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Incorporating the Labour & Trade Union Review

The kind of democracy that we live in, are sup-
posed to admire and which is exported, often at 

the point of a bayonet, to the rest of the world, depends 
for its stability on the existence of two large political 
parties who share many common assumptions and 
policies. Without such a shared set of views, civil war 
carried on by other means would become civil war, or 
at least would lead to unstable politics of the kind that 
France expe- rienced until De Gaulle took over in 
1959. Sometimes party politics of this kind leads to 
useful reform. The work of the Attlee Government in 
Britain between 1945 and 1951 is a good example. 
Likewise, Germany was able to develop its own model 
of capitalism combined with industrial democracy 
through productive conflict and co-operation within 
the confines of the party system. That country, though, 
has strong civil institutions and a deeply embedded 
sense of reciprocal obligations, both between citizens 
and between institutions, something Britain sorely 
lacks. Miliband’s empty ‘One Nation’ rhetoric just 
highlights what is missing in Britain – a sufficient sense 
of responsibility and care for a common good, rather 
than only interest in narrow sectional ends.

One cannot understand British political culture without ap-
preciating that all three of the British political parties are liberal 
parties, based on the idea that the market is a god that must be 
worshipped and individual self-satisfaction is all that ultimately 
matters. The idea of social partnership, that is, turning sectional 
conflicts of interest between capital and labour into a produc-
tive relationship based on a co-operative solution to problems 

Tweedledum and One 
Nation Tweedledee.

of mutual interest, seems alien to most parts of British politi-
cal culture, including as this journal has often noted, the trade 
union movement. Despite these limitations in British political 
culture, there was a time when it was quite normal for an ordi-
nary British person to join one of the parties and do some work 
at election times. It was even possible for such a person to enter 
politics and represent the people from which he came. Despite 
the fact that Britons now have a much better formal education 
than they used to  have, their talent for politics seems to have 
atrophied and the whole society is simply much less politicised 
than it was thirty of forty years ago. 

You can see this in popular culture. In the 1970s there was 
a popular television series called ‘When the Boat Comes In’ 
about working class life in the North East in the aftermath of 
World War One. The programme took it for granted that view-
ers would understand what trade unions, industrial action and 
political parties were about, for these were central themes of the 
drama and it would have been impossible to understand without 
an appreciation of them. We suspect that were this series to be 
made and shown now, it would be met with incomprehension 
by a younger audience. The TV series that are now made about 
politics concern scheming apparatchiks in the Westminster vil-
lage, more worried about their reputations than about anything 
resembling substantive political issues.  ‘The Thick of It’ is a 
typical example and it probably represents what most people 
think of politics and politicians nowadays.

The Labour Party is a liberal imperialist party which sees 
the United States as the source of what remains of Britain’s 
influence in the world. It has no substantial differences with 
the Conservative Party about the individualist and market ori-
ented nature of the economy, it connives in the subsidisation 
of bad employers and rapacious landlords that fleece the tax-
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payer and distort the economy, impeding 
the development of productive powers. It 
has nothing to offer that is different from 
the Conservatives except gimmicks and 
empty rhetoric. The Labour Party is just 
as focused on favourable headlines in 
right wing papers as is the Conservative 
Party and as a result policies are tailored 
to that audience as well. The one possible 
source of a different approach to politics, 
that could possibly make social partner-
ship a reality, is the trade union connec-
tion through the political levy.  It is true, 
as this journal has said often enough, that 
the trade unions do not begin to play the 
kind of constructive role that they could. 
It is also true that leaders such as Frances 
O’Grady could just possibly take the 
movement in  a better direction. 

For that to be the case, however, the 
link between the movements needs to be 
strengthened not weakened. Instead, Ed 
Miliband appears to have been so rattled 
by the fuss made in the press about the 
by no means unusual events taking place 
in the Falkirk Constituency Labour Party, 
that he is about to make the link between 
the unions and the party even more tenu-
ous, by investigating whether trade union 
members should opt in to the political 
levy to the Labour Party rather than pay 
automatically as the result of a ballot of 
the union. Cameron can hardly believe 
his luck. With the severing of the union 
connection, the one possibility that the 
Labour Party could retain its link with 
working people in different parts of the 
country and its institutional link with the 
working class economic interest,  will 
disappear. The affective and economic 
bond between Labour and the unions will 
disappear and Labour will become even 
more of a mirror image of the Conserva-
tives than they are at the moment. 

A party political democracy needs 
two stable parties capable of alternating 
in government when the party which is 
governing grows too tired, arrogant or 
incompetent to do the job anymore. It 
needs verbally ferocious conflict in the 
Parliament to maintain the fiction of real 
choice between alternative political phi-
losophies. Up until now there was at least 
something of substance to this. The Con-
servatives represent business and bankers 
who wish to maintain and increase their 
wealth and the Labour Party, on a good 
day, represents working people who wish 

to prevent further erosion, both of their 
social wage and of the proportion of re-
ward that they receive through their work. 
With the diminution of the political levy, 
the Party will either have to rely on state 
subsidy or on capitalists for funding. The 
Conservatives will be quite happy with 
such an arrangement and will make sure 
that, in addition to state subsidy, they will 
continue to get a large income from capi-
talists. Labour will become an even paler 
imitation of the Conservatives than they 
are at present. The political system will 
correspond to the formal requirements 
of democracy, but within such a narrow 
framework that no constructive move-
ment will arise where the opposing party 
is obliged to adapt themselves to a posi-
tion that they were originally opposed to, 
as the German Christian Democrats did 
with industrial democracy after it was 
championed by the unions and the Social 
Democrats and as the Conservatives did 
for many years with the welfare state un-
til the Labour Party under Blair started to 
abandon it. 

