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A Tory victory in 1979, with Thatcher as leader, was not 
seen as inevitable by her colleagues. In the eyes of many she 
was unelectable. She had little experience of government. And 
crucially, she was a woman in an exclusively male club. The 
Tories won the 1979 election not because the country took to 
Thatcher, but because people believed that it was time for a 
change from what they regarded as the dark days of Labour 
where the unions exercised power without responsibility. The 
winter of discontent was the culmination of this. Infl ation, 
which reached 26% in the mid 70s, the result of a huge hike 
in oil prices, had eaten into the living standards of most work-
ers and union strikes were a response to the unwillingness 
of employers to concede wage demands. It was the only tool in 
the union box, all attempts by Heath and Wilson to reach agree-
ment on an incomes policy and a social contract having been 
rejected. In 1977 the unions rejected the opportunity, offered 
by the Bullock report, to share the responsibility of running 
medium to large companies, with the left not wanting to con-
taminate its anti-capitalist purity and the right arguing it was 
management’s duty to manage. Over the last 30 years or more, 
co-determination in Germany has helped to make it the most 
successful economy in Europe. Today, the newly elected TUC 
General Secretary writes that Britain will not be free of Thatch-
erite capitalism until there are workers on company boards. 

 Labour played its part in the return of a Thatcher govern-
ment in 1983. In the early 80s it began the process of tearing 
itself apart. In January, a special conference was held at Wem-
bley which ratifi ed the constitutional arrangements agreed at 
Labour’s 1980 annual conference. These gave the unions the 
bulk of the vote in future elections of the party leader. Within 
days a group of Labour MPs led by the ‘Gang of Four’, Roy 
Jenkins, David Owen, Bill Rodgers and Shirley Williams, left 
to form a new political party, the SDP. They had been unhappy 
for some time with the path the party was taking. What hap-
pened at Wembley was simply the fi nal straw. Internal squab-
bles eventually destroyed the SDP, but for a while it succeeded 
in taking votes from Labour. The Wembley conference was seen 
as a victory for the left, led by Tony Benn. In September, Benn 
narrowly failed to defeat Denis Healey for the party’s Deputy 

Thatcher: Wicked Witch 
Or Iron Lady?

Leader. Recriminations against MPs who voted for Healey in 
the fi nal ballot continued to sour the party, a point not lost on 
the electorate. When Labour’s 1983 election manifesto was ap-
proved by the National Executive Committee it was described 
by Gerald Kaufmann as “the longest suicide note in history”. 
But voters rarely read manifestos. A divided Labour Party, with 
Michael Foot, a great parliamentarian but a politically ineffec-
tive windbag, as leader, had little chance against a resurgent 
Conservative Party, under a leader riding on the crest of a South 
Atlantic wave. 

Victory in the Falklands in 1982 had reversed the decline 
in Thatcher’s popularity in the country and her party, and was 
generally seen as the key factor in the return of a Tory govern-
ment in 1983. Her military funeral, with Falkland veterans lin-
ing the route, merely confi rmed the belief that, single-handedly, 
she was the saviour of the Islands people. But in all the ballyhoo 
it was largely forgotten that shortly before the Argentine inva-
sion Foreign Offi ce minister Nicolas Ridley, with Thatcher’s 
approval, held talks with the Argentine government on a “sale 
and leaseback” of the Islands, which Galtieri read as a sign that 
Britain regarded them as dispensable. Her decision to send a 
fl eet to take back the Islands after the invasion was opposed 
by the Foreign Offi ce and most top military brass. When she 
heard of the loss of British lives on the sunken merchant ship 
the Atlantic Conveyor it was reported that she wept tears. Her 
reaction to the sinking of the Argentinian Cruiser Belgrano as 
it moved away from the exclusion zone is not recorded, but the 
Thatcherite SUN rejoiced with the headline ‘GOTCHA’.

Victory over the miners in 1985 was trumpeted as a defeat 
of union power. Her employment legislation weakened union 
power, but didn’t destroy it. But defeat was inevitable in the 
eyes of those willing to see. Scargill was unwilling to see that 
the split in the NUM following the refusal to hold a strike ballot 

- Mick McGahey had said “we will not be constitutionalised out 
of a strike” - wasn’t the only factor in the miners returning to 
work defeated. Thatcher and McGregor at the National Coal 
Board had the good fortune of record levels of coal stocks, thus 
ensuring they could sit out a long strike. Other electricity in-
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dustry unions failed to support the NUM; 
by contrast they did support the strikes 
of the early 1970s. These were critical 
to Thatcher’s success. But her success in 
closing the mines over such a short pe-
riod has led to an infl ux of  imported coal 
and an over dependence on  gas and is 
the indirect cause of the current energy 

“shortage”. In that sense at least, Scargill 
has been vindicated.

Thatcher will also be remembered for 
the de-nationalisation of large scale in-
dustries such as British Telecommunica-
tions (1984), British Gas (1986), Electric-
ity (1989), and Water (1990). These were 
probably her only successes in her quest 
to roll back the frontiers of the state. Her 
aim was to empower the people through  
the acquisition of shares in the privatised 
industries. It didn’t materialise and she 
lived to see that many people regarded 
privatisation as a failure. She left the 
NHS and the welfare state largely intact, 
although mild injections of the private 
sector left the door open for Blair and 
Cameron to carry this much further for-
ward.  In her early years she failed to cut  
the state’s share of public expenditure. In 
1979/80, public spending accounted for 
44.6% of GDP.  For the next fi ve years it 
was above 47%, reaching a peak of 48.1% 
in 1982/3. It fell to 43.6% in 1986/7 and 
by the end of her premiership in 1990/91 
it was down to 39.4%. Her policy of gen-
erous discounts to those who wished to 
buy their council house was hugely popu-
lar, but she insisted that the bulk of the 
proceeds should be returned to central 
government, making it impossible for 
councils to replace lost housing stock. 
This led to a shortage of social housing 
from which the country has still not re-
covered.

In the 1970s she was a supporter of 
the European Economic Community, 
which she saw as an opportunity to ex-
pand Britain’s trade. As Prime Minister 
she acquired a reputation as a Euro scep-
tic, using her confrontational style as a 
tool to extract the best deal for Britain. In 
1986 she signed the Single European Act 
which ushered in the free market in goods 
and services, but which also led inevita-
bly to the free movement of labour, the 
current cause of much hostility in Britain. 
Like many of today’s Euro sceptics she 
was opposed to a federation of European 
states, but unlike some she believed that 

it could be in Britain’s economic inter-
ests to remain in Europe. In this respect, 
Cameron is a protégé of Thatcher.

In the 9 April  issue of the Independ-
ent newspaper, Dominic Lawson wrote 
that Margaret Thatcher was a politician 
who cared. But it is hard to reconcile 
this with her attitude to the unemployed. 
When unemployment soared to over 3 
million she suggested to a Merseyside 
MP that the unemployed should repair 
irons. Her indifference to their plight was 
rooted in her belief that the private sector 
would replace jobs lost in coal, steel and 
manufacturing. She was surprised when 
this didn’t happen and her apparent indif-
ference left a bitter taste in the mouths 
of those affected. The Big Bang of 1986 
deregulated the banks and building socie-
ties, enriching fi nanciers and other City 
of London workers. Mortgage interest 
rates reached 15% by the late 1980s, forc-
ing millions of households into negative 
equity. Thatcher’s dream of a property 
owning democracy was in tatters. And 
having lost the bulk of its heavy industry 
and manufacturing base, Britain became 
a casino economy, widening further the 
gap between the rich and the rest. 

Margaret Thatcher’s political career 
ended not with a bang, but with a whimper. 
She whimpered as she left Downing Street 
in 1990 after being rejected by her party 
following eleven years of a premiership 
that those who spurned her had supported 
with unbridled enthusiasm. But she had 
become a liability to the party, with many 
of her colleagues believing they would 
lose the next election if she remained as 
leader. So they showed little sympathy 
and few tears for the woman who had led 
them to three election victories. In her 
fi nal years her judgement slipped badly, 
culminating in the iniquitous Commu-
nity Charge, or Poll Tax as it was known. 
This probably did for her in the end. Her 
successor John Major was her personal 
choice over Michael Heseltine, so she 
achieved a fi nal victory of sorts over her 
opponents. Her career was built on con-
fl ict and confrontation, but she was a real-
ist who appeased and compromised when 
it suited her political agenda. However, 
she will be remembered, perhaps above 
all, as the Prime Minister who broke the 
post-war political consensus and laid one 
nation conservatism to rest. 
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Many people still maintain that Mar-
garet Thatcher’s taming of the trades 
unions marked the beginning of Britain’s 
economic revival. The reality is other-
wise. The unions may have been  weak-
ened but economic performance during 

the Thatcher years 

was mediocre at best. In addition, large 
sections of the country never recovered 
from the 1980-81 monetarist recession, 
the large scale destruction of the coun-
try’s manufacturing base was begun 
and unemployment remained stubbornly 
high. Thatcher also squandered the asset 
of North Sea oil and contributed to the 
dismantling of a limited but reasonably 
effective VET system. 

Figure 1 : Infl ation in the Thatcher 
Years.

Margaret Thatcher became prime 
minister on 4 May 1979 and was ousted 
in November 1990. She came to power at 
a point when the domestic economy was 
in one of its periodic strong growth phas-
es but about to tip into slump again. In-
fl ation also was surging. Numbers out of 
work (at 1.3m) and the rate of unemploy-
ment (5.4 per cent) were relatively high 
compared to the immediately preceding 
years (for example in January 1971 the 
number of people offi cially out of work 
was 731,000; a rate of unemployment 
just under 4 per cent). I’ve chosen 1971 
as it appears from the data to be some 
kind of turning point. From 1971 onward 
there was a steady rise in unemployment 

(apart from the years 1973 and 1974, the 
‘Barber Boom’) with a surge kicking in 
almost from the onset of the Thatcher 
years as the graph shows. Polly Toynbee 
in the Guardian (Thatcher’s acolytes 
don’t know when to stop, 9th April) ob-
serves “The endemic worklessness of 

her era was never repaired” –and that is 
the case although there was creep from 
1971 to 1979. Between 1955 and 1970 the 
annual rate of unemployment was in the 
range 1.2 per cent (1955) and 2.7 per cent 
(1970). If one were being seriously aca-

demic about this one would 

look also at defi nitional issues and ben-
efi t rules and changes to these as they can 
from time to time have effects on (long-
run) time series. Having said that some-
thing did happen in the Thatcher period 
and seems largely to have persisted since 

– taking the long view, unemployment 
became endemic in the UK.

International perspectives

I have only looked impressionistical-
ly at the UK against the US taking a very 
long-run view (since 1948). I have also 
again very impressionistically looked at 
the UK, the US and Germany taking in 
the Thatcher years (1980 – 1990) and up 
to more or less the present. 

Taking the long view, broadly the UK 
tended to have signifi cantly lower and 
more even rates of unemployment than 
the US through the 1950s. From the mid 
50s through to the early 1960s US unem-
ployment rates fall consistently though 
never to converge on those of the UK. 
From the early 60s through to the mid-
70s the jobless rate is on a  sharp upward 
trajectory in both countries (apart from a 
dip in the UK coinciding with the Barber 
Boom). 

I suspect that the comparison be-
tween the UK and Germany in the early 
post-war decades would show lower un-
employment in Britain – Germany was 
dealing with reconstruction and also had 
to cope with a signifi cant absorption of 
displaced people. Also I doubt if any 
country would surpass UK rates that 

ranged between 1.5 and 2.5 per cent over 
an extended period.

Fig. 2: Thatcher and Unemployment.

From the 1980s to date, the positions 
of the US and UK are considerably re-
versed in the US favour although the two 
cycles closely mirror each other in shape 

The Thatcher Economic 

Fig 1

Fig 2

 Feargus ORaghallaigh
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until very recently (Fig. 2). 

During the  Thatcher decade,  the US 
in effect saw unemployment falling well 
below British (and German) rates, with 
the path of unemployment in Germany 
closely mirroring that of the UK but at 
a much lower rate. From the early 1990s 
through to 2005 German unemployment 
is on a very sharp and near-continuous 
(there is a dip in the late 1990s) upward 
path (presumably predominantly due 
to reunifi cation effects although I have 
seen commentaries remarking on a seri-
ous deterioration of competitiveness as 
well), while the UK rate is falling and 
continues to fall through to 2005. Indeed 
by 2005 the German rate of unemploy-
ment is little more than a shade shy of 
the peak-Thatcher UK rate. Since 2005 

all has changed for Germany – although 
if one looks at regional distributions the 
full employment effects are most pro-
nounced in southern Germany with still 
very high rates in the east and in pockets 
of the north-west. I have extracted the 
chart below from the IMF databases 
showing paths from 1980 to 2012 and 
forecasts through to 2017. 

Fig. 3: Thatcher and Unemployment: 
US, UK and Germany compared.

Even the best of the post-Thatcher 
years have seen UK unemployment well 
north of 4 per cent and hovering around 
the 1.5m level. I think Polly Toynbee is 

right – the UK is in the grip of an en-
demic unemployment problem and has 
been since let us say, 1981. Even the 
growth years have done little or noth-
ing to secure or achieve a break-out, a 
connection between economic activity 
levels and unemployment levels. Nor has 
monetary policy done much in respect of 
infl ation-targeting – a subject on which 
I do have views but let us leave that for 
the moment.  

British economic growth record

I think it was the military historian 
Corelli Barnett who at some point de-
scribed post-war Britain as being engaged 
in “the strategic management of long-
term decline” or some such phraseology. 
Barnett was seen by many to be describ-

ing policy with respect to the Empire and 
foreign policy more generally. However 
he did also extend his proposition to dis-
cussion of the economy, industrial and 
innovation and technology policies. 

Among her supporters Thatcher is 
seen to have successfully shattered this 
asserted paradigm, both in the fi eld of 
foreign policy (“punching above our 
weight”) and in respect of the economic 
policy framework. For example there is 
John van Reenen (LSE), quoted by the 
FT’s Chris Giles (Thatcher’s quest left 
‘lasting scar’ on economy, 8 April): “The 
changes [under Thatcher] helped shift 
Britain from a century of relative decline 

to three decades where we caught up 
with the US, Germany and France”. 

There are problems with this benign 
assessment. In the following I look fi rst 
at the Thatcher decade in the domestic 
context alone and then look at compara-
tive performance. 

Fig 4: UK Growth in the Postwar 
years, including the Thatcher period.

On the one hand and taking the long 
view the Thatcher Boom is on its face 
impressively sustained compared to the 
record of the previous decades as  the 
chart above shows. It is also relatively 
impressive in the peak that it reaches 
(GDP growth of around 5 per cent in 
the latter part of the decade). It is also a 

surge that climbs out of a recession that 
was in the main induced by government 
policy (Howe’s Medium Term Financial 
Strategy) that was until then the deep-
est of post-war slumps. It would also 
have appeared at the time as a marked 
departure from the quite spectacularly 
volatile, short-cycle ‘stop-go’ character 
of the post-war decades up to that point. 
True the peak is nowhere near that of the 
Barber Boom though on the other hand 
the briefness of that upswing and the 
amplitude of its cycle are features no one 
would recommend to any country. There 
is also something else about the Thatcher 
years – hinted at by the headline of the 
Chris Giles assessment. This from Giles:
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The high interest rates and tight fi s-
cal policy of the “medium-term fi nancial 
strategy”, the fi rst incarnation of Thatch-
erite monetarism, pushed the economy 
into a deep recession, generated more 
than 3m unemployed, decimated the 
manufacturing industry of the north of 
England and squeezed infl ation out of 
the system.

