ing” There may be practical reasons as 
Clegg said for restricting the number of 
individuals requiring consent to six. It 
is, as some MPs pointed out, an arbitrary 
number to which Clegg had no answer, 
but it will ensure that the individuals in-
volved marry the ‘right’ persons so as to 
prevent the ‘wrong’ type becoming Con-
sort or Queen. 

Clegg admitted that the reform that 
limits permission to the six who are in 
line to the throne is made for practical 
reasons. “The other two reforms,” he 
said, “are about our values.” These being 
a belief in equality in matters of gender 
and religion. But not all MPs agreed as 
Clegg acknowledged:”I know that some 
hon. Members have concerns - we have 
heard them today - about potential unin-
tended consequences of the reform. One 
concern, for example, is that if a mon-
arch married a Catholic their heir would 
have to be brought up in the Catholic 
faith, and that, on becoming King or 
Queen, they would then assume their 
role as supreme governor of the Church 
of England, which would, in turn, lead to 
the disestablishment of the state Church. 
If we followed that logic, however, we 
should be introducing bans on marriage 
to members of every other faith and, in-
deed, people with no faith. Right now the 
monarch can marry a Muslim, a Jew, a 
Hindu or an atheist, yet no one is alleging 
today that we are teetering on the edge of 
a constitutional crisis.”

Clegg must know that there isn’t a 
snowball in hell’s chance of a monarch 
marrying a Muslim or a Hindu. Nor is it 
likely that s/he would marry a Jew or an 
atheist. Marriage to a Catholic is more 
likely and this could be problematic. The 
Conservative MP Jacob Rees-Mogg, a 
Catholic, alluded to this. “I refer the Dep-
uty Prime Minister to canon 1125 of the 
Catholic Church,” he said, “which states 
clearly that a party to a mixed marriage 
must make his or her best efforts to bring 

up the children in the Catholic faith. Of 
course, some Catholics fail, but that does 
not mean that there is not a rule of the 
Catholic Church - there is.” Rees- Mogg 
went on to say that, “Canon 1124 allows 
for the Bishop to give permission for a 
mixed marriage, subject to canon 1125, 
which is the requirement for best efforts 
to be made to bring up the children as 
Catholic. Of course it is open to the Gov-
ernment to ask the papacy, via the Papal 
Nuncio, for a papal indult to get around 
that for royal marriages. I wonder wheth-
er that has been done.” And if the Pope is 
consulted, as Rees-Mogg seems to sug-
gest, will we see another clash between 
England and Rome? The score to date is 
1-0 in favour of England.

Speaking for Labour, Wayne David, 
Member for Caerphilly in Wales where 
the Church is disestablished, said:”The 
Opposition strongly support the Bill. The 
Labour Government, under the premier-
ship of my right hon. Friend the Mem-
ber for Kirkcaldy and Cowdenbeath (Mr 
Brown), began the work on the changes 
that we see in it. I am pleased to say that 
our manifesto for the 2010 general elec-
tion stated: ‘Our constitutional monarchy 
is the source of deep pride and strength 
for our country...there is a case’ - I be-
lieve it is a strong case - ‘for reform of 
the laws concerning marriage to Roman 
Catholics and the primacy of male mem-
bers of the Royal family.’” “Those two 
points are at the heart of the Bill. As the 
Deputy Prime Minister explained, mar-
rying a Roman Catholic will no longer 
prevent a person from becoming or re-
maining monarch, and the Bill will end 
discrimination in determining succes-
sion so that a younger son cannot have 
precedence over an elder daughter in the 
line of succession to the throne.” 

Concluding his speech David said, 
his heart beating with patriotic pride, 

“The Bill is small yet has signifi cant 
constitutional implications. It reinforces 
and extends a process of modernisation 
for our constitutional monarchy that has 
been under way for some time time. The 
people of this country are, quite rightly, 
very supportive of the royal family and 
recognise that not only is the monarchy 
an important part of our nation’s herit-
age, it is also a vital element in defi ning 
the identity of Britain in the 21st century. 
The changes in this Bill will help to en-

sure that the monarchy continues to be an 
essential part of Britain’s future.”