Tweedledum will certainly have 
Tweedledee to fight with but it will be 
over nothing more than Tweedledum’s 
nice new rattle. In the meantime we live 
in a country with a miserable social secu-
rity system, an unjust form of unemploy-
ment benefit, large tracts of the country 
economically moribund,  too many 
poorly paid, uninteresting  and insecure 
jobs, insufficient housing and neglect 
of our youth’s future prospects. It is not 
as if there is no serious work to be done 
by a Labour Party in concert with trade 
unions. But this will be of little interest 
to the new political elite of Oxbridge 
graduates, think tank staff, political 
functionaries and advisers who have lit-
tle knowledge of or interest in what goes 
on outside Westminster. It is depressing 
to have to comment nearly every month 
on the cravenness of the Labour Party 
and of Ed Miliband, but the reality is that 
neither are remotely capable of attend-
ing to the needs of people in this country 
who depend on the sale of their labour for 
their livelihood. It is much easier to seek 
a modest existence as a necessary item 
in the constitution without any grander 
aspirations.   

Tweedledum and One 
Nation Tweedledee.              Editorial
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Marx was the first thinker to clearly 
state that politics and ideology were 
massively affected by the “means of pro-
duction”.  More exactly, by the working 
conditions of the vast majority of the 
population was the key to the society.

After Marx became prominent, vari-
ous politicians saw that they could take 
some of his insights and direct their poli-
cies to produce a different outcome.  Bis-
marck figured that if a conservative state 
gave benefits to workers, they should 
stay loyal.  Later a hard-line left-winger 
called Mussolini saw that he could blend 
aspects of socialism with nationalism 
and produce something new, Fascism be-
ing quite unlike anything that had gone 
before.

Marx was also spot on in saying 
that Small Independent Production was 
doomed and would never be able to gen-
erate politics able to stop itself being 
destroyed.  This wasn’t wholly original, 
Robert Owen had much earlier decided 
that the factory system was fine in itself 
and just needed to be modified to be be-
nevolent for workers.  That it should be 
a community rather than an economic 
machine running for the benefit of the 
owners of capital.

Things get more complex when other 
forms of collective production start re-
placing factories, and when administra-
tive and cultural work starts overshad-
owing the actual creation of material 
goods.  Socialism and Trade Unionism 
were left floundering when production 
shifted away from the factory system.  It 
had assumed that this would be the core 
of the economy, and now it was much 
less important.  A lot of it was overseas, 
and also it became increasingly easy and 
profitable to import workers from lower-
wage economies.

There was also the problem that Marx 
had mostly assumed simple and linear 
progress, the common European world-
view up until the 1960s.  It was neatly 
summarised in the “March of Progress” 

Who Won the Cold War?
Gwydion M. William

1, the famous diagram of five walking fig-
ures, starting with a monkey and ending 
with a human.  Except that monkeys are 
still around and were doing better than 
humans until the very end of the “march”.  
And it also made it look inevitable, which 
is doubtful.

In addition, the Soviet Union had 
been formed on the assumption that it 
was the first territory of a global Leninist 
World State.  But the power of national-
ism was stronger than had been supposed, 
and was boosted by the re-appearance of 
nations that had not existed as sovereign 
entities for centuries.  It began with Eu-
rope undermining the Ottoman Empire, 
and was initially called “Balkanisation” 
after these new states emerged there.  
But the Versailles Peace greatly strength-
ened this.  The rival Empires all played 
the game of stirring up nationalism and 
separatism among the subject people of 
their rivals, while trying to stop this hap-
pening in their own dominions.

Stalin had the idea of merging all of 
the new Leninist states into a single en-
tity.  His successors failed to do this, and 
also failed to come up with anything else.  
Khrushchev set a precedent by invading 
Hungary rather than come to terms with 
people who were broadly socialists, just 
not obedient to Moscow.  He took exactly 
the same approach to China, except he 
lacked the power to impose his views by 
invasion.

The New Left of the 1950s and 1960s 
addressed these problems and might have 
succeeded.  But the core of new politics 
was how you assessed the Soviet Union, 
and almost all of them were flatly wrong.  
Lenin, who had rejected conventional 
multi-politics and created a one-party 
dictatorship, was hailed as brilliant. Sta-
lin, who gave the dictatorship coherence 
and raised the Soviet Union to second 
place in the world, was denounced as 

wicked.  Khrushchev, who achieved 
nothing and who frittered away a lot of 
Stalin’s heritage, was viewed sympa-
thetically.  Khrushchevite and Trotskyist 
sentiments dominated, and were unable 
to make coherent politics out of this 
dominance.  They would make gnomic 
statements and expect to be taken seri-
ously.

When there was a real prospect of 
socialist advance in the 1970s, based on 
Incomes Policy and Workers Control, the 
New Left was either indifferent or hostile.  
Eric Hobsbawm announced inevitable 
defeat in 1978 in “The Forward March of 
Labour Halted?”.  Actually the need was 
for new politics, but the New Left failed 
to create it.

In this period of incoherence, the New 
Right found a winning formula – sound 
conservative but actually conserve noth-
ing.  A lot of the working class in those 
days were offended by the new social 
freedoms of the 1960s, and also were 
losing faith in trade unionism when it 
became an endless round of rather point-
less militancy.  There was also a general 
fear of “corporatism”, and the New Right 
sounded as if they were going to end it.