The upswing that followed in the sec-
ond half of the 1980s was geographically 
concentrated in London and the southeast 
of England, dominated by spectacular 
household consumption growth on the 

back of booming house prices and the 
bounty of North Sea oil.

He also quotes Jonathan Portes of the 
NIESR making a very interesting point: 

Large parts of the country have never 
recovered from the industrial blight of the 
early 1980s, leaving a “lasting scar” says 
Mr Portes. And the legacy of owner-oc-
cupation, high house prices and planning 
restrictions now trap as many people in 
their homes as council housing ever did.

Giles also points to the fundamental-
ly less egalitarian society brought in by 
Thatcher governments’ policies and the 
big shift to a fundamentally less progres-
sive tax system. He also makes the point 

that the era ended much as it began – in 
deep recession, the effect of which was 
the average rate of growth for the period 
was 2.3 per cent, “no better than Britain’s 
postwar norm.”  

Giles misses out on one aspect of the 
Thatcher years, Big Bang and its effects, 
a matter however dealt with by his col-
league John Plender, (Bank deregulation: 
part of Thatcher legacy, 9 April). 

When Margaret Thatcher came to 
power in 1979 the job of the fi nancial 
system was thought to be about mobilis-

ing funds for investment and providing 
access to payment services – worthy but 
boring roles.

After the liberalisation of the City 
and the Big Bang reform of the stock 
exchange in 1986, politicians were pleas-
antly surprised to discover that the fi nan-
cial sector could contribute to economic 
growth while providing post-industrial 
jobs as British manufacturing ran down. 
Few foresaw the dangers in looking at an 
inherently fragile fi nancial system as a 
motor of the economy.

Within the City and fi nance circles 
the concern was

… that a stock exchange club that 

excluded foreigners and operated a dif-
ferent dealing system from that of the US 
had become a backwater in a world of 
rapidly globalising capital fl ows.

In the aftermath of the Latin Ameri-
can debt crisis big companies could 
raise fi nance more cheaply in markets 
than from banks, which meant the City 
needed reinvigorated securities markets 
to keep up.

It was also behind New York in new 
risk management products such as inter-
est rate and currency swaps, which had 

proliferated since 
the break-up of the 
Bretton Woods semi-
fi xed exchange rate 
system and banking 
deregulation.

The critical event 
was Nigel Lawson’s 
Financial Services 
Act establishing a 
regulatory-competi-
tive model for the 
City with the FSA 
in oversight. While 
privatisation had be-
gun before Big Bang 
the freeing up of fi -
nancial services, the 
outlawing of restric-
tions (such as the 
distinction between 
jobbers and brokers), 
the infl ux of foreign 
bankers and scaling 
up of the City must 

have made much easier the large scale 
privatisations of the late 1980s – British 
Steel, British Petroleum, Rolls Royce, 
British Airways, water and electricity 
were among the major utilities fully pri-
vatised in those years. 

What came next

The Thatcher legacy is not simply 
one of deep inequality, a signifi cantly 
less progressive tax system, a globally 
dominant fi nancial centre, a deep re-
structuring of the British economy and 
endemic high level of worklessness. It 
also shaped the policy approach of all 
subsequent governments – the Blair/
Brown years and the current ConDem 
administration. Contrary to the mythol-
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ogy of her admirers, the Thatcher years 
delivered consistently high unemploy-
ment, growth in line at best with postwar 
norms and a fateful reorientation of the 
British economy to dependence on fi nan-
cial services, the baleful effects of which 
we are now experiencing. The depressing 

BBC Northern Ireland Radio and 
Radio Foyle News

Evening Extra programme, 9 April 
2013
http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/
b01rlp8n

Seamus McKee (BBC Presenter):

She was described as the Marmite 
Prime Minister. Awful phrase, but you 
know whatit means. You either loved 
Margaret Thatcher or you hated her. Her 
fans saw her as asaviour who saved the 
country from ruin and laid the ground 
of an extraordinary economic renais-
sance. Her critics saw her as a tyrant who 
ushered in an era of greed and kicked 
the weak out onto the streets and let the 
rich become fi lthy rich. Is there room for 
a balanced view? Let’s hear from Paul 
Corthorn who is a lecturer in

Modern History in Queen’s Univer-
sity, and from trade unionist Mark Lang-
hammer.

Good evening to you both. Mark 
Langhammer, what was the effect of her 
economic and social policy here. Was it 
anything like as drastic as in the North of 
England, for example?

Mark Langhammer:

You’ve got to remember that the 
Thatcher era really only ended with the 
fi nancial crash of 2008. And when you 
recollect that Mrs Thatcher set that ball-

rolling with the fi nancial de-regulation of 
the 1986 “Big Bang”, it’s quite a legacy, 
because what we’ve ended up with a hol-
lowed out economic system. From a rela-
tively productive economy in the 1960’s, 
with a fair bit of manufacturing, a fair 
bit of manufacturing – in this part of the 
world – engineering, textiles, ship-build-
ing and so on, a balance of trade, even! 
Now we’ve ended up with a fi nancialised 
economy, with the City of London that 
spends its time facilitating tax evasion 
and attracting the hot money of the world, 
from the Russian Mafi a, Colombian drug 
cartels, Mexican gangsters - it launders 
the money of the world …

SMcK:

You know well, Mark Langhammer, 
there are many in the City of London 
who would dispute that and reject such 
an interpretation …

ML:

The point I’m making is that the 
move towards a fi nancialised economy, 
and away from a productive or manufac-
turing economy, started with Margaret 
Thatcher. So I think her economic legacy 
is not good.

SMcK

Paul Corthorn - I’ll come back to 
you, Mark – did she lump together the 
trade unions, the Labour Party and the 
Soviet Union as the enemy?

Paul Corthorn:

Yes, I think she did, and I think 
that’s what gave Thatcher’s rhetoric such 
power at the time. And, as you said, she 
linked together the Labour Party, of the 
early 1980’s led by Michael Foot, with 
the National Union of Mineworkers led 
by Arthur Scargill, and then, most pow-

erfully of all, linking all these with the 
greatest international threat, the

Soviet Union, and this was the height 

of the Cold War, when Ronald Reagan 
was intensifying his rhetoric of anti-com-
munism at the same time.

SMcK:

Why did she do that, lumping them 
together, when they’re all very different?

PC:

I think there are two reasons why. 
Firstly, she saw them as all part of the 
same phenomenon, albeit different 
shades of the same phenomenon. The 
other point, and I think this is an enor-
mously important point, she realised that 
it was very shrewd politics. It was a very 
powerful point to make when the Soviet 
Union did appear to

pose an international threat.

SMcK:

Mark, the reaction to her death has 
been very much on left-right lines. Has 
the vitriol about her to do with a Con-
servative Party in coalition government 
now, and what it’s pushing through at the 
present time?

ML:

Yes, that could be true. From my own 
perspective, I wouldn’t see it that way. 
My abiding memory is one of regret, that 
our union movement actually paved the 
way for

Thatcherism. Before the Thatcher 
era we had a 40-year full employment 
welfare  consensus that Bevin and At-

Mark Langhammer on 
Thatcher Legacy
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tlee brought in, built on full employment, 
that put people fi rst. This was undoubt-
edly in crisis by the‘70’s, and we had 
three attempts – the Barbara Castle at-
tempt “In Place of Strife”, the Heath at-
tempt at tri-partite arrangements – and 
Heath, by the way, would have been 
considered by Thatcher, along with the 
Labour Party and the Communist Party, 
as being in the same socialist camp – and 
fi nally we had the Bullock industrial 
democracy proposals. All of those were 
aimed at transforming the very negative 
trade union blocking power of the time 
into co-opting the trade union movement 
into running the country. I suppose the 
big regret that I have is that, instead of 
taking the German road of co-determi-
nation or the Scandinavian road of social 
partnership,…

SMcK:

… of working with the unions …

ML:

… we decided – our lot decided – that 
on ideological grounds we wouldn’t be 
implicated in running the economy. And 
Thatcher was a class warrior, she was a 
belligerent, she cut our wings on that, and 
there’s no point in blaming her for what 
she was.  We had opportunity enough to 
cement the Bevin and Attlee consensus 
back in the 70’s and we didn’t do it, so 
I suppose that’s my big regret.  The two 
big political eras since the war were the 
Bevin-Attlee era, and the Thatcher era 
which is fi nished now. And now the game 
is on as to what’s going to be next.

SMcK:

I’ve heard that more coalmines 
closed under Harold Wilson than under 
Margaret

Thatcher, And there was nothing 
like the same condemnation around his 
death.

PC:

I think that comes back to the point 
that Thatcher in her own lifetime as 
Prime Minister was an enormously con-
troversial fi gure, generating fi erce emo-
tions in her lifetime, and it follows on 
from that that she would also do so on 

her death.

SMcK:

Do you think, Mark Langhammer, 
that Tony Blair will be seen as an equally 
divisive fi gure over Iraq, with members 
of his own party calling him a war crimi-
nal?

ML:

Yes, I do. On the miners’ issue, just 
to go back to that, people tend to for-
get that Joe Gormley, in the early years 
of Thatcherism, actually won a strike 
against Thatcher, and he did it by prag-
matic means.  I think the way in which 
Scargill walked into that strike in terms 
of the old CP [Communist Party] ideol-
ogy, was lamentable – I think it was Mick 
McGahey said that “We’ll not be consti-
tutionalised into a ballot”. The other 
legacy of Thatcher is that the Falklands 
War re-ignited Britain’s ambitions in the 
world, and it re-ignited the British notion 
of the “Great Game”, which Blair obvi-
ously took on with Iraq and other wars, 
and I think he’ll be seen in the same di-
visive manner.

SMcK:

Do you agree with that?

PC:

I think Blair is also someone who 
will generate a great deal of controversy 
in death as in life, and I think it would 
be very hard to disagree, in essence, with 
that.

SMcK:

Do you think, Paul, that some of the 
vitriol directed against Thatcher is due 
to the fact that she’s a woman – her gen-
der?

PC:

I wouldn’t say so myself. I think it’s 
more to do, fi rst of all, with the types of 
policies she introduced, albeit some of 
them being set in train before she came 
to power, but nonetheless, Thatcher tak-
ing them much further on. I also think 
that part of the antagonism that has 
emerged during Thatcher’s lifetime, and 

now, is due to the rhetoric she used, the 
very, very powerful ways in which she 
described things, and  it would be pos-
sible to imagine someone doing similar 
things but not generate quite the same 
amount of antagonism by talking about 
it in a different way.

SMcK:

Do you think, Mark Langhammer, 
that her death, and the marking of an end 
of an era,has implications for the future 
of politics? And what would they be, in 
your view?

ML:

What I hope would be, not that they 
would dwell on the divisive aspects of her 
personality, but more on the economic 
disaster that she presided over, and that 
she left us with a fi nancialised economy, 
with very little productive capacity. And 
I think we need to look strongly at going 
down the German road of co-determi-
nation and proper vocational education, 
and actually making useful things. That 
stopped with Thatcher,and it needs to 
start again.

SMcK:

Mark Langhammer and Paul 
Corthorn, thank you both very much.

What’s Left

Once more an exercise in Englishness,
marching soldiers, gun-carriage for the dead,
(Imperial sister on her bridal bed)
in England the wrong protest made them less, 
no culture `cept Chopin’s Funeral March,
the perennial patriots line the route,
white England’s day with no racial impute,
bayonets, bibles, bishops overarch,
you cannot tell them not to celebrate,
were Attlee and Bevin England-mute,
did not colonial boots trod till late
as they set up the NHS en route,
forcing through the welfare state did not 
brake those future peace missions with 
bloody shoots.

 Wilson John Haire.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

 A divided France

France seems today to be divided 
between Catholics and non-Catholics.  
This translates in the popular mind into 
a division between Right and Left.   Not 
all Catholics are right wing but never-
theless ‘Social Catholics’ are a minor-
ity, and there is only a small Christian 
Democratic party, and a small, although 
signifi cant, Christian Democrat Trade 
Union, the CFTC.  On the other hand, 
French society feels on the whole that it 
is a secular society, based on the French 
Revolution, and on the institution of the 
Republic,  both anti-clerical in character.  
Being Catholic is therefore associated in 
most people’s mind with being conserva-
tive and that prejudice is very strong.  A 
recent study is interesting in this respect.  

In a new book “Le Mystère Français” 
Emmanuel Todd deplores the fact that 
the regions of France where the practice 
of Catholicism continued the longest 
are today the regions most successful in 
terms of education and employment.  Is 
that not a good thing?  Todd, a left-wing 
liberal, cannot bring himself to say so.  
He talks of the harm done by ‘zombie-
Catholicism’, meaning Catholic atti-
tudes that persist beyond the demise of 
Catholic worship.  These regions turned 
away from the French Revolution when 
it became anti-clerical; together with 
the Catholic Church they supported the 
restoration of the King in 1815, and the 
Second Empire in 1851; they took their 
time accepting the Republic when it was 
fi nally established in 1875.  The Vatican 
encouraged them to accept the Republic, 
even though it was founded on anti-Cath-
olic policies.

This political history of the Catho-
lics makes Todd unable to fi nd anything 
good about traditionally Catholic regions 
having stronger family and social links 
and being  capable of offering support 

to their population and in particular 
the young.  He accuses them of not be-
ing Republican.  Being “Republican” is 
the minimum baggage if you want to be 
within the pale. These regions were slow 
in accepting the Republic, so are beyond 
the pale.  

But let us look for a moment at Re-
publican values.  What do they amount 
to?  Equality, Freedom, and a secular 
State.

These values are perfectly accept-
able to liberals.  Sarkozy and Hollande 
both defend the values of the Republic, 
because it does not commit them to very 
much.  Equality of opportunity sounds 
good while not being incompatible with 
huge inequality in real life.  Freedom also 
sounds very good, but what is it? Free-
dom from what?  Freedom to do what?  
What does it mean to be free?  Does it 
extend to emancipation from the necessi-
ties of nature?  There is no clarity, much 
less consensus, on this point.  As for the 
secular nature of the state, that is taken 
to imply that the society itself should be 
secular, and religion an entirely private 
matter; this is not acceptable to those 
who think that religion links people 
together and is therefore social and not 
individual.

The secular nature of the state and of 
society proves a very useful stick to beat 
people with: opponents to same sex mar-
riage are dismissed as “mere Catholics” 
and nothing more needs to be said; as for 
Muslims, they won’t be deemed Repub-
lican, that is, part of society, until they 
admit that religion is strictly a private 
matter. 