There is an interesting connection, 
unrelated to the royal line of succession, 
although succession is a constant theme, 
between Prince Harry (Captain Wales), 
currently third in line to the throne, and 
George 11(1727-1760), referred to in the 
debate in the context of descendants to 
the throne. As Duke of Cambridge, he 
fought under John Churchill the 1st Duke 
of Marlborough at the Battle of Oude-
narde in 1708, during the War of the 
Spanish Succession.  As George 11, he 
was the last British monarch to lead an 
army in battle, at Dettingen in 1743, dur-
ing the War of the Austrian Succession. 
Today’s royal representative Captain 
Wales, enthusiastically embraces the na-
tion’s proud tradition of invading foreign 
countries and waging war. At the end of 
his latest tour of duty in Afghanistan he 
was reported to have said, “Take a life 
to save a life. That’s what we revolve 
around, I suppose. If there’s people try-
ing to do bad stuff to our guys, then we’ll 
take them out of the game, I suppose.” So 
who needs Clint Eastwood, when we’ve 
got the real Dirty Harry? And if Britain 
insists on continuing to “punch above its 
weight” it might as well use a member of 
the royal family who, in other circum-
stances, would fi nd it diffi cult to obtain 
well-paid, productive employment, out-
side of the military. 

Duncan’s Confusion

On 30 January, Alan Duncan, Min-
ister of State at the Department for Inter-
national Development, said the following 
in response to a question about Assad 
and Syria: “Before the civil war erupted 
thanks to the stewardship of his country, 
Syria was in many respects an example 
of religious harmony - I saw that for my-
self on a number of visits. It is a tragedy 
to see the country disintegrate, and there 
will need to be many diplomatic efforts 
to resolve the problems once the confl ict 
has ceased.” Did Duncan realise what 
he was saying? Did he clear it with the 
Foreign Offi ce fi rst? Here is a Minister 
giving credit to Assad for maintaining 
religious harmony in Syria, which is now 
seriously under threat from the rebels 
supported by the Government of which 
he is a member.



In Review

Book ReviewNo 234 Feb 2013

‘Britannia Unchained

Global Lessons for Growth 
and Prosperity’

By Kwasi Kwarteng MP, Priti Patel 
MP, Dominic Raab MP, Chris 
Skidmore MP, Elizabeth Truss MP.

Palgrave MacMillan 2012
Reviewed By Chris Winch

Labour Affairs  24

Five ‘fi ercely bright’ new intake Conservative 
MPs offer their thoughts and a kind of manifesto 
about how to put the ‘Great’ back in Britain again. It 
is an opportunity for the rest of us to get some idea of 
whether there is any fresh thinking 
or intellectual substance  at work 
on the political right in Britain. So 
what should the verdict be?

The central claim of ‘Britannia Un-
chained’ is that the British are workshy and 
that this has to stop if we are not to be en-
gulfed by global competition. In particular 
we Brits don’t work hard enough at school 
and are averse to doing hard subjects like 
Maths and Physics and consequently our 
economy fails to innovate. Benefi ts are 
too generous and public sector pensions 
are subsidised by the rest of the taxpaying 
population. We need to get our defi cit down 
if we are to be prosperous and Canada is 
the model that we should follow at the mac-
roeconomic level.