None of these claims were true, of 
course.  But in the absence of anything 
better, enough people were willing to 
give them a try.  Never a majority, the 
Tories never had anything close to half 
of the electoral vote.  And Thatcherism 
would have certainly split the Tory party 
if the UK had operated some sort of Pro-
portional Representation system.  

From the 1940s to the 1980s, the 
West denied that it was still capitalist.  
The mainstream view was that it had a 
Mixed Economy, which combined the 
best of both capitalism and socialism.  A 
genuine debt to both Leninism and Fas-
cism was not denied at the time.  Nor 
were there any qualms about working 
with governments that could loosely be 
called Fascist.  Portugal with a pre-Fas-
cist military dictatorship was a member 
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of NATO.  Spain was ruled by a hybrid 
of Spanish fascism and other right-wing 
creeds, and the USA protected it.  

There was also widespread accept-
ance of Fascism as a non-Communist op-
tion in the Third World, and this too was 
accepted while the Cold War was on.  It 
was recognised that those states were un-
likely to be able to generate overnight the 
sort of politics that the West had slowly 
built over centuries, and mostly not de-
mocratised until the system was well 
established.  Leninism or some form of 
Fascism seemed like the alternatives, and 
the West in those days was quite content 
to back Fascism.

When the New Right gained power, 
it re-wrote its own history, but in a 
confused manner.  It could not say that 
the system that began with Roosevelt’s 
New Deal and which flourished from 
the 1940s to 1970s was actually capital-
ist, because then why change it?  But it 
also could not say that it was not capital-
ist, because then they’d have to say that 
a non-capitalist system could be vastly 
successful.  They tend to zigzag between 
interpretations, sometimes praising it as 
Capitalism and sometimes denouncing it 
as Corporatism.

Socialists should insist on calling it 
Mixed Economy or Corporatism, a form 
of capitalism that is heavily constrained 
by social values.  And the verdict of 
history is that capitalism under heavy 
constraints works better for everyone 
than capitalism given as much freedom 
as possible.  (By analogy, human society 
depends on water, and when free-flowing 
water gets the job done, fine.  But very 
obviously you do have to constrain it, to-
tally within your house and extensively 
in the wider world.)

You’d also need to qualify this judge-
ment by asking “constrained by which 
social values”?  Industrial capitalism 
in the 19th century and through to the 
1960s did not set wages just by the value 
of work.  Employers tried to favour men 
over women and married men over sin-
gle.  Throughout the British Empire and 
also in its US offshoot, white people got 
more pay than non-whites, and there was 
generally a grading among non-whites 
that favoured the lighter-skinned among 
them.  Also ranking and grading of white 

peoples, with Irish mostly at the bottom 
of the white hierarchy.  

Libertarians would say that capital-
ism helped destroy these things.  Maybe.  
There was also a massive ideological 
struggle which the Libertarians prefer to 
ignore.  They’d find it embarrassing to 
admit that this was necessary, because 
the winning side was predominantly 
socialist.  So they favour the notion that 
was somehow inevitable, part of the old 
idea of a “March of Progress”.

It would be fascinating if it were 
found that capitalism straining at its so-
cial controls destroyed just those controls 
of which one disapproved, while doing 
no harm to good social controls.  Just 
as it would be fascinating if it were dis-
covered that lightning was more likely to 
strike the wicked than the virtuous.  In 
the real world, lightning showed a par-
ticular fondness for church steeples, and 
Benjamin Franklin worked out that it was 
due to electrified clouds.  He also fixed it 
by lightning conductors, a nice example 
of fairly abstract research producing a 
useful result.

It took time to make sense of light-
ning, but observations of the morally cor-
rupting effects of commerce are about as 
old as commerce itself.  Most societies 
deliberately frustrated the processes that 
led to Britain’s Industrial Revolution and 
unleashed the system that came to be 
called capitalist.  Even in Britain, there 
were grave doubts.  People were fright-
ened of where the new system was tak-
ing them, and with good reason.  If the 
rulers had foreseen how much the society 
would change, they would certainly not 
have allowed it.

The “March of Progress” would be a 
reassuring answer, if it were true.  It’s not 
true.  Western politicians have uninten-
tionally demonstrated that falseness of 
this notion by their success in discredit-
ing socialism and undermining autocrat-
ic regimes in the Middle East.   Much to 
their surprise, the result is Islamism.

Thatcher in the 1980s made two false 
promises, to boost the economy and to 
restore traditional values.  There’s little 
doubt that she sincerely believed what 
she said.  But her understanding was 
shallow and she showed a fierce resist-

ance to “off-message facts”.  

If Thatcher had respected the Mixed 
Economy, done her best to keep full em-
ployment and made a serious attempt to 
restore 1950s morality, she might have 
succeeded.  Instead she trusted to “lais-
sez-fair”, “let things drift”.  Commercial 
pressured helped finish off what was 
left of traditional morality, along with a 
general air of mistrust that Thatcherism 
encouraged.  And the economy notably 
failed to improve, despite the vast boost 
given by North Sea Oil.

The lesson of the 1940s to 1960s, the 
so-called Keynesian era, is that capital-
ism under heavy constraints works better 
overall.  Obviously some restraints can 
prove mistaken or can cease to be useful.  
But individual changes should be viewed 
from a general understanding that the 
more developed the society, the higher 
the taxes and the greater the need for so-
cial controls imposed by law.