It is absurd that Socialists should base 
their actions on the values of the Repub-
lic: these values are liberal values, they 
underpin a liberal system.  The French 

Revolution was a bourgeois revolution, 
why cling to its values?  The Republic 
was fi nally established by bourgeois lib-
erals with an anticlerical policy.  Why 
take them as a model?  The Left is ab-
solutely lost and barren if it has nothing 
better to offer. 

Family values

The left and the right have different 
ideas about the family; they both start 
from the fact that the family has roots 
(parents, grand-parents, and their back-
ground) and transmits, consciously or not, 
that heritage, including transmitting so-
cial class from one generation to the next.  
The right accepts this. The left objects to 
the transmission of privilege, and in the 
case of immigrants, to the transmission 
of religion and old-fashioned ideas about 
the family, as well as lack of access to re-
sources.  The minister for Education has 
said that every pupil must be torn away 
from all determinisms, whether social, 
intellectual or to do with family and eth-
nicity. (See note below) The minister for 
Justice who launched the same sex mar-
riage law also said children must be torn 
away from the determinism of religion 
and family.  The individual must stand 
naked and alone, under the sole protec-
tion of the state, if protection is the right 
word.  

As a result these ministers are ready 
to deprive children of their one source of 
support, unless their parents are strong 
enough to withstand that pressure; they 
will only weaken fragile groups, while 
keeping intact the strength of the already 
strong.  Wanting to destroy the mecha-
nism of the transmission of social class, 
they actually strengthen it.  If they were 
serious about removing inequality, they 
would see that people are low paid not 
because their parents were low paid, but 
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because society tolerates low pay.  Chil-
dren do badly at school not because their 
parents are illiterate, but because society 
encourages a low skill economy.  The 
solution is not to ‘tear children away 
from their family’, but to have a society 
without low pay, with a system of profes-
sional training and an awareness of the 
virtues of all occupations.  Naturally it’s 
easier to destroy the family than to create 
an equal society, which is why the So-
cialists have taken the wrong road.

Not all the left follows this line of 
thinking.  The Christian trade union 
CFTC campaigns for the protection of 
the family, e.g. discouraging Sunday 
working and protecting universal child 
benefi t.  An organisation close to the 
Socialist Party has a pro-family agenda, 
and campaigns for the prevention of the 
risks of instability, break up and solitude 
that threaten family life.  Their Commu-
nication department has allowed them 
to adopt a very silly name, Les Poissons 
Roses, even sillier in English (Pink Fish) 
(probably fi sh refers to the Christian 
symbol, since the founders are Christian, 
although the movement is not, and pink 
refers to the socialist rose) but they write 
in Marianne, an infl uential magazine.

Trendy Catholics

As it happens, the arguments used by 
opponents of same sex marriage do not 
depend on a religious view of the world; 
the Conference of Catholic Bishops, to-
gether with their Islamic and Jewish 
equivalents, said so in their joint decla-
ration:  it is an anthropological question. 
The declaration does not mention God or 
the sacred texts.  They knew obviously 
that if it did, it would not be heard.  So 
they limited themselves to a position ac-
ceptable to those of any or no faith.

It is nevertheless the case that the 
main fi gures of the movement against 
same sex marriage are Catholic. This 
should be an unredeemable obstacle to 
any hope of popularity.  To counter this, 
its main fi gure has shown a good deal of 
political astuteness.  Her fi rst concern 
was communication, or ‘la Com.’ as 
they say in France, meaning spin; she 
gave herself a sexy and humorous name, 
Frigide Barjot, appeared with dyed blond 
hair and showy clothes, driving a scooter 

around the streets of Paris.  She encour-
aged other prominent fi gures to adopt 
less sober outfi ts, for men, to grow a 
stubble, wear a colourful scarf, at least 
for photos.  F. Barjot has not associated 
her movement with any political party.   
The movement has an apolitical and 
humorous name: ‘MPT’ or ‘Manif Pour 
Tous’ (Demonstration For All, a pun 
on the slogan ‘Marriage for All’).  She 
made pink and pale blue the colour of 
MPT: marchers wear pink outfi ts, carry 
pink and blue balloons etc.  The move-
ment used Facebook and Twitter to get 
together about 50 associations that would 
otherwise have remained isolated, and to 
coordinate the demonstrations, large and 
small, that have taken place.  She was an 
entertainer, famous in the past in all the 
trendy gay bars of Paris and St. Tropez.  
She can boast that homosexuals have 
joined the movement.

F. Barjot has worked hard to distance 
MPT from organisations that are against 
same sex marriage because they object 
to homosexuality, such as Civitas, whose 
position is biblical opposition to homo-
sexuality, GUD, a right wing student 
movement, and ‘The French Spring’, a 
new right wing group.  When in the early 
days Civitas organised a demonstration, 
MPT organised one for the day before, 
pre-empting Civitas entirely.

The list of the 50 organisations that 
make up MPT is published on its com-
prehensive website, available in four lan-
guages.  They include Protestant groups, 
Muslims: ‘Muslims for Childhood’, gays: 
‘Plus Gay Sans Marriage’, [More Fun 
Without Marriage] with its motto: ‘It’s the 
family that needs a contract, not love.’ 

There are other groups opposed to 
same sex marriage who do not fi gure in 
MPT marches, that is, the Islamic immi-
grants in the banlieue. Their contribution 
has not been sought, and few have taken 
part in the demonstrations.  There have 
been meetings on the subject however in 
those districts; one participant declared 
in amazement: ‘We had an aristocrat 
come to talk to us, us in the 9.3’.  (The 
9.3 is department number 93, the poorest 
area north of Paris). 

Francois Copé, the leader of the 
UMP (Sarkozy’s party) did call for UMP 
members to join the latest demonstration 

on 21 April.  

The aristocrat who came to talk to 
‘them in the 9.3’ was not an isolated case: 
quite a few names in the movement are 
names of old aristocratic families.

The limits of liberal values

The anti gay marriage activists are 
not all Catholic, but they are all in reac-
tion against the modern Left.  As men-
tioned above, the values of the modern 
left are individualistic: the happiness 
of the individual is what matters most.  
Freedom is essential.  The individual 
must not be constrained in any way, even 
by what used to be called nature: gender 
is a choice, being of the same sex not 
an obstacle to parenthood.   Thanks to 
technical knowledge, the human species 
can free itself from the constraints of its 
animal nature and invent new forms of 
the family, ‘disconnected from biology’ 
as Le Monde explained (27.4.13).

Their opponents take the social view: 
society, and children in particular, are 
better served by mothers and fathers 
committed to each other and to the bio-
logical family. 

Why should the fi rst view be ‘left 
wing’ and the second view ‘right wing’?  
The same law was passed in England by 
a right wing government, not a left-wing 
one.  Both countries are socially similar 
as far as the family is concerned: a very 
large number of divorces, with result-
ing one parent families, renewal of the 
population thanks to immigration, civil 
partnerships available to homosexual 
couples.  Given that situation, there is lit-
tle reason not to have gay marriage and 
parenthood: the family is already so di-
verse, why not legalise another variety?  
Having children is no longer necessary 
for society, as it can renew itself from 
abroad, and marriage is no longer a guar-
antee that children will be brought up by 
their mother and father.  Some families 
will privately decide to behave as if the 
traditional family still existed, but it 
will be a private decision, not a situation 
recognised by society as better than any 
other.  The right wing, in England passed 
the law without much of a discussion.

Continued on page 10
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Why was it different in France?   Sev-
eral factors are at play; the fi rst is prob-
ably numbers: more people in France are 
ready to defend the family as understood 
up to now.  Right-wingers are among the 
better off, their families are less subject 
to fi nancial stress and therefore less like-
ly to break up.  Right-wingers don’t tend 
to adopt the dogma of freedom of the in-
dividual, especially if they are religious, 
and are perhaps more likely to accept the 
constraints of marriage, and again keep 
their families together.  They therefore 
want to keep the traditional model of the 
family, which is successful for them.  It 
is remarkable that they should take the 
trouble to try and impose their prefer-
ence on society.  Why did they?   They 
may think that a more ‘modern’ society 
would be a worse society for all, includ-
ing themselves.   Thanks to the skill of 
the organisers of the anti movement, they 
gradually became aware of their own 
strength; each demonstration attracted a 
growing number of participants, until it 
became a cause that more people, espe-
cially young people, could identify with.  
The movement then grew into a very vo-
cal opposition. 

It may be also that the success of the 
anti same sex marriage movement is due 
to the fact that the law was launched by 
a socialist government.  The movement 
might not have taken the importance it 
has if it had not been for the coincidence 
that the measure was put forward by a left 
wing government, and it was a useful line 
of attack against it.  Sarkozy’s position 
on gay marriage was not so clear when 
he was in power, and the UMP have not 
said they would repeal the law when they 
got back in power.  It is also easier for 
the UMP to campaign for the traditional 
family than to implement measures that 
strengthen families in practice: a high 
minimum wage, plentiful social hous-
ing and promotion of equality of esteem 
for all occupations, with corresponding 
quality training and remuneration.  The 
episode is an illustration of the existence 
of the old Catholic France deplored by 
Todd in his new book.  The whole debate 
will have given it new vigour, by making 
it aware of its own size and importance.  

Note: Vincent Peillon made this re-
mark in an interview with the weekly 
Le Journal du Dimanche, (2.9.12) when 
launching a new programme of moral 
education for schools, based on secular 
values:  ‘The aim of secular morality is to 

allow each pupil to emancipate himself, 
because the starting point of secularity is 
the absolute respect of freedom of con-
science.  In order for freedom of choice to 
happen, one must be able to tear the pupil 
away from all determinisms, family, eth-
nic, social, intellectual, [so as to enable 
him] afterwards, to make a choice.’

He invoked Jules Ferry, the minister 
of Education in the 1880s who instituted 
the French school system on a secular 
basis; he agreed with Ferry that there is a 
morality which all can accept, regardless 
of private religious and political beliefs.  
In another interview he gave an outline 
of French history, maintaining that the 
promotion of a secular society was es-
sential to the creation of the Republic in 
the last quarter of the nineteenth century.  
But that is not true.  Rather, then, as now, 
an attack on traditional beliefs was a dis-
traction from the real issues rather than 
anything useful to the common good.  At 
the time of the creation of the Republic in 
the mid 1870s, the memory of the social 
revolutions of 1848 and 1870 was fresh in 
people’s minds: their social ideals had to 
be fi rmly shut out; an alternative line of 
thinking had to be found for the masses, 
hence the attack on the Church.  Social-
ists at the time were aware of the trick.  

What most MPs believed to be an 
innocuous motion from the Leader of 
the House on 16 April to suspend the 
fi rst three hours of Parliament on the 
day of Thatcher’s funeral, angered two 
of its most controversial fi gures. An-
drew Lansley moved that, instead of the 
usual starting time of 11.30am the House 

“shall meet at 2.30pm and the moment of 
interruption shall be at 10pm”. Lansley 
explained that this would “allow Mem-
bers from across the House who wish to 
pay their respects at the funeral of Bar-
oness Thatcher to do so”. Lansley clearly 
expected Members to agree and quietly 
leave the chamber. “This is a simple mo-
tion”, he said, “confi ned to the times 
of the House’s sittings tomorrow, and I 
commend it to the House”. Angela Eagle 

George And The Beast 
Bare Their Teeth

for Labour and Simon Hughes for the 
Liberal Democrats supported the motion. 
But Respect’s George Galloway and La-
bour’s Denis Skinner would have none of 
it. Galloway spoke fi rst.

George Galloway. “I have never 
heard such tosh. This House of Com-
mons continued its adversarial, bear-pit, 
unarmed political combat throughout 
the darkest days of the second world war. 
Mr Churchill did not ask for Parliament 
to be silenced and for confrontations 
across the House to be forbidden when 
our soldiers were being laid to waste. In 
the Norway debate, the House of Com-
mons rose perhaps to its fi nest 20th cen-

tury moment. Nobody said, ‘Our armed 
forces have suffered a disaster. The 
House of Commons cannot meet. The 
clash of ideas cannot be heard. We must 
muffl e the drums and silence ourselves’. 
At Dunkirk, the House clashed without 
pause. Real war leaders like Mr Church-
ill understood that the whole point of our 
being here, the whole point of democracy, 
the whole point of elections is that we do 
not suspend normal political activity”. At 
this point Tory backbencher Jacob Rees-
Mogg reminded Galloway that general 
elections were suspended between 1939 
and 1945 and accused Galloway of faulty 
history.

“Actually,” Galloway retorted, “there 

Dick Barry
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were many by-elections, some of which 
produced spectacular results - as spec-
tacular as the one in Bradford West just 
over a year ago. In any case, is anyone 
suggesting that Aneurin Bevan did not 
stand from these benches and lacerate 
real war leaders about their conduct of 
the war? The hon. Member for North 
East Somerset (Jacob Rees-Mogg) is a 
scholar and a gentleman. He knows well 
the words that came from Mr Amery on 
his side at the darkest hour in the Norway 
debate, which brought about the defenes-
tration of the Prime Minister and the 
coming to offi ce of Mr Churchill, about 
whom more, much more, later. We did 
not suspend democracy in our darkest 
hours; why are we suspending it now?”

“It was said by one of those in the 
iron-clad consensus on the Front benches 
that this is a national funeral. I am sorry, 
but it is not a national funeral. There can 
be a national funeral only when there is a 
national consensus about the person be-
ing buried. That consensus does not exist 
in relation to Mrs Thatcher. No matter 
how oft people from the Front Benches 
fawn upon her, pour honeyed words 
upon her or even - outside this House, 
of course - tell lies about her and her 
record, that will not change. The British 
establishment, and the Opposition par-
ties in particular, are making a profound 
misjudgement if they imagine that there 
are not tens of millions of people in the 
country, all of whom have votes, who are 
very angry about a whole range of issues 
that have arisen. With your permission 
Mr Speaker, I hope to adumbrate some 
of these issues in relation to the motion 
this evening”.

“If I were to speak shortly, it would 
be with that great New York phrase, 

“Enough already.” We have had enough 
of this; it has gone on too long and gone 
too far, and this - the idea that we should 
suspend a vital part of our democratic 
process for a party-political, and private, 
funeral - puts the tin hat on it. Do not get 
me wrong. I will not be demonstrating 
at the funeral tomorrow; I believe it is 
wrong to demonstrate at someone’s fu-
neral, but I will not agree to suspend our 
democracy so that some of the friends 
of the deceased do not have to make a 
choice between attending Prime Minis-
ter’s question time or going to the funeral. 
That choice is up to them to make, and it 

is of course clear that they could do both, 
although they would - tender sensibilities 
that they may have - have to come into 
the bear pit immediately on their return 
to the House. But that is what they are 
for; that is what they were elected to be 
here for.”