British youth in particular is obsessed with celebrity and pop 
culture and mistakenly believe that their idols have got to where 
they are without any effort. They need to realise that results come 
with hard graft and that innate talent cannot make up for elbow 
grease. There isn’t much to disagree with in this part of their analy-
sis. The British, and the English in particular, are not terribly keen 
on education and have not been for quite some time. On the other 
hand, their rulers have not been too keen on the majority getting 
a good education either. Given the dearth of jobs that require any 
intellectual effort it makes much more sense, from their point of 
view,  to have a labour force of happy pigs rather than discontented 
philosophers. Recent reforms of schooling by governments from 
the Thatcher era onwards, designed to promote accountability in 
schools have reinforced this trend. Teachers have become ‘deliv-
erers’ of education and are held ‘accountable’ for the results of 
their pupils. However education requires effort from the educatee 
as well as from the teacher and if teachers are made to feel that 
they are service providers and that they alone are responsible for 
their pupils’ education, then demotivated pupils will happily rely 
on their teachers to do all the hard work for them. Kathryn Birbal-
Singh’s book on a year’s life of a teacher in a London Comprehen-
sive, ‘To Miss with Love’, brought this out clearly. 

However, Kwarteng and co do not have any solutions to this 
problem. There is no awareness of the need for improving the qual-
ity of teachers through better teacher education, and no apprecia-
tion of the importance of factors outside the school, for example of 
the importance of the lack of routes into work, other than through 
higher education nor of the shortage of good jobs for which a good 
education is required. There is no criticism of the featherbedding 
of employers who take rents from the taxpayer to make up the 
meagre wages of the low skills jobs that they offer, no mention of 

the state’s responsibility to encourage better employer behaviour 
by itself providing more apprenticeships. In their world, there are 
featherbedded scroungers on the dole and that is pretty much the 
most signifi cant problem that we face. The whole debate about 

vocational education and economic renewal 
seems to have passed them completely by. 
They do not understand that school  reform 
needs to go hand in hand with labour mar-
ket reform. Their solution, to promote a 
hire-fi re culture and cut benefi ts will just re-
inforce the low skill, low wage economy in 
which Britain currently languishes. They la-
ment the fact that we have immigrants who 
are willing to do jobs that Brits will not do. 
Fair enough, but they have no answer to this 
phenomenon nor to the broader fact that in 
any country there are jobs which the locals 
would rather leave to immigrants. Short of 
starving reluctant Brits into seasonal fruit-
picking it is not clear how our authors would 
address this issue, other than by whingeing 
about it.

The authors clearly admire maths, phys-
ics and computer science and regard other subjects as a soft op-
tion. I do not know what subjects they studied at university but 
their grasp of recent British political history leaves something to 
be desired, as does their awareness of much of   what goes on 
across the Channel. Some of them at least are arch Euro sceptics 
and regard the ‘social democratic’ regimes of northern Europe as 
an outdated model, although they do not say why. The suggestion 
that we might have something to learn from the successful social 
partnership arrangements in the economy  of Germany for exam-
ple simply does not belong to their thought world. As for British 
history this is chunked up into decade-long disconnected gobbets: 
60s – optimism; 70s – pessimism; 80s – renewal under Thatcher: 
more optimism; 90s – initially pessimism then optimism; 00s - op-
timism, hubris and downfall. No attempt whatsoever is made to 
understand the history of this period and in particular the way in 
which Thatcherism, although it trimmed the power of irrespon-
sible trade unionism, singularly failed to do anything other than 
reinforce the chronic weakness of the British economy. 

I picked up this book in the hope that it would indicate some 
vigour on the right of British politics, something that one could 
get one’s teeth into and which would make the ‘battle of ideas’ rel-
evant to British politics once again. There are lots of footnotes and 
facts and fi gures are strewn around with abandon (always carefully 
selected, of course). Sadly this book shows that the new genera-
tion Conservative right are Manchester liberals who have learned 
nothing and forgotten nothing. It may well be that this does not 
matter, as the battle of ideas is not usually won in the sphere of 
ideas but through the appropriate application of power and force. 
This book is a good display of the arrogance, shallowness and ig-
norance of the current breed of younger generation Conservative 
MPs. It comes as no surprise that some of them, such as Dominic 
Raab, belong on the extreme Euro sceptic wing of the party. Fan-
tasy plays a large role in their political make-up. 