Social controls imposed by law hap-
pen when customary social controls 
break down.  Both Britain and the USA 
had a strong belief in commercial hon-
esty during their economic rise.  This 
wasn’t down to “Rational Self-Interest” 
in the sense used by most Economists.  
Rather, it was only “Rational Self-Inter-
est” if you were devoutly religious and 
believed in a highly unforgiving God 
who could not be bought off with large 
charitable or religious donations and was 
strongly disposed to send you to Hell.  
You behaved well if you supposed that 
God was looking over your shoulder and 
noting your sins in a highly unforgiving 
manner.2  When you start seeing God as 
more doubtful, distant or forgiving, the 
temptations of financial sins become 
greater.  And it helps when lawyers and 
advertisers find numerous helpful ways 
to dress up vice as virtue.

None of this was absent from the ear-
liest days of the Industrial Revolution, of 
course.  But is used to be the exception 
and is now the norm.

Capitalism worked well, in as far as it 
worked, only for as long as it included a 
personal morality among capitalists that 
was completely different what’s now de-
scribed as “Rational Economics”.  Also 
it didn’t work all that well: Britain rose 
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to dominance with a growth-rate of 1% 
to 1.5% per year.  In the late 19th century, 
the USA were overtaking Britain with 
growth-rates of maybe 2%.  Classical 
Capitalism has actually never worked 
better than that, and probably can not.

Capitalism as it developed in Britain 
also wasn’t all that free from state inter-
ference.  Industry was heavily protected 
from foreign competition during the key 
breakthrough of the Industrial Revolu-
tion, generally dated from the 1760s to 
1830s.  This was also done under a nar-
row oligarchic government, in which the 
monarch and House of Lords had a big 
say in government, and in which a cou-
ple of hundred rich families controlled 
a majority of the seats in the House of 
Commons.  

Even using a very generous defini-
tion of democracy, votes for a majority 
of adult males in the core territories, the 
British Parliamentary system was not 
democratic until the 1880s.  And the 
British Empire never was: the Indian 
National Congress under Ghandi had a 
clear majority of voters and demanded 
real power as their price for taking part 
in World War Two, but instead spent the 
war locked up.

Democracy is not necessarily the 
same thing as regular multi-party elec-
tions with the whole population voting.  
In Britain, there had been a workable 
parliamentary system since 1688, based 
on votes for just a rich minority.  Ex-
tending voting to a wider population 
democratised it, without destroying the 
effectiveness of government in Britain.  
Suddenly applied elsewhere, it has most-
ly produced chaos.

You could even argue that democracy 
destroyed the effectiveness of the British 
Empire.  The Upper Classes would ac-
cept as equals some non-white aristocrats 
from India and sometimes beyond.  But 
the stratum just below them was bitterly 
opposed to this, insisting on a colour bar 
that kept them in a position of privilege, 
for as long as the Empire lasted.  And 
whereas the Upper Classes tended to 
view Christianity as useful nonsense and 
would have been happy to let their sub-
jects keep their own alternative brands of 
nonsense, the strata that provided most 
of the actual machinery of the Empire 

included many serious Christians who 
insisted on attacking old deep-seated 
cultural values.  Had the Upper Class 
stayed in control, the Empire might have 
lasted a lot longer.

Britain’s global economic domi-
nance peaked in the 1840s.  If we see 
the Industrial Revolution as a follow-on 
from the rise of modern science and from 
the European Enlightenment, it was per-
fectly predictable that Britain’s advan-
tage would not last.  But Britain’s rulers 
reacted foolishly, seeing Free Trade as a 
panacea.  Joseph Chamberlain wanted 
something different, the British Empire 
as a closed system co-existing with other 
Empires.  But the majority of the ruling 
class thought in terms of world domina-
tion, either for Britain or for some rival.  
And they saw Free Trade as the best way 
forward.  Meantime the USA and Unified 
Germany took the opposite view, choos-
ing protectionism and closing the gap 
with Britain.

It can sound very nice saying “free-
dom without limits”.  Taken literally, this 
would mean allowing the following:

• Unlimited gun ownership.

• Removing all traffic rules 
– anyone can drive anywhere, without a 
licence or road test and at any speed they 
please.

• No copyright.  Anyone could 
do their own versions of popular songs, 
stories, popular films and television pro-
grams

• The free sale and even advertis-
ing of all drugs including heroin, crack 
cocaine etc.

• Permitting under-age sex so 
long as the young person consents to it.

• Removing all planning rules.  
Build as high as you like and without 
safety rules

When people talk about "freedom", 
they mean "freedom of the sort I like".  
I've never been able to see any inherent 
difference between freedoms of the sort 
the current generation of Anglos approve 
of and freedoms of the sort they do not.  
Each of the six items I listed has its ad-

vocates, though talk about removing the 
age of consent in the UK has been largely 
silenced by an unofficial campaign of in-
timidation that most Britons approve of.

Myself, I approve of none of those six 
– partly why I listed them.  But I would 
favour relaxing other controls, including 
freedom for commercial sex in specific 
zones, while also banning the use of even 
mild sexual imagery in normal everyday 
advertising.  And I'd support a "right to 
die" for anyone could sensibly be seen to 
have nothing more to live for.  But these 
are just my opinions, not a clear matter of 

"Freedom" versus "Repression".

Note also that the mainstream un-
derstanding of “acceptable freedom” has 
changed massively.  Someone who was 
magically transported from Europe in 
the 1950s to Europe in the 2010s would 
be staggered by the changes, such as ho-
mosexuality legal and heading for social 
equality, while smoking tobacco was be-
ing increasingly restrained.  They’d also 
be surprised that women hadn’t accepted 
what they had in the 1950s as equality, 
but had pushed ahead with all sorts of 
extra demands.