“Harold Wilson, who won four gen-
eral elections and did not receive a 
scintilla of the treatment that the Brit-
ish establishment has rolled out for the 
deceased on this occasion, said that a 
week was a long time in politics. This 
week has been a very long time. We were 
told at the beginning of the week that it 
was disrespectful to speak of someone so 
recently dead. I was told on the BBC yes-
terday that I should hold my piece until 
Thursday. How much national mourning, 
without consensus and without justifi ca-
tion, are we supposed to observe? You 
know, Mr Speaker, how much personal 
respect I have for you, so I hope you will 
accept that I mean nothing personal by 
this point. However, the decision to muf-
fl e Big Ben, just after the BBC muffl ed 
‘Ding Dong!’, summed the whole thing 
up. It has become farcical. There is no 
national consensus around the deceased, 
and there is no justifi cation for muffl ing 
Big Ben because that puts the deceased 
on a par with Mr Churchill - a very divi-
sive politician. My grandparents helped 
overturn his car after the count in Dun-
dee in the 1930s when he was thrown  out 
of Parliament in the city.”

Labour’s Jim McGovern interjected 
to correct Galloway at this juncture. 

“Winston Churchill”, he said, “then a 
Liberal MP, was ejected from Dundee in 
1922. He served from 1908 to 1922.” “It 
is a very important qualifi cation”, Gal-
loway admitted. “As would have been 
what I was going to say about Neddy 
Scrymgeour, the great temperance MP 
who was Mr Churchill’s partner in the 
two-Member constituency at that time. 
How we could do with some temperance, 
some prohibition in the House today, 
at least as far as the hon. Member for 
Falkirk (Eric Joyce) is concerned.” Here 
the Speaker asked Galloway to withdraw 
the remark about Eric Joyce as he was 
not present. “I happily withdraw the the 
remark. It was unworthy, but I have some 
history with the hon. Gentleman. I hope 
you, Mr Speaker, and the House forgive 
me for that unworthy detour down Dun-

dee way. My point is that Mr Churchill 
was a deeply divisive fi gure. He was a 
man who changed sides, ratted and re-
ratted; a man who was in Parliament, out 
of it and back again; and a man whose 
conduct of public affairs was very con-
troversial and divisive. However, by the 
time he died, only a tiny percentage of 
the population were churlish enough to 
imagine that such a man should not be 
given the full 21-gun treatment and the 
full gun carriage treatment.”

“Virtually everybody in this country 
knows that, were it not for Mr Churchill, 
this Parliament would either not exist or 
it would speak in German. I argue that 
the very existence of the country was 
saved by Mr Churchill. That makes him 
worthy of a national funeral. That is what 
made him - whatever one’s point of view 
of his domestic politics - deserving of the 
muffl ing of the chimes of Big Ben, and 
deserving of the lowering of the cranes 
on the Thames. No such consensus ex-
ists - you must know this, Mr Speaker. 
- about the deceased in this case. Vast 
tracts of this land - the north, Scotland, 
the midlands and south Wales, and other 
industrial areas of this country, which 
were reduced to distressed areas in Mrs 
Thatcher’s term of offi ce - have never 
forgotten her, but they are being asked 
to pay for this funeral. In fact, they are 
not being asked; they are being told that 
they must pay for it. The deceased was a 
great proponent of private enterprise and 
a great enemy of public expenditure and 
the role of the state, which she wished to 
shrink. You were once a devotee of those 
things, Mr Speaker, but age has brought 
wisdom, as it has in some respects to all 
of us. Is that not an irony? As Ken Loach, 
the great fi lm director, put it, surely we 
should have put the funeral out to tender 
to the private sector, and invited compa-
nies to sponsor it. Surely that is what Mrs 
Thatcher would have wanted at a time 
when our pensioners are shivering to 
death in a long winter that has stretched 
into the spring. At a time when we are 
virtually nationally bankrupt, is it right 
that the public should be told - not asked, 
but told - that they must pay for a party 
political funeral? I believe not.”

“The public have not been consulted 
on any of this. If my postbag has any re-
lation to anyone else’s, it must be obvious 
that a lot of people are very unhappy. The 
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public had one chance, to which I alluded 
a moment ago. They could download 
‘Ding Dong!’, the song from ‘The Wizard 
of Oz’, as they did in very large numbers, 
but the state broadcaster, which has led 
the fawning, censored the music that the 
public chose with their money in private 
economic decisions - Mrs Thatcher was 
a big fan of those.......The backdrop to 
this motion is clear, and it has been one 
thing after another. As Mr Macmillan 
said, it is not one damn thing, it is one 
damn thing after another. It is the state 
mourning that was effectively declared 
by the state broadcaster. It is the decision 
that the Government made - it is specu-
lated that your offi ce, Mr Speaker, was 
not wild about the idea - to recall Parlia-
ment at vast public expense. Members 
of Parliament were offered up to £3,700 
to fl y back from their holidays to attend 
what was, in effect, a state eulogy for a 
party political fi gure, and then fl y back 
at public expense to their holidays. I 
hope that IPSA will release the details 
of who claimed and what they claimed. 
That was a grotesque and totally unnec-
essary decision. Monday was the day on 
which Parliament returned, and Monday 
was the day on which people could have 
paid tribute and made the points that they 
wished to make. That was the second 
problem. The state mourning was the 
fi rst, and the unnecessary and fantasti-
cally expensive recall of Parliament was 
the second.”

“The muffl ing of the chimes of Big 
Ben was the third, the banning of ‘Ding 
Dong!’ was the fourth and now we have 
this motion. The shadow leader of the 
House, politely as is her wont, made the 
point that there is every belief in this 
House that this Prime Minister likes to 
avoid Prime Minister’s questions. If he 
avoids it tomorrow, he will have avoided 
it for four consecutive weeks.” Interrup-
tion. - “I am at every Prime Minister’s 
questions.” - Interruption.- “I again cau-
tion hon. -  Gentlemen - as I must call, 
them - on the Government Benches: peo-
ple are listening to this debate, and this 
Thatcherite chorus, cackling like hyenas, 
would do better to show a touch of sensi-
tivity to the fact that millions of people in 
this country hate Margaret Thatcher and 
those who follow her.” -  Interruption 

-  “Every Wednesday, the Prime Minis-
ter should stand at the Dispatch Box and 
face the music for everything that has 

happened in the previous week. For four 
weeks it will have been the case that the 
Prime Minister has not done so. At a time 
when the British economy is in desper-
ate trouble, the Prime Minister has not 
been able to be questioned about it. At a 
time when a Budget has come and gone, 
which has been near universally regard-
ed -- Chris Kelly (Dudley South,Con): 

“Welcomed” Galloway: “Welcomed? My 
goodness. I do not know where it was 
welcomed - certainly not by the fi nan-
cial commentators; certainly not by the 
markets; certainly not by the public; cer-
tainly not by the opinion polls - but the 
Prime Minister has not been questioned 
about anything for four weeks, neither 
domestic nor international. Our country 
is involved in very many serious matters 
overseas - you will be very happy that 
I do not seek to dilate upon them, Mr 
Speaker - and the Prime Minister has not 
been able to be questioned about them.”

“I just feel, and I think that the at-
tendance here this evening indicates, that 
there are many who feel, whether they 
are in the offi cial Opposition or not, that 
this has all gone too far. An attempt at 
canonisation of a person around whom 
there is - I see that Mr Speaker is frown-
ing, I speak as a religious man. I am not 
against canonisation where it is justifi ed, 
but there has to be a consensus before 
one can be canonised, and no such con-
sensus is possible - Interruption - The 
point is that beatifi cation and canonisa-
tion is something that can happen only 
when there is a consensus. There is no 
such consensus about the former Prime 
Minister, yet people are acting, the state 
is acting. The state broadcaster and now 
the parliamentary authorities are ask-
ing us to accept things that are too close 
to royal. Mrs Thatcher famously had a 
slightly fraught relationship with palace, 
and I can understand why. Mrs Thatcher 
might to many Government Members 
have been great, but she was not great to 
up to 60% of the electorate when she was 
alive, and, according to the polls, more 
than 50% of the people now being polled 
are against her - strongly against her 
and feel that she did bad things here and 
abroad. It brings into discredit this kind 
of funeral, this kind of state occasion, if 
it is awarded when many people in the 
country feel it is unjustifi ed, and feel that 
it is being rammed down their throats 
for partisan and ideological reasons, for 

which they are being asked to pay.”

“My last point - [Hon. Members: 
“Hurray!”] Gentlemen - [Hon. Members: 
‘”And ladies.”] - and ladies, although the 
misbehaviour is coming exclusively from 
gentlemen, as I think they are called, on 
the Government Benches, my point is this. 
This funeral did not have to be organised 
so that it would clash with Prime Minis-
ter’s Question Time. It could have been 
held today or on Thursday. The state was 
vitally involved in the organisation of this 
funeral - we know that, because we are 
paying for it - and it was the state that or-
ganised the clash with Prime Minister’s 
Question Time, so why should the House 
of Commons be asked to accept the abro-
gation of its proper role tomorrow, given 
that the Government are responsible for 
the clash? It is too late now to change 
the time of the funeral, but it is not too 
late for the House to refuse to abandon 
its responsibilities at Prime Minister’ 
questions. If the House divides on this at 
the end of the evening, as I hope it will, I 
hope that a decent number of Members of 
Parliament will refl ect on the feelings, if 
not of their own constituents, then of the 
tens of millions of constituents of many 
of us on the Opposition Benches - and 
of some Government Members too - who 
feel that the adoration of the Maggie has 
gone far enough.”

Denis Skinner: “It is almost like 
history repeating itself. In the mid ‘70s, 
I came down on the train and my Whip 
told me that there would be few tributes 
to Anthony Eden and that the then House 
would fi nish for the day. I thought, ‘Sure-
ly, that’s not fair. We’re actually packing 
up because Anthony Eden, who was liv-
ing in the Caribbean, has died. So the 
tributes will be paid and then the House 
will fi nish for the day.’ I had an argument 
with the Labour whip, and then I went in 
for the tributes. I had not been here very 
long and I am not so sure I thought at the 
time it would be a good idea for me to say 
anything, because, as sure as night fol-
lowed day, a lot of people were going to 
pay these tributes to Anthony Eden, who 
some of them had never even seen. So it 
is not as if this has not happened before.”

“I had been a miner for 20-odd years, I 
said that when I worked down the pit and 
somebody died, four people took him out 
on a trolley along the rails, and they were 
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allowed to go home and the rest of the pit 
continued to work, because people like 
us had managed to secure a tiny agree-
ment with the National Coal Board to 
get £250 for the miner’s widow. On that 
basis, the rest of us went to work. What 
I am trying to convey is that the people 
who concern me now are the people 
out there having to suffer austerity, the 
benefi t cuts and the increasing costs of 
their own funeral. They are just like the 
people who concerned back in the days 
of 1975 - the miners I had left behind in 
order to speak for them in Parliament. I 
remember all the Tories walking out the 
moment I made that kind of criticism. I 
suppose it is an indication of the split 
Tory party that some are staying today, 
because they have not followed their 
leader. Indeed, the leader has not ordered 
them out.”

“Let’s not kid ourselves. We hear talk 
about the thing that we sometimes sug-
gest has gone away: class. That’s what 
it is: it is about class. It’s the fact that 
people out there have to live their lives 
in a different way and that there is one 
rule for those at the top and another for 
those at the bottom. It has never changed 

- I wish it had, but it hasn’t. I heard about 
the chain of events - because that is what 
it was: it seemed to grow like Topsy. First 
of all there was going to be some sort of 
ceremonial funeral. The next thing we 
hear - I have to say it to you, Mr Speaker 

- is you telling us that the chimes of Big 
Ben are going to stop. Then we hear that 
we are going to abandon Prime Minis-
ter’s Question Time. What’s it all about? 
That is why the people out there are angry 
- a lot of them. I am not suggesting for a 
minute that there is a majority - I never 
have - but I do believe that this Govern-
ment are out of touch with the people out 
there on a big scale, and this in the same 
week when benefi ts are cut again. We 
should have Prime Minister’s Question 
Time.” Interruption.

“Of course we should have Prime 
Minister’s Question Time. The people 
out there would want us to put the case 
about how they manage to make ends 
meet. We are talking about the people 
who commit suicide because they are up 
to their necks in debt and they have got 
so many callers knocking on their front 
door - fi rst it’s Wonga and then it’s God 
knows how many others. That is what 

is happening in our society among the 
working class. I do not think there is 
any doubt, whatever we think, that Mrs 
Thatcher was a divisive character. I am 
too, but I am not Prime Minister. I know 
that there is the desire within a lot of us 
to fi ght at the edges and take extra-par-
liamentary action and all the rest of it 
- and what’s wrong with that? - but let 
us not give the impression that Margaret 
Thatcher was different or that she was 
cool with everybody. She had an agenda 
the moment she got in - she actually got 
in on my birthday. Interruption. Nadine 
Dorries (Mid Beds, Con.) “I just want 
to make the point that Baroness is lying 
just yards from us in her fi nal night in 
this Palace. Does the hon. Gentleman not 
think that just on this night, when she is 
only yards away, in the name of nothing 
other than good taste, it might be as well 
that we called to an end?”

Denis Skinner: “I am just making a 
statement about the fact that during the 
course of Margaret Thatcher’s parlia-
mentary time, especially when she was 
Prime Minister,, she was divisive, fi rst, 
in the sense that she got rid of all the wets 
so that she could set about her agenda. 
There is no question at all about that - I 
know that has nothing to do with Ques-
tion Time being abandoned Mr Speaker.” 
Interruption. “I do not need any lectures 
from Tories about what they did to Mrs 
Thatcher, because I remember that night 
and the following day, when she stood 
at that Dispatch Box. She had not had 
a night’s sleep and she was making her 
fi nal speech in Parliament. Why was she 
making her fi nal speech in Parliament?  
It was not because the Labour MPs had 
put a knife in her back. There is no ques-
tion about that: a succession of Tory MPs 
and gone to her in the night and said, ‘I 
don’t think you should run again for the 
second ballot.’ That is the truth of it. So, 
whatever I am saying today does not 
compare with the fact that a woman who 
had won three elections in a row then 
suffered the indignity of being kicked 
out like a dog in the night by her own 
Members of Parliament. That is the truth 
of it, and whatever I say today is minimal 
compared with that.”

“Yes, I would like to have Question 
Time tomorrow, of course, and I have a 
few questions prepared. Perhaps I should 
ask the Leader of the House my questions; 

he might answer them when he winds up. 
One of them is undoubtedly getting rid 
of the bedroom tax. I also want to tell 
the Prime Minister that it would not be 
a bad idea to do something about agency 
workers. There is all this talk about im-
migration, but the real problem in our 
society is the fact that a majority of the 
foreign people who come to this country 
are now being dictated to by agencies, 
and it is time we got rid of them. They 
are undercutting the indigenous workers. 
I worked with Poles in 1948, down the pit. 
Why were there no rows? Why did no-
body get worked up about the displaced 
persons - the Poles and the Ukrainians? 
Because they were in the union with us, 
and they were paid the same wages. And 
there wasn’t an agency in sight. So that 
is another question that we could have 
put tomorrow. We could have put a ques-
tion about doing something, now that 
the country is skint, like we did in 1945 

- Alec Shelbrooke (Con): “Who caused 
the skint?”

Denis Skinner: “It was caused by 
that great economic tsunami that swept 
across the world - Interruption - “And 
why did it sweep across the world? Be-
cause in 1989, in one of her last acts, Mrs 
Thatcher talked about the brave casino 
economy, the big bang in the City and 
deregulation. That was the moment it 
began. We never knew when it would 
turn into a recession, but we knew that 
somehow or other, that society of instant 
gratifi cation would cause a recession at 
some time. That is how it all began. It 
was just like that with the share-owning. 
We could have discussed that tomorrow. 
Mrs Thatcher, that non-divisive charac-
ter, sold of all the public utilities. She said, 
‘We’ll sell off all the public utilities - gas, 
electricity and all the rest - and every-
body will have shares. You can buy them 
off Sid and you’ll be able to be part of that 
great British share-owning democracy.’ 
What happened to that? What happened 
to the share-owning democracy? EDF is 
now owned by French electricity; E.ON 
is owned by Germans; Scottish Power is 
owned by Spain’s Iberdola; and npower 
is owned by the German company RWE. 
Anglian Water has gone to Canada, and 
Thames Water is owned by the Germans.- 
Interruption - So who owns Orange and 
T-mobile? Have a guess. France and Ger-
many!                            
             Continued on page 14
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 Who owns Cellnet and O2? Spain! Who owns Arriva 
buses? The German Deutsche Bank! Interruption. Paul May-
nard Blackpool North and Cleveleys,Con.): “I am listening 
carefully to the hon. Gentleman’s diatribe, and to his list of pri-
vatised utilities. May I suggest that he gets a new researcher? 
EDF stands for Electricite de France and it has been French for 
as long as it has existed. Please will he get a new researcher, to 
put him out of his misery as well as ours?”

Denis Skinner: “Yes, the hon. Gentleman has made his 
own case. Gatwick is owned by South Korea; Cadbury’s is 
owned by the United States; the M6 toll is owned by Austral-
ia’s Macquarie bank - on and on it goes. We could, then, talk 
about bringing the public utilities back into public ownership 

-  Interruption - What I am saying is that the people out there 
know where Thatcher stood. They have not forgotten it. I am 
talking about those communities where shipbuilding was de-
stroyed in the early ‘80s and where the steel industry at Corby 
and various other places was smashed when Thatcher brought 
in McGregor, then brought him back, paying a £1.5 million 
transfer fee to Lazard’s bank, for him to shut, it was said, about 
20 or 30 pits. What happened in practice? We had 150 pits at 
the end of the 1985 pit strike, and by the time Thatcher went, 
there were only 30 left. That is why people out there are angry, 
and why they demand of us - at least a few of us - to speak the 
truth on their behalf. That is why I am all in favour of Question 

Time because I have a list of questions to ask the Prime Minister 
every single week.”

“Thank you, Mr Speaker, for giving me the chance to talk 
about this issue. It is not about personalities; it is all about class. 
We must never forget that. We should remember where we come 
from. I remember my own family - with nine kids, who did not 
have two ha’pennies to rub together - and that is still embedded 
in my soul. That is why I speak as I do. I do not want to change; 
I never will. That will not get my hands on the Dispatch Box, 
but that is not a luxury that it has ever bothered me to get. It is 
important to remember that these words of mine do not come 
out of my mouth because of envy or greed, but because I believe 
that we have to look after those people who do not have two 
ha’pennies to rub together. That should be what motivates us 
every day of the week, including at Prime Minister’s Question 
Time. When the Labour party understands that as we do here 
today, it will be better for it. Thank you, Mr Speaker.”

The motion was carried by 245 votes to 13. The 13 MPs, 
all Labour, who voted against the motion were: Hugh Bayley, 
Jeremy Corbyn, John Cryer, Paul Flynn, George Galloway, 
Jim Hood, George Howarth, Ian Lavery, John McDonnell, Jim 
McGovern, Ian Mearns, Grahame Morris, and Denis Skinner. 
Tellers for the Noes were Kelvin Hopkins and Steve Rotheram. 
No Labour MP went into the Yes lobby with the Tories and Lib 
Dems. 

Thatcher the Conservative Terminator

Austerity Britain.  Outsized war-machine and gigantic fi nan-
cial parasite to support.  Please give generously.  Cut back on 
little things like health, education, libraries and public safety.

Most British Prime Ministers get a private funeral and mini-
mal publicity.  There was a conscious decision to bang the drum 
for Thatcherism.  It should have been opposed much more vigor-
ously than it was.

Classical Socialism was in trouble by the start of the1970s 
and well before Thatcher or Reagan.  Brezhnev in 1968 had 
crushed the Czechoslovak attempt to take European Leninism in 
the direction later taken by Deng in China.  He thus delayed the 
collapse by 21 years and made it truly disastrous.  The Solidarity 
movement among workers was growing in Poland well before 
Thatcher.  Meantime Deng allowed elements of capitalism, but 
never allowed it to run free.  The Wise Men from the West never 
stop telling him off for this, even though his system worked 
while they failed in Russia and have now delivered a seemingly 
endless recession in the West.

Thatcherism initially sold itself with the promise of Trickle-
Down.  Remember Trickle-Down?  We were promised that if en-
trepreneurs were released from stifl ing state controls, they would 

boost the economy so much that the rest of us would be better 
off, a smaller share of a much bigger cake.

It was all nonsense.  Instead of Trickle-Down, we have 
had Hoover-Up, the rich grabbing more of the common pool of 
wealth without improving their contribution.  They have slowed 
Britain’s decade-by-decade growth.  The “brilliant” Thatcherite 
1980s was no better economically than the “disastrous” 1970s.1  
It was much worse than the Corporatist 1950s and 1960s, dec-
ades in which almost everyone had a job.

Note also that Thatcher had the enormous windfall of North 
Sea Oil, some 69 billion extra income for the nation.2  But the 
nation as a whole didn’t get it.  Some went to the rich and the rest 
was squandered in an attempt to return to Classical Capitalism.  
And she ended the role of Toryism as a British party, reducing 
it to be a party of the richer half of England.  It was already go-
ing that way, but she was both a product and a confi rmer of that 
trend.

Without North Sea Oil, the Thatcher Decade would probably 
have seen less economic growth than the “disastrous” 1970s.  
Far from saving Britain, she began a process that has made life 
worse for the majority, and in which it is no easier to enter the 
elite than it was before.
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But Thatcherism didn’t exist in isola-
tion.  After Thatcher, New Labour chose 
to take her policies further and things 
slowed even more.  It has also somehow 
slipped out of memory that there was 
widespread expectation that Thatcher 
would lose the next election, if she had 
not been ousted.  

John Major delayed the election till 
1992 and then won it.  Seemingly he had 
reverted to One Nation Conservatism.  
But meantime Blair replaced John Smith, 
who had replaced Kinnock after the 1992 
defeat.  John Smith’s death from an unex-
pected heart attack was a tragedy: he had 
adjusted Labour to meet what the elector-
ate wanted, and would have been unlikely 
to have invented New Labour.

But why was New Labour possible?  
As I said, Thatcherism didn’t exist in iso-
lation.  Back in the 1970s, the naïve and 
hopeful radicalism of the 1960s had been 
replaced by a cynical trend, something 
you could call the “Extremely Popular 
Front for the Liberation of Selfi shness”.  
It tapped into the weaknesses of 1960s 
radicalism, that it was sometimes selfi sh 
and often not concerned with the wider 
society.  Blair could not have acted as he 
did without a whole host of 1960s radi-
cals who had been co-opted by the new 
elite that had emerged under Thatcher.  
Jack Straw is a notable example, but there 
are many more.

People nowadays depend on fashion 
and are mostly overawed by whoever is 
currently rich and powerful.  Assume that 
their extra talents must be proportional 
to their wealth and power.  I don’t see it 
so.  It’s more realistic to credit them with 
a lot of luck, some cold ruthlessness and 
talents that are high but not unusually so.

As for being the fi rst female Prime 
Minister in Britain, that was coming any-
way.  Indira Ghandi had been a decisive 
Prime Minister well before Thatcher.  So 
had Golda Meir, who was also the fi rst 
female leader since ancient times to be 
there on an individual basis, rather than 
inheriting power by being linked to 
former male rulers by blood or marriage.  
And Thatcher failed to promote any other 
women within Toryism.  That happened 
after her, and they are not notably worse 
than the men, but it seems she was only 
concerned with her own position.

Labour should have had someone 
like Thatcher?  Labour had at least one, 
Barbara Castle.  She’s had a wider range 
of important jobs than Thatcher, who was 
bumped up from being Education Secre-
tary.  She had the right ideas for reforming 
Trade Unions with her scheme, In Place 
of Strife.  And was rejected by both La-
bour Right and Labour Left, sad to say.

The USA’s Triple Whammy
US culture tells young people that 

they can be whatever they want to be.  
And then sneers at them as ‘losers’ if they 
fail to get more wealth, fame or power at 
a level way above average.

US culture is then utterly surprised if 
an evil fringe element go on a rampage 
of destruction, punishing the society 
that calls them ‘losers’. Such people are 
behaving more like angry chimps than 
humans.  But in a better sort of society, 
they might have had sensible ambitions 
and been satisfi ed with what they did 
achieve.

The week of Thatcher’s funeral, the 
USA got hit by a “triple whammy”:

· First the Boston Bombing, now 
blamed on two Chechen brothers who 
had spent years in the USA.  Chechens 
are Muslims but exact motives are un-
clear.

· Second,  letters with toxic Ricin 
sent to President Obama and a senior Re-
publican – reasons unclear, the man ar-
rested is an Elvis impersonator from Mis-
sissippi.  He apparently believed there 
was secret conspiracy in the USA to steal 
human organs, and was outraged when 
no one took this seriously.

· Finally a massive explosion at a 
fertilizer plant.  Seemingly just an indus-
trial accident, but why was it so close to a 
town?  And sabotage is not unthinkable.

Thatcherism was all about making 
Britain more like the USA, preventing the 
trend under Heath into becoming more 
like a normal part of Europe.  Likewise 
New Labour.  Does this still seem like a 
good idea?

The New Right have been very suc-
cessful at convincing a majority that a 
better world is impossible and that greedy 
striving and individual ambition are all 
there is.  

If you have most people striving for 
what most people don’t have, that will 
mean a lot of losers and a lot of discontent.  
Yes, these are also individual failings, but 
they’ve made it a lot easier to fail badly 
and a lot harder to be content.

People try evade the things that would 
cost them money, effort or moral respon-
sibility.  Regarding society and crime, 
it’s generally true that a better person in 
the same circumstances could have lived 
a decent life, as many other individuals 
have.  But it’s equally fair to say that 
the same person in better circumstances 
could have lived a decent life, and few 
rich societies have a crime rate equal to 
the USA.

Individual criminals tend to blame 
society for not being nicer to them.  Moot.  
But the people who could have made a 
nicer society also evade their social re-
sponsibility in grabbing much too much 
for themselves.

The Global Kindness to Capitalists Index

Every year we get a “Global Com-
petitiveness Index”, in which an outfi t 
called the World Economic Forum ranks 
the various countries of the world accord-
ing to their economic virtue, or the lack 
of it.3

Has anyone tried checking the rank-
ings on the Competitive Index against 
actual economic success?  A quick look 
shows China at 29th, below Ireland and 
way below Taiwan.  Yet China has grown 
50% since the economic crisis started in 
2008, while much of the rest of the world 
has stagnated.  Switzerland comes top, 
yet had 0.8% growth for 2012.  Venezuela 
is ranked 126th out of 144, the United 
Kingdom is ranked 8th, yet Venezuela 
had 5.7% growth for 2012 while the UK 
had 0.1% shrinkage.4 

Cyprus was ranked 58th, despite hav-
ing shrunk 2.3% in 2012.  (The list was 
published before Cyprus’s current crisis, 
of course.)  India ranked just below Cy-
prus, despite being second only to China 
as a large economy with fairly steady fast 
growth.

The “Global Competitiveness Index” 
is blatantly an index of the things that are 
nice for private capital, often very bad for 
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workers, and mostly not good for growth 
in GDP.  It gives a gloss of objectiv-
ity to New Right ideas that have visibly 
failed.  The hypothesis that an ‘Invisible 
Hand’ will keep things balance is a nice 
excuse to be a praise-singer for the rich.  
(Blessed are the praise-singers, for they 
shall receive money.  Adam Smith him-
self received a splendid job as tutor to a 
teenage duke when his Theory of Moral 
Sentiments seemed to prove that the rela-
tive tranquillity of the third quarter of the 
18th century should be viewed as safely 
rooted in Eternal Values.)

I don’t see why the  ‘Invisible Hand’ 
should be taken more seriously that 
someone claiming to have invisible pix-
ies at the bottom of their garden.  Looking 
at the hard facts, the European Union did 
much better than Britain before letting 
Britain in.  Rather worse after accepting 
Anglo advice.  And in the relatively good 
times before 2008, the USA did no better 
than Europe when you measure GDP per 
head.  It has also let in vast numbers of 
hard-working immigrants, many of them 
highly qualifi ed or highly motivated or 
both.  So it should really have done better 
than it has.

Someone needed to do a systematic 
study of score on the Competitive Index 
against actual achievements in terms of 
GDP growth.  This is the sort of thing a 
Trade Union research department should 
do and then make a big noise about.  Point 
out that the measure should be called the 

“Global Kindness to Capitalists” index.  
That it is very different from benefi t to the 
society as a whole.  Little related even to 
the simple matter of GDP Growth.

Internet Rewards

“Pioneers of the internet are the fi rst 
recipients of the Queen Elizabeth Prize 
for Engineering.

“Sir Tim Berners-Lee, Robert Kahn, 
Vinton Cerf, Louis Pouzin and Marc An-
dreessen will share the £1m award.

“The citation panel said the fi ve men 
had all contributed to the revolution in 
communications that has taken place in 
recent decades.

“The UK government initiated the QE 
Prize as a companion to the Nobels to 
raise the profi le of engineering. 

“It is endowed by industry and admin-

istered by an independent trust chaired by 
Lord Browne, a former chief executive of 
BP…

“Sir Tim may be the best known of 
the winners, certainly in the UK. Working 
with others in the late 1980s, he helped 
develop the world wide web, which 
radically simplifi ed the way information 
could be shared on the net.

“Robert Kahn and Vinton Cerf pro-
vided the engineering insights that actu-
ally made the internet work. Their TCP/
IP protocols defi ne the way data travels 
around the internet.

“Louis Pouzin helped work out how 
data should be labelled so that it reached 
the right destination.

“Marc Andreessen is the man who de-
veloped Mosaic, the fi rst popular browser 
for the web.

“The men were commended for hav-
ing the foresight to make their work free-
ly available and without restriction. The 
internet and the WWW could not have 
taken off in the same way without this 
open approach.” 5

Tim Berners-Lee did his main work 
while working for CERN, a purely scien-
tifi c institution with no concern for profi t.  
Kahn and Cerf were US academics doing 
work for the US military.  Pouzin was a 
French researcher.  Only Marc Andrees-
sen was a conventional entrepreneur, 
moving quickly to build on the work of 
others and making a lot of money by 
helping develop the Netscape Navigator.  
The core work was far removed from the 
world of commerce.