People say “unlimited freedom”, but 
mean “freedom if I like it”.  You could 
call it the Sinatra Principle “I’ll do it my 
way, you’ll do it my way”.  

Philosophically, the West’s notions of 
freedom are pompous junk.  But it made 
for good propaganda.  And politically, 
such views mattered a lot.  During the 
early years of the Cold War, when the 
Soviet Union was flourishing economi-
cally and had gained an early lead in the 
Space Race, the West sold its system as 
brilliantly free.  Having taken this stand, 
it was unable to stop an erosion of many 
traditional limits in the name of “Free-
dom”.  

This, basically, is what happened in 
the 1960s.  Some of the changes were 
foolish, as we can see with hindsight.  
But I doubt if many Europeans under 
70 would think it acceptable if it were 
possibly to change history and create an 
alternate world in which none of it had 
happened and 1950s attitudes were still 
the norm.

Since no one at the time had a co-
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herent understanding of this process – a 
process that had gone outside of what all 
traditional political philosophies had 
considered possible – the way was left 
open to the New Right to invoke “Free-
dom” and attack the highly successful 
controls on capitalism that had been put 
in place in the 1940s.

It helped that the Soviet Union made 
an utter bungle of an attempted shift 
from Stalin’s successful central planning 
to something more flexible.  It might have 
worked – a similar shift in China worked 
– but the actual process went badly 
wrong.  Exactly what went wrong, I’d 
hesitate to say.  Studies of the matter tend 
to be committed to some wholly wrong 
outlook, mostly a belief in the Transcen-
dental Capitalism of the New Right.  But 
it seems likely that if the reformism that 
reached it height in the Prague Spring of 
1968 had not been crushed by Brezhnev, 
it would have succeeded in creating its 
own successful version of the Mixed 
Economy.

The pro-Moscow Communists also 
managed to blight the real prospect of 
reform in Britain in the 1970s.  There 
was widespread acceptance that Workers 
Control was to be the next wave of social 
reform.  The pro-Moscow Communists, 
and to a smaller extent the Trotskyists, 
managed to sabotage this.  Acted from an 
absurd belief that “capitalism” was about 
to collapse and give them Total Victory, 
so that diversions into moderate reform 
must be avoided.

The New Right were the lucky ben-
eficiaries of a situation they had not cre-
ated.  They are good at manipulation and 
spin, but their understanding is shallow 
and dogmatic.  When it came to chang-
ing the wider world, they have nicely 
illustrated that fine old US saying, “it 
isn’t ignorance that makes you a fool, it’s 
what you know that ain’t so”.  The West 
had once accepted dictators like Saddam 
Hussein as the best viable alternative to 
modernise alien societies without being 
too hostile to Western interests.  Now 
they are certain that they must smash 
them and allow “Freedom” to spring up 
spontaneously.

In as far as the Middle East has a 
spontaneous drift, it is towards hard-line 
Islam.  This has happened repeatedly, 

yet each time is viewed as some baffling 
anomaly in the natural emergence of 

“Freedom”.

The more the New Right have been 
able to apply their core beliefs, the worse 
the messes they have made.  Commen-
tators make various attempts to explain 
this away as individual failings.  But the 
pattern is so consistent, one can only 
sensibly understand it by saying that the 
core beliefs were factually mistaken.

Note that there is a difference be-
tween a political ideology having views 
that you dislike, and a political ideology 
being factually mistaken.  The Nazis 
were factually mistaken in seeing Jews 
in general as enemies, and in seeing 
other races as inferior.  But in favouring 
a return to older values of racism, hier-
archy, corporatism and male superiority, 
they were tapping into values that were 
still strong and viable.  They lost mostly 
because of another factually mistaken 
notion, that war was invigorating rather 
than a matter of mutual destruction.  

(Pretty well every 20th century war 
has ended badly for the countries on 
either side at the start of the war.  Only 
‘wars of national liberation’ have some-
times been a conditional success for the 
would-be liberators.)

What the New Right believed about 
society and the economy is not just 
obnoxious, it is factually mistaken on 
almost every matter than is specifi-
cally New Right.  Removing limits on 
capitalism has not boosted the economy.  
Thatcher in the 1980s produce less over-
all growth for the UK than the “disas-
trous” 1970s.  Later decades have been 
worse again, culminating in the stagna-
tion we have experienced since 2008.  
Meantime the larger but less clever wing 
of the New Right who hoped to save Tra-
ditional Values have found that the small 
but smart libertarian faction have mostly 
trashed those values.  Produced a society 
of trashed unhappy disconnected people, 
rather than the vibrant self-managing 
system the libertarians had hoped for.

On economic, where the New Right 
all believed much the same things, they 
have all been wrong.  It’s not a matter of 
liberty, as the libertarians would have you 
believe.  The main reason for constrain-

ing capitalism is that a few capitalists 
can have a vast effect on other people’s 
lives.  When a supermarket opens, many 
small shops close and brand-choice gets 
reduced.  When a factory produces shoes, 
small shoe-makers go out of business.  
When trade barriers are dropped, foreign 
production will put many small produc-
ers out of business.  

Even John Stewart Mill admitted in 
his essay On Liberty that his principle 
of allowing individual self-injury did 
not extend to economics.  He simply as-
serted that unconstrained capitalism was 
best for everyone, ignoring the evidence 
that it was not.