Berezovsky the senseless man

The police who searched the dead 
tycoon’s home for exotic hazards didn’t 
say “only one piece of noxious biological 
material was found, and it was dead in its 
bathroom”.  But it would have been a fi t-
ting obituary for a man who accumulated 
vast personal wealth during the 1990s 
while most Russians got poorer, sicker 
and less happy.

Lots of developing countries have 
rags-to-riches stories, people rising from 
humble beginnings and helping develop 

the economy, as well as sometimes (not 
always) helping raise up their fellow 
citizens.  Post-Soviet Russia has been 
the grand exception, very much “riches 
from rags”, a few people rising while the 
economy as a whole declined.

Before the Soviet collapse, Ber-
ezovsky was an unimportant mid-ranking 
individual in the stagnant but comfort-
able Soviet system.  News sources seem 
unsure what he was, Mathematician or 
Applied Mathematician with a role in 
Forestry.  What’s much clearer is that his 
rise occurred during Russia’s decline, fol-
lowing Yeltsin’s decision to do more or 
less what his Western advisors told him.  
The BBC puts it thus:

“His fi rst career was as a mathemati-
cian, his second as a car salesman, his 
third as a political kingmaker, nicknamed 
Rasputin, under Russia’s fi rst president 
Boris Yeltsin.

“Mr Berezovsky made his fortune im-
porting Mercedes cars into Russia in the 
1990s, and setting himself up as a middle-
man distributing cars made by Russia’s 
Avtovaz.

“While Avtovaz struggled to survive, 
Mr Berezovsky nevertheless made mil-
lions.

“By the mid-1990s, he was one of 
Russia’s leading oligarchs, a word used 
for those who made their fortunes during 
the wholesale privatisation of state as-
sets.

“As well as taking ownership of the 
Sibneft oil company, he became the main 
shareholder in the country’s main televi-
sion channel, ORT, which he turned into 
a propaganda vehicle for Boris Yeltsin in 
the run-up to the 1996 presidential elec-
tion.

“He has survived numerous assas-
sination attempts, including a bomb that 
decapitated his chauffeur…

“Although he helped Mr Putin en-
ter the family, and funded the party that 
formed Mr Putin’s parliamentary base, 
the new president moved to regain con-
trol of the ORT television station, and to 
curb the political ambitions of Russia’s 
oligarchs.”6
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Since libel laws do not protect the 
dead, we will probably be getting a lot 
more details of the dirty deals quite soon.  
What interests me more is the overall 
politics.

Yeltsin stepped down and put in Pu-
tin when his “reforms” had visibly failed 
and a return to power by the Communist 
Party was a serious possibility.  Putin was 
chosen to look after the interests of the 
new class of oligarchs, but presumably 
it was also agreed that the New Right 
idea of unfettered private capitalism had 
failed badly.  He was given authority to 
introduce some curbs to stop the system 
collapsing altogether.  Berezovsky may 
well have accepted this in principle.  But 
when he found that he would have to bear 
part of the burden of saving the system, 
it seems he got indignant.  Decided to 
invent his own rival politic movement 
that would let him go on doing what he 
wanted.

Berlusconi managed it in Italy, but 
Italy was in no danger of collapse.  Rus-
sia was.  Putin slapped down Berezovsky 
and other serious rivals, and there was 
general approval from ordinary Russians.  

The same Western sources who gave 
the original bad advice were furious at 
being ignored and treated as fools or foes.  
But since most Russians already despised 
them, this can not have harmed Putin.

The killings of campaigning journal-
ist Anna Politkovskaya and former KGB 
agent and paid MI6 informer Alexander 
Litvinenko was blamed on Putin by the 
overseas dissidents, and on the overseas 
dissidents by Putin’s people.  Either are 
possible, but Putin had little reason to 
worry about overseas dissidents.  The 
pro-Western dissidents as a whole have 
become a bad joke, with two dwindling 
liberal parties losing their last national 
representatives in the 2007 Russian 
Duma elections.  

The post-mortem examination found 
that the man died by hanging, and there 
was nothing pointing to a violent strug-
gle.7  Presumably suicide by a man who 
seems to have wasted his wealth on fool-
ish struggles, some of them with his fel-
low oligarchs.  And it’s likely that he’d 
realised that his opposition to Putin had 

failed completely.  It’s claimed by the 
Kremlin he was trying to negotiate a 
return,8 presumably with existing crimi-
nal charges dropped.  But perhaps Putin 
didn’t have any need for him.  

Berezovsky probably understood 
the signifi cance of Xi Jinping’s visit to 
Russia, which happened just before Be-
rezovsky’s death.  Xi Jinping has been 
party boss since November, but only 
now has become State President with the 
proper status for offi cial overseas visits.  
He chose Russia fi rst, emphasising that 
China wishes to prop Russia up rather 
than try to push it down any lower.  His 
line was that “China’s friendship with 
Russia guarantees ‘strategic balance and 
peace’”.9  Presumably he is happy to 
see the USA exhaust itself and fail in the 
Middle East, with a Russia-China block 
serving as Offi cial Opposition with no 
expansionist aims of its own.

An interesting interview has been at-
tributed to the late oligarch:

“Exiled Russian tycoon and Kremlin 
critic Boris Berezovsky, who died Satur-
day, said the day before his death that ‘his 
life no longer made sense,’ according to 
interview published on Forbes’ Russian 
language website.

“My life no longer makes sense,’ he 
told journalist Ilya Zhegulev. ‘I have no 
desire to take part in politics.

“’I don’t know what I should do. I 
am 67 years old and I don’t know what I 
should do from now on,’ said Berezovsky 
in the interview, published on the Forbes.
ru website.

“Zhegulev said it had been an infor-
mal interview on Friday evening, which 
he had not recorded. He had promised 
Berezovsky not to publish it.

“But he decided to make it public after 
the oligarch was found dead in his home 
outside London in what police called un-
explained circumstances.

“’There is nothing that I wish more 
today than to return to Russia,’ he quoted 
Berezovsky as saying.

“’I had underestimated how dear Rus-
sia is to me and how little I can stand 

being a émigré.’ Berezovsky has lived in 
exile in Britain for 13 years.

“’I have changed my opinion on a lot 
of subjects. I had a very idealistic idea on 
how to build a democratic Russia. And I 
had an idealistic idea of what democracy 
is in the centre of Europe.

“’I underestimated the inertia of Rus-
sia and greatly overestimated the West,’ 
Berezovsky said, according to Zhegulev’s 
report.”10

It is better to be wise after the event 
than never to be wise at all, and it seems 
he had basically learned nothing and for-
gotten nothing.  The actual rise of Britain 
and the rest of Western Europe began 
with a rather limited pluralism, extended 
very gradually to the wider population, 
reaching 60% of white males in Britain 
by the 1880s and never applied to the vast 
non-white majority in the British Empire.  

Fast democratisation in the French 
Revolution led to chaos and ineffective 
government. Napoleon had majority sup-
port when he scrapped competitive elec-
tions and put himself in place as autocrat.  
Exactly the same thing has happened in 
dozens of places since them, but the “ex-
perts” seem unable to learn.  Understand-
ing has actually been going backwards 
since the 1970s. 

Berezovsky died knowing that reality 
had failed to match the theory, but with 
no signs he drew any intelligent conclu-
sions from this.  This made him typical of 
the New Right and its hangers-on.

Iraq Twenty-Two Years On

In 1991, George Bush Senior was 
handed the world on a plate, with the 
unexpected collapse of the Soviet Union.  
He knocked the plate over, sitting back 
and letting Russia fall apart when a cou-
ple of trillion in generous aid might have 
secured US hegemony for generations.  

The hundreds of billions pumped 
into Western Europe and non-Communist 
East Asia after World War Two helped 
the USA win the Cold War.  So did the 
enormous expenditure that allowed the 
USA to put men on the EarthMoon ahead 
of the Soviet Union, trumping Soviet suc-
cesses with the fi rst satellite, the fi rst man 
in space and the fi rst woman in space.  
All Bush Senior needed to do was stick to 
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this winning formula to gain an historic 
victory by assimilating Russia into Anglo 
values, as Japan and Italy and West Ger-
many had been assimilated.  And perhaps 
undermine People’s China as well, since 
it was at a very low ebb ever after the 
mass protests and vicious crack-down of 
1989.  

That’s how it might have been.  But 
by 1991, the West was dominated by New 
Right ideologues.  Their wisdom was that 
the Marshall Plan and the era of so-called 
Keynesian Economics had been a hide-
ous error which the West had been lucky 
to survive, while Outer Space was best 
left to private enterprise. 

For the New Right ideologues, West-
ern survival and prosperity while their 
ideas were scorned was remarkable good 
luck.  The relative decline of the West un-
der their management is equally puzzling.  
The loss of Russia after it followed their 
advice was down to the silly Russians 
not listening properly.  Invading Iraq in 
2003 was going to give them full power 
to remould a society.  The 911 attacks on 
the Two Towers back in 2001 were so 
convenient that suspicions of some sort 
of US compliance are very reasonable.

But the mess in Iraq goes back 22 
years, not just 10.  Saddam had been de-
fended and preserved as a useful ally dur-
ing the Cold War.  No major western lead-
er complained then about him gassing the 
Kurds.  When his war against Iran went 
wrong and he seemed likely to lose it, the 
West stepped in to pressurise Iran to make 
peace.  But when he tried to win sensible 
terms for the debts he’d run up, neither 
the West nor the Gulf Arabs were sympa-
thetic.  They presumably hoped he’d fall 
and be replaced by someone less ‘uppity’.  
This hope continued during the years of 
suffering they infl icted on the Iraqi peo-
ple between the two Gulf War, along with 
ludicrous stories about Weapons of Mass 
Destruction.

By 2003, the Wise Men from the 
West felt it was time to take over a suit-
able society and remould it completely.  
Surprisingly, boastful comments made 
at the time about how they’d rebuild Iraq 
have been allowed to fade from public 
memory.

Remoulding Iraq was never likely to 
work.  Shoving aside local politicians and 

“doing it properly” is a common error by 
powers out to dominate the world.  The 
USA did this when the toppled Diem in 
South Vietnam.  The Russians did it in 
Afghanistan, when a pro-Soviet govern-
ment was in trouble but was far from 
hopeless.  Most recently in Iraq. the USA 
thought they could do it from scratch. 

It’s not a method that is ever likely to 
work.  It is different when you intrude a 
section of your own society and force the 
native population to adapt, as happened 
in much of the British Empire.  Of course 
Britain managed it at a time when their 
prestige stood at its height and there was 
no other serious model of modernisation.  
And the white elite who ran the British 
Empire missed the chance of assimilating 
those they had modernised, insisting on 
keeping the lion’s share of power until 
the Empire was past saving.

For both Iraq and Afghanistan, the re-
sultant mess cannot be denied, so the best 
defence is to pretend something much 
worse was due to happen.  Having cre-
ated the Civil War in Syria by advising 
the non-Islamic opposition not to com-
promise with Assad, the resultant mess 
is cited as a disaster that was averted in 
Iraq.  It would make as much sense to 
claim that Blair and Bush saved us from 
the Jabberwock!

Had there been no Iraq War, a lot of 
dead people would still be alive. Islam-
ism would be much weaker, and secular 
Arab politics much stronger. 

Saddam was willing to change, so 
long as he retained power and he could 
be sure that his people would not be pun-
ished for things they did to give Iraq a co-
herent government. Events since his fall 
show very clearly that in Iraq and similar 
places, you can’t have a coherent govern-
ment without repression. 

It was foolish to think otherwise.  The 
West created the modern world under 
various monarchical governments, some 
with parliaments, but always parliaments 
elected just by the rich. Britain had its In-
dustrial Revolution with a parliament that 
was effectively controlled by a couple of 
hundred rich families.  The 1832 reform 
extended this to just the richest seventh 
of the society (men only, of course.)  It 
was only in the 1880s that a majority of 

adult males in the British Isles had the 
vote. The USA began earlier, more or 
less democratic for white males from the 
1830s. But it took a bitter Civil War for 
four fi fths of the nation to batter the re-
maining fi fth into submission and end any 
notion of a right to secession. 

So, the West wasn’t just ignoring that 
the Arab World was different. It was also 
fantasising about them could do what the 
West had not in fact done, form a modern 
state without repression. Solve the prob-
lem of secession or unity without brutal-
ity. 

(Not that the West has got it right 
even now. Northern Ireland remains un-
resolved, with a long war ending with the 
IRA part of the regional government and 
hoping to win by electoral means.)

The Price of Modern Life

Like it or loath it, modern life is 
wholly built around the State Machine.  A 
State Machine that is vastly larger, richer, 
more powerful and more intrusive than 
anything seen before in human history.

Pre-modern states were sometimes 
arbitrary and brutal, but mostly distant 
and unimportant for the majority.  Britain 
accidentally tipped the balance heavily 
towards state power, because the English 
version of the Protestant Reformation 
was state-led and demolished many exist-
ing traditions.  And because it prevented 
Puritan enthusiasts from creating new tra-
ditions in place of them.  There was also 
an unoffi cial understanding that the gen-
try were outside of state regulation unless 
they did something outrageous.

Britain and the Netherlands had the 
highest taxes, the biggest military ma-
chines and the most intrusive states in 
Europe.  The Netherlands went a long 
way towards creating a modern system, 
but was hampered by being a relatively 
small portion of Europe, and by having 
frontiers that any determined army could 
march across.

Britain’s industrial revolution oc-
curred in cities that were further away 
from London than any portion of the 
Netherlands was from its main political 
and trading centres.  The Netherlands 
was occupied several times during vari-
ous wars.  Britain has never been success-
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fully invaded from outside itself without 
a direct attack on its south-eastern corner.  
(And these successes depended on not 
facing any large portion of Britain at any 
one time: there were always some Britons 
who supported and helped each success-
ful invader.)

The relationship between trade, poli-
tics, learning and productive industry is a 
complex dynamic that that was only part-
ly understood by Marx.  He was however 
way ahead of any of the rival thinkers of 
his day.  He didn’t share Adam Smith’s 
foolish belief that Britain’s industrial 
success happened despite the state and 
despite the intense protection against 
foreign commerce that were the actual 
conditions of this breakthrough.  He and 
Engels did have a hangover of this belief, 
seeing the State Machine as just a tool of 
the rich and something that the victori-
ous Proletariat would have no need of.  It 
would have been much more accurate to 
have said that the State Machine is a way 
of pooling the interests of some or all of 
those it governs, though not necessarily 
with equal care for all men and women.  
Seldom with a notion that equality of men 
and women was even desirable, until very 
recently.  But always with the necessary 
curbing of various individual acts that the 
state machine classifi es as damaging to 
the common interest

Common interest and “the general 
will” run into two problems.  Firstly, 
there is no single understanding of what 
these should be, with vast difference even 
within a culture on the key matters of sex, 
marriage, property and social obligations.  
Second, there is also what one might call 

“the disagreement between anybody and 
everybody”. To take a simple example, 
almost everybody would prefer to live 
among people who didn’t tell lies and 
didn’t break their promises.  But almost 
anybody will encounter cases where 
it would be more convenient to lie and 
much easier not to keep particular incon-
venient promises.  A small number of 
individuals will set aside personal advan-
tage regardless.  A rather larger number 
were in the past constrained by the no-
tion of one or more supernatural beings 
who would punish lies, oath-breaking 
and other offences (which was the use-
fulness of religion, a concept beyond the 
understanding of Professor Dawkins and 
other theophobes.)  But for the most part, 

a workable society depends on enforce-
ment, either by a tribe or a state.