The New Right view of Virtuous Cap-
italism does not correspond to any histor-
ic reality.  When they tried implementing 
it in post-Soviet Russia, they shrank the 
economy and put wealth into the hands 
of criminals and tricksters.  They then 
found themselves wholly innocent: the 
Russians had failed to understand them.  
Reviving the unfinished business of Iraq 
would give them a proper chance to dem-
onstrate how brilliant they were.  Or the 
Arab Spring would.  Or the New Europe 
created by the Soviet collapse.  

None of this has worked out.

What’s happened now is that Britain 
has achieved the remarkable feat of rec-
onciling Poles and Germans.  But only 
because both are agreed that they need 
to combine to do the opposite of what is 
urged on them by the New Right and the 
rulers of the Anglosphere.

Note also that the wholly non-capi-
talist systems of Stalin’s Russia and 
Mao’s China worked well.  This has got 
lost because most left-wingers within the 
Anglosphere have carefully distanced 
themselves from all socialist successes 
and identified with people they viewed 
as heroic failures.  Heroic failures work 
fine for entertainment, but treating them 
as political model could be expected to 
lead to failure and ineffectiveness, and 
has generally done so.

The historic truth is that Stalin took 
over a disorderly Soviet economy that 
was no richer than those territories had 
been under the Tsars, and turned it into 
a Superpower.  Mao tripled an economy 
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that had been static for centuries and 
which had failed to make any net gains 
from being opened up to the world econ-
omy.  (Limited growth in the coastal cit-
ies had been matched by an actual decay 
in the rural economy.)

For that matter, Fascism was not 
an economic failure, a point that even 
the most determined anti-fascist has to 
admit.  Mussolini’s Italy increased the 
constraints on capitalism and abolished 
parliamentary democracy.  It worked 
passably well, and was admired by Win-
ston Churchill and many others in the 
Anglo centre-right.  Hitler gained status 
because he had a much more remarkable 
success in his first few years, reviving a 
stalled economy in which one worker in 
four was unemployed.  Franco in Spain 
successfully modernised Spain without 
dropping Fascist politics.  After his death 
the economy carried on much as before, 
but now officially sanctioned by Parlia-
mentary Democracy.

China under Mao suffered problems 
because Mao made a serious attempt at 
putting ordinary people in charge, instead 
of sticking to the standard Leninist sys-
tem of a progressive elite drawn largely 
from the people and benefiting the people, 
but not answerable to the peopke.  Deng 
restored Leninist norms, which survive 
to this day and seem wholly compatible 
with unlimited economic growth.  

Deng also benefited enormously 
from the peace with the USA that Mao 
had made in the early 1970s.  Up until 
Nixon’s visit, the USA did not recognise 
the People’s Republic as a legitimate 
government and did everything it could 
to hamper its global trade.  And for most 
of Deng’s rule, the USA was still fight-
ing the Cold War with the Soviet Union.  
Ready to permit China free access to 
Western markets while keeping strong 
social controls on its limited re-growth 
of capitalism.

China, the world’s most successful 
large economy, runs a system of Corpo-
ratism or heavily constrained capitalism.  
It also does this under a continued one-
party dictatorship, which seems good for 
economic success.  Also no worse at im-
plementing the actual wishes of the ma-
jority than a system of open elections and 
rival political parties.  India is rated as 

slightly worse than China on the indexes 
of global corruption.  Women are much 
more at risk of rape in India than China, 
and are generally less free socially.  Chi-
na has even decriminalised homosexual-
ity, which remains an offence in India 
and other developing countries, and also 
in some states of the USA.

Europe has no need to copy China: 
simply return to its successful system 
of heavily constrained capitalism and an 
unashamedly large role for politicians in 
the economy.  Europe could also squeeze 
out the tax havens by simply refusing to 
do business with them.  When they de-
pend for their prosperity on being a tax 
haven, I’d be in favour of paying them 
compensating for a few decades till they 
get over it, just to make it politically pos-
sible.  I’d even be in favour of paying 
off the Swiss, if they were sufficiently 
shameless and greedy to demand it.  Re-
formers in the past have had to pay off 
slave owners and parasitic landlords, it 
would nothing new.

Moderate Socialism won the Cold 
War.  The New Right hadn’t had time to 
damage this system severely before the 
Soviet Union collapsed.  Collapsed in 
part because it was still trying to realise 
the original Leninist goal of a social-
ist World State, meaning that it could 
never really co-exist in the way China 
is now doing.  But Moderate Socialism 
had meantime been taken over by failed 
branches of Leninism, and was very 
keen to distance itself from its historic 
successes.  That, broadly, was what New 
Labour was about.

Incidentally, there was a near-disas-
ter in 1987, something rather similar to 
what happened in 2008, though smaller.  
At the time, there was no talk of auster-
ity.  The West managed to spend its way 
out of trouble and bounced back quite 
healthily, the stuff that’s forbidden today.  
It’s curious and depressing how most of 
the Left has allowed this to slip out of 
historic memory.

(Endnotes)

1 [http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_March_
of_Progress]

2 This phrase was used by Brendan Clifford 
to describe the apparent beliefs of the Ulster Prot-
estants when he first encountered them.  I’d reckon 
that it used to be the norm in Protestant countries, 
but had long since lapsed in most of them.

The Vultures Hover

Obama enters Mandela’s old 
cell on Robben Island and feels 
inspired but by what – by hell 
where lived the damned?

This whole episode he has mired.

In his speeches he says:

(`The world is grateful for the 
heroes of Robben Island, who 
reminds us that no shackles or 
cells can match the strength 
of the human spirit.)

On he bays:  (`We are humbled 
to stand where men of such 
courage faced down injus�ce 
and refused to yield’)

Clichés!