The role of the state may be small in 
an unchanging society where most people 
live among the same neighbours for the 
whole of their life, and where customs 
go back to “time out of mind”.  (Which 
is typically centuries, sometimes much 
less, but mostly believed to be thousands 
of years or perhaps eternity in societies 
where such controls actually work.)  

When society gets more mobile and 
values less certain, the State Machine has 
always and everywhere expanded to keep 
society coherent.

The right-wing response to these 
off-message facts follows Adam Smith, 
claiming that British industrial and com-
mercial success happened despite the 
growth of the state.  The minor fact that 
every other successful modern economy 
had a modern and intrusive state seems 
not to bother them.  They prefer to con-
centrate on cases where a modern and 
intrusive state did a bad job, most notably 
the Soviet Union from the 1970s.

With as much logic, you could refute 
the common notion that “you can’t make 
an omelette without breaking eggs” by 
throwing a few eggs onto the ground and 
pointing out that the resultant gooey mess 
was nothing like an omelette

State-building is a tricky process, and 
a successful government will be careful 
to apply brutality selectively, in ways 
which do not alienate either the dominant 
majority or minorities whose loyalty they 
need.  A modern State Machine is expen-
sive and is diffi cult to keep in smooth 
running order in an ever-changing world.  
Yet it is a necessity if you’re not minded to 
return to pre-industrial conditions, which 
anyway could not support more than a 
fraction of the modern population.  

Modernisation has always and every-
where involved the suppression of older 
habits by a State Machine.  But the New 
Right fail to see it.

The modern New Right also reject the 
older conservative notion that the state 
did have a responsibility to look after the 
needy, and also might sensibly subsidise 
some things and supply other things free, 

in the interest of a harmonious social or-
der.  They will note, accurately, that this 
has to be funded from somewhere, mostly 
by taxing well-off people who would 
sooner spend the money on themselves, 
or perhaps on a charity of their choice.  
Since they’d sooner spend the money on 
themselves, taxing them limits their free-
dom.  From this, with a defi nite slither or 
slight of hand in the chain of logic, they 
say that taxes as such are the same as theft 
or totalitarian tyranny.  And the success 
of Britain, the USA and their imitations 
is based on having Freedom, which obvi-
ously includes less tax.

No human system has ever existed 
that didn’t stop some of the people doing 
things they might regard as legitimate 
freedom.  Britain during its Industrial 
Revolution was “free” in the sense that 
Britons had an agreed area of freedom 
that matched what the dominant elements 
in the society believed to be proper for 
Britons.  It was mostly not applied to 
people ruled by the British Empire who 
were not classifi ed as Overseas Britons.  
The freedom-loving Westminster Par-
liament also decided that British North 
Americans were not fi t to elect even one 
Westminster MP, and then were amazed 
that British North Americans would not 
be taxed without representation.  

Despite the loss of British North 
America, that same Parliament main-
tained a system until 1832 in which a 
couple of hundred rich families control-
led a majority of seats in the House of 
Commons.  Fear of revolution prompted 
them to extend it to the richer one-sev-
enth of male Britons.  Not until the 1880s 
did a majority of Britons living in the 
British Isles have a vote to elect MPs to 
the Westminster Parliament.  The much 
vaster population of the British Empire 
was required to obey the Westminster 
Parliament until the Empire as a whole 
became unsustainable.

The current fashion, and not just 
among the New Right, is to treat plural-
ism and democracy as if they were the 
same thing, and both guaranteed by a 
Western style system of multi-party elec-
tions.  Life would be simple if it were so, 
but life is not simple and it is not so, not 
even half true.  Pluralism and democracy 
are inherently enemies, though there are 
also systems that are neither.  A dominant 
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minority who cannot be turned out of 
power can afford to be tolerant: a govern-
ment with eyes on the next election may 
fi nd it convenient to whip up prejudices 
and blame unpopular minorities.

Don’t Grin At Us, Argentina.

Back in February, my guess about the 
forthcoming Papal election was “ethnic 
balance would suggest a Latin American, 
but there seems a lack of strong individu-
als among them.  Maybe too many of the 
best were tainted with Liberation Theolo-
gy.”  Like most people, I had not heard of 
the individual who is now Pope Francis.  
He wasn’t listed as a strong candidate, 
even though we are now told he was sec-
ond choice when Ratzinger was selected.  
It must have helped that his parents came 
from Italy.

That an Argentinean bishop should 
support the Argentine claim to the Falk-
lands was expected, and not serious.  The 
controversy has been about Argentina’s 
own bloodstained past.

During Argentina’s Dirty War, he 
didn’t support the Junta, but he also 
kept his distance from the supporters of 
Liberation Theology who were being tar-
geted.  What else would one expect from 
a man who believed Catholic tradition 
to be valid?  “Obedience Theology” was 
the choice of the Church during and after 
the French Revolution, when it saw an 
upsurge of anti-Christian radicalism.  Ex-
isting rulers might not be very Christian, 
but they saw the Church as useful.  The 
radicals saw it as something to be shoved 
into the dustbin of history.

A study of the roots of Christianity 
strongly suggest that the dustbin of histo-
ry is where the creed belongs.  But you’d 
not expect a pope to accept this, any more 
than you’d expect him to start saying nice 
things about Luther and Mohammed.

What we now think of as Christianity 
was largely a Greek invention, adapting 
and almost certainly distorting a short-
lived movement that fl ourished in the last 
days of the conquered Jewish communi-
ties in Canaan.  The Jewish movement 
was expecting the End of the World, but 
not the destruction of the Jerusalem Tem-
ple, assumed to be protected by God.  The 
Book of Revelations contains all sorts of 
bizarre disasters, but no mention is made 
of any harm happening to the Temple 

before its renewal in the ‘New Heaven 
and New Earth’ (produced without New 
Labour).

Awkwardly, history went otherwise.  
The Temple was utterly destroyed after a 
short-lived Jewish revolt, and the world 
carried on much as before.  Communi-
ties of Jews in the wider Roman world 
were able to live with this: they lived 
their own lives and expected Salvation 
to come in the far future, with the assur-
ance of a place in heaven before that.  But 
for Jewish Christianity it was a baffl ing 
and demoralising outcome, and it seems 
to have faded and been absorbed by its 
Greek offshoot.

Greeks had been conquered by the 
Romans a couple of generations back.  
The best of their culture had been assimi-
lated, and it was anyway a culture based 
on being a dominant elite.  For ordinary 
Greek-speakers, the modifi ed Jewish 
creed being pushed by missionaries like 
Paul of Tarsus would indeed have seemed 
like a Godsend.  It offered a way of co-
existing with the conquerors while feel-
ing superior to them.  And Paul managed 
to get it accepted that converts could be 
full members of the Church without ac-
cepting Jewish customs, alien to most 
Greek-speakers.  The Acts of the Apostles 
records this struggle from the viewpoint 
of the winners.

But co-existence is an inherently un-
stable relationship.  It can easily tip on the 
one hand into becoming lackeys and on 
the other into becoming rebels and creat-
ing your own new order.  But in the 20th 
century, it no longer seems likely that any 
group of Christians will create a new or-
der.  Radicalism is mostly non-religious 
and faith is mostly conservative.

Britain and the USA were on good 
terms with the Argentine Junta until it 
grabbed the Falkland Islands.  Pinochet 
in Chile had maybe killed more than his 
Argentine counterparts, and had over-
thrown a democratically elected left-wing 
government, but he was still valued at the 
time.  Only after the end of the Cold War 
did the Anglosphere rat on him.

The current Anglo view of the Dirty 
War is based on global defeat of Leninism, 
which might not have happened if several 
Latin American countries had gone revo-

lutionary in the 1980s.  Most of them are 
not  making an issue of similar methods 
being used against Islamists, who are cur-
rently dangerous.  Their understanding of 
the broad movements of history is very 
limited, which is why they are better at 
messing things up than creating anything 
decent as a replacement.

And what about this Pope’s ‘conserv-
ative theological positions’.  My view is 
that an old religion in the modern world is 
either conservative or doomed.  It can’t in 
the long term concede enough to satisfy 
modernists.  It may make some doubters 
happy in the short term, people who don’t 
want to live by the traditional rules but 
also retain an attachment to the Church.  
The nature of this attachment is rather 
nicely described by Alain de Botton in 
Religion for Atheists.  Much smarter and 
more balanced than theophobes like Pro-
fessor Dawkins, he recognises how an 
established religion gives a good forum 
for our inherent need for community.

“The Church lends its enormous pres-
tige, accrued through age, learning and 
architectural grandeur, to our shy desire 
to open ourselves to someone new.”11

There’s nothing to stop anyone form-
ing a Church of Christian Non-Believers, 
except it would seem ridiculous to most 
people.  Various political creeds have 
done a better job of this, as have some 
artistic movements.  Also fan groups for 
Tolkien and Star Trek and Star Wars: a 
surprisingly large number of Britons have 
given their religious affi liation as Jedi.

The weakness of most substitutes is 
that they don’t give you a defi nite answer 
if you ask for guidance on tricky moral 
issues.  Pope Francis rightly says that the 
Church has no real point in its existence 
if it does not do this.  

China Changes Smoothly

This March, China completed another 
smooth hand-over of power.  It confi rmed 
the pattern of a complete replacement 
of its top leaders every ten years.  The 
two top party leaders became President 
and Premier, as expected.  This regular 
change-over duplicates the best feature 
of the West’s competitive party politics, 
avoiding the Soviet pattern of tired old 
leaders hanging on to power until they 
die of old age.
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Would fully competitive electoral 
politics in imitation of the West give the 
Chinese better government than they 
have already?  It would be a world fi rst if 
it did.  The most successful competitive 
systems are no better at giving the public 
what the public want.  And those have all 
had electoral systems that grew slowly on 
top of stable traditions.

The Chinese seem to know this.  They 
are better off than India, and quite happy 
to say so:

“The gang rape of a Swiss tourist in 
India over the weekend has attracted wide 
attention. The Indian rape epidemic has 
not only shocked the world, but shamed 
the country which prides itself on being 
the largest democracy in the world. The 
frequent rape cases cast a shadow on the 
quality of Indian democracy.

“India’s rape problem comes from 
two things. India has a deeply rooted so-
cial discrimination against women. And 
India’s rule of law is loose and govern-
ment management is lacking.

“These two things are closely linked 
to each other, and directly decide the level 
of India’s social progress and the quality 
of its democracy.

“There are both pluses and minuses in 
the traditional culture and social habits of 
any nation. The process of modernization 
is accompanied by changes in social cus-
toms, and the rivalry between tradition 
and modernization can be fi erce.

“India has long entered the rank of 
democratic countries and started its mod-
ernization. However, the country stays 
in the past when it comes to the status of 
women. 

“Even in the 21st century, there are 
still obsolete social customs such as 
forced marriage and widow-burning. The 
frequent rapes mirror such bad social 
habits.

“The largest democracy still main-
tains the most backward practices in the 
world. Such a sharp contrast highlights 
the weakness and incompetence of In-
dia’s democratic system.” 12

There is also some recognition in the 
West that China is doing OK.  Thus from 
The Guardian:

“There are confl icting assessments of 
how far and fast Mr Xi can go in turn-
ing around that great supertanker of state. 
It is debatable whether he has to. Since 
the start of the banking crisis, China’s 
GDP has grown by 52.5%, as opposed 
to America’s paltry 2.4 % or Britain’s, 
which has slipped back four percentage 
points. Mr Xi’s intentions will remain a 
political mystery.” 13

Women are much safer in China than 
India.  They have not, however, got politi-
cal equality yet.  There seems a general 
East Asian pattern of men only for the 
very top jobs, though women may have 
important posts on the second and lower 
tiers of power. 

There were other signifi cant changes.  
When the top seven leaders were selected 
for the new Politburo Standing Com-
mittee back in November 2012, some-
one made a shrewd observation which I 
missed at the time:

“The new PBSC is more than one year 
older on average than the last one (63.4 
vs 62.1 years). The new leaders who were 
promoted to the Standing Committee are 
all sixty-four years old or older. Of the 
seven members, all but General Secretary 
Xi Jinping and the presumptive premier 
Li Keqiang will need to retire in fi ve 
years after one term. At that time, fi ve (or 
more, depending on the size of the next 
PBSC) additional politicians now on the 
Politburo will get the chance to move up.

“Seniority, plus a norm of fi ve-year 
instead of ten-year terms, allows power, 
patronage, and the other rewards of top 
offi ce to be shared more widely so that no 
one loses too much. Xi Jinping can work 
to get his close associates into the PBSC 
in 2017…

“In this transition, there were eight 
Politburo members competing for fi ve 
PBSC slots, which means three disap-
pointed and potentially disgruntled losers: 
Wang Yang (age fi fty-seven), Li Yuan-
chao (age sixty-two), and Liu Yandong 
(female, age sixty-seven). Wang Yang 
and Li Yuanchao likely will be consoled 
with a soft promise (not enforceable, of 
course) that they will move up next time. 

The only one who has reached the glass 
ceiling is Madame Liu, and they are prob-
ably counting on her, as one of the very 
rare women ever to rise to a senior politi-
cal position, not to push back.” 14

It also means that Xi Jinping and Li 
Keqiang will be a very powerful leader-
ship team, assuming they do work togeth-
er harmoniously.  In fi ve years time they 
can play a large role in selecting their 
own likely replacements, and then have 
another fi ve years in the top jobs before a 
new top team need be selected from those 
they choose. 
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Parliament
Dick BarryNotes

Tributes To Thatcher

Parliament was recalled from its Easter recess on Mon-
day 10 April to enable Members to pay tribute to the former 
Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher who died in her sleep at 
the Ritz hotel two days earlier; a fi tting venue for a woman 
who believed that nothing was too good for the ruling class. 
Apparently, the decision to recall Parliament was opposed by 
the Speaker John Bercow on the  grounds that her death did 
not constitute a state of emergency, the traditionally accept-
able reason for a recall, but he was overruled by David Cam-
eron who instructed that arrangements proceed. Government 
Ministers and Opposition Shadow Ministers were expected to 
attend, but no such expectation was placed upon backbench 
members, which probably explains why there were huge gaps 
on the Labour benches. The Tories of course were present in 
force and from their mouths there poured forth words of adu-
lation for the woman who, in the eyes of many of them, “made 
Britain great again.”