Maybe Robben Island was more 
humane than Guantanamo, 
where the human spirit 
held, so he upped the reign 
of physical and psychological 
pain for his Muslim foe. (not 
forge�ng Bradley Manning)

This cold deliberate hypocrisy 
for all humanity is damning. 

Wilson John Haire.
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Andrew Roberts produced (2006), A 
History of the English-Speaking Peoples - 
Since 1900.  It does not have the old pirate 
Churchill’s baroque relish for English, or 
his shameless imperialism.  The tone is 
that of the present-day English Right, lu-
dicrous self-promotion and luxuriant self-
pity.  There have, apparently, been four 
Great Assaults on the English-Speaking 
Peoples since 1900.  One was Prussian 
Militarism 1914-17, the next was Fascist 
Aggression 1931-39, then Soviet Commu-
nism 1945-9 and, Islamicist Terror and 
its De Facto Allies: 11 September 2011-
15 December 2005.

None of the above ‘assaults’ had any 
origin in reality, politics does not enter 
into the matter.  It is worth remembering 
that in 1914 (and 1939) the UK’s Empire 
and Commonwealth declared war on 
Germany.  In 1914 it made a European 
war into a world war, simply by its being 
the only real ‘world empire’, Andrews 
pretends Germany’s scraps of territory 
were co-extensive with Britains; a feeble 
fib.  Even France’s colonial empire was 
small, and much less populous, in com-
parison.  After a naval battle (the Falk-
lands / Malvinas, September 1914) Bri-
tannia decidedly ruled the waves, it was 
put in its box in 1926 by the US, a story 
which whizzes past at the speed of light 
in this narrative.  The Germans weren’t 
defeated by military means in 1918, but 
Britain’s navy blockaded it until well 
into 1919, and it might have been longer 
if it were not because it feared Germany 
could go Bolshevik.  Britain then im-
posed a humiliating treaty on Germany, 
making a backlash virtually inevitable.

‘Fascist aggression’ against Britain is 
a very odd notion.  Britain approved of 
fascism until Mussolini played the hyena 
and joined a victorious Germany in tak-
ing a bit of France in 1940.  Mussolini had 
been very popular with the Right.  Eng-
land facilitated his (ferociously brutal) 
conquest of Ethiopia, allowing him to use 
the Suez Canal - then under UK control.  
Haile Selassie, Ethiopia’s emperor lived 
in Bath, others, from ex-emperors to ad-

Horrible Non-history
Andrew Roberts Tells It Like It Wasn’t

vanced revolutionaries, were also let live 
in England.  They might at some point 
perform a useful function for its empire.  
(The Irish were excluded form this, Van 
Diemen’s Land was the place for them, if 
they got too excited about notions like 
‘democracy’.  Lenin, admittedly, was not 
in the business of asking the City of Lon-
don for favours but he moved to Zurich 
when the City and the Tsar joined forces 
in 1907.)

The UK was officially neutral in the 
Spanish Civil War, and browbeat France 
into the same ‘stance’.  The Republic 
was an entirely democratic construct, 
the king abdicated, and a republic was 
put in place.  The Fascist intervention 
led by Italy, joined by the Nazi Realm, 
(and including something of an ‘inter-
national brigade’), was to aid military 
rebels against a people’s government.  
No state (much less a loudly ‘democratic’ 
one) should have tolerated the situation 
in Spain.  But Britain (and France) did 
nothing for the Madrid government, and 
effectively aided the Falange / military 
rebels.

Fascist Aggression against the 
English-Speaking Peoples came after 
England, and its empire; then the US, 
declared war on it for imperialist reasons.  
They did not want Italy, and especially its 
ally Germany, becoming over-mighty in 
mainland Europe, or the Mediterranean.  
Hitler must have been puzzled about 
the British Empire making Danzig the 
sticking point, and the Royal Navy not 
flooding the Baltic, of which it was quite 
capable.  He could only assume that the 
British were not serious about making 
war.

The next ‘assault’ was by Soviet 
Communism.   The US had the A-bomb, 
and had come out of the war a vigorous 
industrial power.  The war made it an 
industrial power, dominated by the ‘mili-
tary-industrial complex’, as the entirely 

apolitical President (ex-’Supreme Com-
mander Western Europe’) Eisenhower 
put it.  

The USSR was flattened by the fas-
cist assault.  It recovered remarkably 
quickly (mainly due to Stalin’s creation 
of an enormous ‘cohort’ of engineers in 
the late 1930s.  As part of that investment 
in science and technology the Soviets had 
‘the bomb’ by the early 1950s), establish-
ing a ‘balance of terror’.  

Stalin put the scientists and technolo-
gists in a gilded cage (in a rather pleasant 
part of Russia near the Ural Mountains) 
and let them get on with the job.  This 
was a piece of wickedness.  Dumping, 
often unwilling, scientists and techies 
in the middle of the Arizona desert, was 
apparently entirely virtuous.  Einstein 
refused to go (but arresting Einstein 
in 1942 would have been seriously bad 
publicity - and let a scabby cat out of the 
bag).

The ‘balance of terror’ was always 
presented in the Anglosphere as some-
how ‘Russia’s’ fault.  But the post-war 
anti-’Red’ hysteria was as bad, if not 
worse, than the scare after 1918.  Britain 
had its own subdued but nasty campaign.  
Hundreds of civil servants from clerks to 
distinguished scientists were hounded, 
especially if they had even mildly left-
ist views (or had been ‘pro-Soviet’ dur-
ing the war - when it was practically de 
rigeur).  Roberts dismisses the scientists 
as ‘arrogant’ (for thinking that the term 
‘scientific secret’ is an oxymoron).