They came not to bury her but to praise her. And so great 
was their desire to praise that the Speaker was forced to call 
an end after 7hrs 13 mins. A collection of praises longer than 
the debates on the two most controversial pieces of legislation 
introduced by the coalition Government: the Second Reading 
of the Health & Social Care Bill (5hrs 45 mins.) and the Sec-
ond Reading of the Welfare Benefi ts Up-Rating Bill (4 hrs 54 
mins.). And it was longer than the debate (6hrs 26 mins.) on 
UN Security Council Resolution 1973, used to initiate military 
action against Libya. A total of 78 MPs spoke: 54 Tories, 19 
Labour, 2 Lib Dems, 1 DUP, 1 SDLP and 1 SNP. Plaid Cymru 
was notably absent. As is customary, most contributions were 
respectful even where caveats were employed. However, to 
the horror and shock of many MPs, mostly Tories, Labour’s 
Glenda Jackson cut though the cant and humbug with a seeth-
ing criticism of the late, lamented Iron Lady. For this Jackson 
was pilloried in the right wing press, so perhaps her “tribute” 
is worth a read. 

Glenda Jackson. “When I made my maiden speech in this 
chamber, a little over two decades ago, Margaret Thatcher 
had been elevated to the other place but Thatcherism was 
still wreaking, and had wrought for the previous decade, the 
most heinous social, economic and spiritual damage upon this 
country, upon my constituency and upon my constituents. Our 
local hospitals were running on empty. Patients were staying 
on trolleys in corridors. I tremble to think what the death rate 
among pensioners would have been this winter if that version 

of Thatcherism had been fully up and running this year. Our 
schools, parents, teachers, governors, even pupils, seemed to 
spend an inordinate amount of time fundraising in order to 
provide basic materials such as paper and pencils. The plaster 
on our classroom walls was kept in place by pupils’ art work 
and miles and miles of sellotape. Our school libraries were 
dominated by empty shelves and very few books; the books 
that  were there were held together by the ubiquitous sellop-
tape and off-cuts from teachers’ wallpaper were used to bind 
those volumes so that they could at least hang together.”

“By far the most dramatic and heinous demonstration 
of Thatcherism was certainly seen not only in London, but 
across the whole country in metropolitan areas where every 
single night, every single shop doorway became the bedroom, 
the living room and the bathroom for the homeless. They 
grew in their thousands, and many of those homeless people 
had been thrown out on to the streets as a result of the closure 
of the long-term mental hospitals. We were told it was going 
to be called - it was called - “care in the community”, but 
what it was in effect was no care in the community at all. I 
was interested to hear about Baroness Thatcher’s willingness 
to invite those who had nowhere to go for Christmas; it is a 
pity she did not start building more and more social housing, 
after she entered into the right to buy, so that there might have 
been fewer homeless people than there were. As a friend of 
mine said, during her era, London became a city that Hogarth 
would have recognised - and, indeed he would.”

“In coming to the basis of Thatcherism, I come to the 
spiritual part of what I regard as the desperately wrong track 
down which Thatcherism took this country. We were told that 
everything I had been taught to regard as a vice - and I still re-
gard them as vices - was, in fact, under Thatcherism, a virtue: 
greed, selfi shness, no care for the weaker, sharp elbows, sharp 
knees, all these were the way forward. We have heard much, 
and will continue over next week, about the barriers that were 
broken down by Thatcherism, the establishment that was de-
stroyed. What we have heard, with the words circling around 
like stars, is that Thatcher created an aspirational society. It as-
pired for things. One former Prime Minister who had himself 
been elevated to the House of Lords, spoke about selling off 
the family silver and people knowing in those years the price 
of everything and the value of nothing. What concerns me is 
that I am beginning to see what might be the re-emergence of 
that total traducing of what I regard as the spiritual basis of 
this country where we do care about society, where we do be-
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lieve in communities, where we do not 
leave people and walk by on the other 
side. That is not happening now, but if 
we go back to the heyday of that era, I 
fear that we will see replicated yet again 
the extraordinary human damage from 
which we as a nation have suffered and 
the talent that has been totally wasted 
because of the inability genuinely to see 
the individual value of every single hu-
man being.”

“My hon. Friend the Member for 
Hackney North and Stoke Newington 
(Ms Abbott) referred to the fact that 
although she had differed from Lady 
Thatcher in her policies, she felt duty 
bound to come here to pay tribute to 
the fi rst woman Prime Minister this 
country had produced. I am of a gen-
eration that was raised by women, as 
the men had all gone to war to defend 
our freedoms. They did not just run a 
Government; they ran a country. The 
women I knew, who raised me and mil-
lions of people like me, who ran our fac-
tories and our businesses, and who put 
out the fi res when the bombs dropped, 
would not have recognised their defi ni-
tion of womanliness as incorporating an 
iconic model of Margaret Thatcher. To 
pay tribute to the fi rst Prime Minister 
denoted by female gender, okay; but a 
woman? Not on my terms.” Powerful, 
scathing, words, echoed by few of her 
colleagues. But Ed Miliband painted a 
different picture of the Iron Lady. As 
Party leader he succumbed to conven-
tion and adopted a more reverential tone, 
laced with the odd criticism. 

Ed Miliband. “I join the Prime 
Minister in commemorating the ex-
traordinary life and unique contribu-
tion of Margaret Thatcher. I join him, 
too, in sending my deepest condolences 
to her children, Carol and Mark, the 
whole family and her many, many close 
friends. Today is an opportunity for us 
to refl ect on Margaret Thatcher’s per-
sonal achievements, her style of politics 
and her political legacy. As the Prime 
Minister said, the journey from being 
the child of a grocer to Downing street 
is an unlikely one, and it is pretty re-
markable because she was the daughter , 
not the son, of a grocer. At each stage of 
her life, she broke the mould: a woman 
at Oxford when not a single woman in 
the university held a full professorship; 

a woman chemist when most people as-
sumed scientists had to be men; a wom-
an candidate for Parliament in 1950, 
against the opposition of some in her lo-
cal party in Dartford, at the age of only 
24; a woman MP in 1959 when just 4% 
of MPs in the whole of this House were 
women; the only woman in the cabinet 
when she was appointed in 1970; and, of 
course, the fi rst woman Prime Minister. 
It is no wonder she remarked as early as 
1965 in a speech to the National Union 
of Townswomen’s Guilds conference: 
‘In politics if you want anything said, 
ask a man. If you want anything done, 
ask a woman.’ I am sure some people in 
this House - and no doubt many more in 
the country - will agree with that.”

“Having broken so many conven-
tions as a woman, it cannot be a coin-
cidence that she was someone who, in 
so many other areas of life, was willing 
to take on the established orthodoxies. 
Margaret Thatcher’s ability to overcome 
every obstacle in her path was just one 
measure of her personal strength, and 
that takes me to her style of politics. We 
can disagree with Margaret Thatcher, 
but it is important to understand the 
kind of political leader she was. What 
was unusual was that she sought to be 
rooted in people’s daily lives, but she 
also believed ideology mattered. Not for 
her the contempt sometimes heaped on 
ideas and new thinking in political life, 
and while she never would have claimed 
to be, or wanted to be seen as, an intel-
lectual, she believed and showed that 
ideas matter in politics.”

“In 1945, before the end of the war, 
she bought a copy of Friedrich Hayek’s 
‘The Road to Serfdom’. There is even a 
story that she suggested that Conserva-
tive central offi ce distribute it in the 1945 
general election campaign. She said: ‘It 
left a permanent mark on my own po-
litical career’, and nobody can grasp 
Margaret Thatcher’s achievements, and 
Thatcherism, without also appreciating 
the ideas that were its foundation and 
the way in which they departed from 
the prevailing consensus of the time. In 
typical homespun style on breakfast TV 
she said in 1995: ‘Consensus doesn’t 
give you any direction. It is like mix-
ing all the constituent ingredients to-
gether and not coming out with a cake....
Democracy is about the people being 

given a choice.’ It was that approach 
which enabled her to defi ne the politics 
of a whole generation, and infl uence the 
politics of generations to come.”

“The Prime Minister, the Deputy 
Prime Minister and I all came of age 
in the 1980s, when people defi ned their 
politics by being for or against what 
she was doing. It is fair to say that we 
took different paths. Thirty years on, 
the people of Britain still argue about 
her legacy. She was right to understand 
the sense of aspiration felt by people 
across the country, and she was right to 
recognise that our economy needed to 
change. She said in 1982: ‘How absurd 
it will seem in a few years’ time that 
the state ran Pickfords removals and 
the Gleneagles hotel.’ She was right. In 
foreign policy, she was right to defend 
the Falklands and bravely reach out 
to new leadership in the Soviet Union, 
and something often forgotten is that 
she was the fi rst political leader in any 
major country to warn of the dangers of 
climate change.”

“But it would be dishonest and not 
in keeping with the principles that Mar-
garet Thatcher stood for not to be open 
with the House, even on this day, about 
the strong opinions and divisions there 
were, and are, over what she did. In 
mining areas such as the one I represent, 
communities felt angry and abandoned. 
Gay and lesbian people felt stigmatised 
by measures such as section 28, which 
today’s Conservative party has rightly 
repudiated. It was no accident that 
when the right hon. Member for Ching-
ford and Woodford Green (Mr Duncan 
Smith) became leader of the Conserva-
tive party, he wrote a pamphlet called, 
‘There is Such a Thing as Society.’ On 
the world stage, as the Prime Minister 
rightly said in 2006 when he was Leader 
of the Opposition, Margaret Thatcher 
made the wrong judgement about sanc-
tions in South Africa.”

“Debates about Margaret Thatcher 
and what she represented will continue 
for many years to come, which is a mark 
of her signifi cance as a political leader. 
She was someone with deep convictions 
and was willing to act on them. As she 
put it: ‘Politics is more when you have 
convictions than a matter of multiple 
manoeuvrings to get through the prob-
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lems of the day.’ As a person, nothing 
became her so much as the manner of 
her fi nal years, which saw the loss of her 
beloved husband, Denis, and her strug-
gle with illness. She bore both with the 
utmost dignity and courage - the same 
courage that she showed decades earlier 
after the atrocity of the Brighton bomb-
ing. I will always remember seeing her 
at the Cenotaph in frail health but deter-
mined to pay her respect to our troops 
and do her duty by the country. Whatev-
er one’s view of her, Margaret Thatcher 
was a unique and towering fi gure. I 
disagree with much of what she did, but 
I respect what her death means to the 
many, many people who admired her, 
and I honour her personal achievements. 
On previous occasions, we have come 
to this House to remember extraordi-
nary Prime Ministers who have served 
our nation. Today, we also remember a 
Prime Minister who defi ned her age.”

This is ‘One Nation’ Miliband ap-
pealing to the Thatcherites in the nation. 
He honours Thatcher’s personal achieve-
ments, as if they were inseparable from 
her political achievements. And his 
only criticism of those personal/politi-
cal achievements is a casual reference 
to the anger felt by abandoned mining 
communities and the stigmatising of 
gays and lesbians by section 28. He says 
she was right to defend the Falklands, 
but omits to mention that shortly before 
the invasion her Foreign Offi ce Min-
ister Nicholas Ridley discussed with 
the Argentine government a sale and 
leaseback of the Islands, which it read 
as a sign that Britain was prepared to 
leave its people to the tender mercies of 
Galtieri. 

He failed to remind the House that 
she supported the other military dic-
tatorship in Chile and was a personal 
friend of its butcher, General Pinochet. 
She described Nelson Mandela’s Af-
rican National Congress as a “typical 
terrorist organisation”, implying that 
Mandela himself was a terrorist. And 
she confessed that she was a “candid 
friend” of PW Botha. But Miliband says 
nothing about this and merely uses a 
comment by Cameron to criticise her 
stand on sanctions against South Africa. 
His only reference to the economy was 
to say Thatcher was right to recognise 
that it needed to change, knowing that 

further comment would have landed 
him in deep water, as New Labour, un-
der Blair and Brown, adopted and ex-
tended much of her programme, with 
Miliband’s support. In his concluding 
remarks he says that he disagreed with 
much of what she did, without being 
more specifi c. But much of what she did 
helped to create New Labour. And for 
that, formerly New Labour, now One 
Nation, Miliband ought to be eternally 
grateful to the daughter of a Grantham 
grocer.

Pickles’ Flying Flags

On 15 April, Secretary of State for 
Communities and Local Government 
Eric Pickles updated MPs on the main 
items of business undertaken by his 
Department since the House rose for 
the Easter recess on 26 March. One of 
the items reported was headed ‘Flying 
the Flag’. It reads as a paean of praise 
to NATO. “As part of my ongoing pro-
gramme of championing fl ag fl ying, 
during recess my Department fl ew the 
NATO fl ag to mark the anniversary 
of the North Atlantic treaty. Last year, 
we amended national planning rules to 
make it easier to fl y fl ags, including lo-
cal and military fl ags. Previously, the 
NATO fl ag could not be easily fl own 
without paying for a planning permit 
from the local council. Following the 
sad announcement of the death of Bar-
oness Thatcher, it was particularly apt 
that both the United Kingdom’s Union 
fl ag and the NATO fl ag fl ew side by side 
at half mast. NATO has kept the peace 
in western Europe since World War 11 
and protected us from oppressive totali-
tarianism. As championed by Thatcher, 
transatlantic co-operation and NATO’s 
nuclear shield continue to defend the 
liberties and freedoms that we take for 
granted today.”

“NATO”, “nuclear shield”, “peace 
in western Europe”,”oppressive 
totalitarianism”(is there another type?) 
and, of course, “Margaret Thatcher”; 
Pickles didn’t waste an opportunity 
to establish a link between them. His 
words would have carried more weight 
if he had said that NATO has kept the 
peace in western Europe,while waging 
war elsewhere. From being a defence 
organisation, it has become the West’s 

main body of attack. Just a few weeks 
ago a NATO air attack killed eleven 
children in Eastern Afghanistan. But 
they weren’t our kids, so that’s okay. 
And the US government recently admit-
ted that over half of those killed in drone 
attacks were “unknown extremists.” Is 
it possible to be an unknown extremist?

Dispelling A Myth

There is a common perception that 
people from the European economic 
area who exercise their right to freedom 
of movement are automatically entitled 
to and are given social housing on arriv-
ing  in the UK. But Communities and 
Local Government Minister Mark Prisk 
told Tory backbencher Nicholas Soames 
on 17 April, “There is no entitlement to 
social housing”. Prisk then set out the 
conditions under which EEA nationals 
may be housed. “European economic 
area nationals who have a right to reside 
in the UK on the basis that they are self-
suffi cient are eligible for social housing 
if they are habitually resident in the 
common travel area (the UK, Channel 
Islands, Isle of Man and Republic of 
Ireland). To be considered self-suffi -
cient, a person must have (1) suffi cient 
resources not to become a burden on the 
social assistance system of the UK and 
(11) comprehensive sickness insurance 
cover in the UK”.

“To be allocated social housing an 
eligible applicant must also meet the 
local authority’s own qualifi cation cri-
teria and have suffi cient priority under 
the local authority’s allocation scheme. 
An allocation scheme must be framed 
to ensure that certain categories of peo-
ple are given ‘reasonable preference’ 
for social housing., because they have 
an identifi ed housing need, including 
people who are homeless, overcrowded 
households, and people who need to 
move on medical or welfare grounds. 
The Government wants to tackle the 
widespread perception that the way so-
cial housing is allocated is unfair and 
favours foreign migrants over local peo-
ple and the armed forces.” Perhaps they 
ought to have a word with the editors of 
the Express, Mail and Sun.
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