Islamicist Republican Army (?)  

As ‘Islamicist Terrorism’ is still an 
‘on-going situation’ his analysis can be 
put aside for another time.  It need hardly 
be said that this hate-filled terrorism is 
without cause.  Islam is, presumably, in-
herently prone to wicked violence. The 
UK and France, and later the USA inter-
vened in the Middle East (an increasingly 
nebulous term) purely for the good of the 

S McGouran       
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

people living there.  The Arabs were, in 
1916, promised a great state from Aden to 
Damascus.  They got little pseudo-states, 
which were in effect colonies of France 
and Britain.  

The British (largely), took huge 
quantities of oil, giving the various 
Sheikhs and Kings comparatively trivial 
amounts of money.  Rulers who used the 
oil revenues to lift their populations out 
of ignorance, disease and hunger (e. g. 
Saddam Hussein Al-Tikriti of Iraq) were 
overthrown, usually because they were 
‘tyrants’.  (Saddam and the Ba’ath party 
were Islamist according to Roberts; are 
his qualifications from the University of 
Disneyland?) They did not rule like the 
chaps in Westminster.  That Westminster 
had, in some cases centuries (the East In-
dia Company had a ‘Station’ in Baghdad 
from 1758), to pass on the knack is never 
mentioned.  Nor is the fact that the Saudi 
and Kuwaiti governments are family af-
fairs.

Irish Republicanism is a steady sub-
theme.  It too is apolitical, the Irish (all of 
them / us apparently) form IRA, or IRA-

like organisations in every generation 
just to make life difficult for ‘the English’. 
This self-pitying drivel, from the Salis-
bury Review is put forward as serious 
historical analysis.  Andrews thinks the 
(Irish) land agitation was not legitimate.  
He believes in the rights of property.  Are 
the people who work the land not entitled 
to own it?  Apart from any other consid-
eration the 1903 (Wyndham) Land Act 
was not a surrender to reckless mobs.  It 
was the organised selling of the land to 
those who worked it, to be paid for over 
decades.  Many landlords who had not 
received a penny in rents for decades, 
(due largely, to their own incompetence), 
suddenly acquired an income.  There is 
also the fact that this was stolen property, 
owned purely by the right of conquest, 
but those working it refused to behave 
like a conquered people.   

This book is an insight into certain 
sorts of (largely English) attitudes to 
Ireland, the world and everything else.  
It consists of a fantasy vision of the 
‘English Speaking Peoples’.  The USA 
regards the UK as its representative in 
Europe.  Its job is to impede any move 

to ‘ever closer union’ (a phrase used in 
every treaty since Rome 1956) by ‘Eu-
rope’.  David Cameron’s threat to leave 
(the EU) caused open panic in Washing-
ton.  The Old Dominions / ‘White Com-
monwealth’ have moved away from the 
‘Mother Country’.  Australia has the Un-
ion Jack on its flag, the Queen as head of 
state, but regards itself as a Pacific power, 
does a roaring trade with China, and has 
acquired a (dull and rather pompous) 
national anthem.  New Zealand is exhib-
iting nationalist tendencies.  It used to 
have the quality of a Milton Keynes in 
the Pacific Ocean.  Canada dumped the 
Union Jack off its flag forty-odd years 
ago.  South Africa ‘rejoined’ the Com-
monwealth because it sees itself as a 
regional power, and wants to implicate 
that nebulous, but real, association of 
states in its strategy.  Many nearby states 
are Commonwealth members, including 
Mozambique, a Portuguese possession 
until the 1973 Revolution.

This article, like Andrew Roberts’s 
book, has rather fizzled out.

 

The end of the MP-Mayor

After years of merely talking about it, 
the French political class is now in the 
process of destroying itself.   Politicians 
among Socialists and among Conserva-
tives want this destruction, although 
there is a resistance in both camps.  Since 
the change is put forward by the present 
government, all socialists are marshalled 
to vote for it and all UMP and associates 
make a point of opposing it.  In fact, both 
sides are divided on the subject.  The 
subject being the dual mandate.

French politicians including presi-
dents of the Republic are usually also 
Mayors or Presidents of Regions.  The 
history of French politics is the history 
of famous men with both a place in Paris 
and a local power base.  Chirac was 

Mayor of Paris, Mitterrand was mayor of 
Chateau-Chinon for 22 years, Hollande 
and Sarkozy were mayors, Marseille, 
Bordeaux, Lyon, Lille etc all have or 
have had famous mayors.  The position 
of Mayor is not just an honour, it in-
volves real power.  It was in Hollande’s 
programme to stop this ‘double mandate’.  
A new law to that effect has obtained an 
absolute majority in the lower house; this 
means that the Senate, absolutely op-
posed to it, Left and Right, will be unable 
to stop it and the law will go ahead.

Having a double mandate is almost 
the rule in France: 80% of parliamen-
tarians have a local mandate as well as 
a national one.  Out of 577 members of 
the Lower House (Chambre des Députés) 
only 90 do not.  Out of 343 members of 
the Higher House (Sénat), only 97 do 
not.

Thanks to this system, the French 
know their politicians, know who their 
MP is, and enjoy local pride and achieve-
ment and relatively even development.  
They are about to throw all this away.

The Socialists had presented a re-
port on the double mandate in the Lower 
House on 6 October 2010 under Sarkozy, 
with the following revealing arguments, 
translated in summary from the National 
Assembly website, no comment added. 

h�p://www.assemblee-na�on-

ale.fr/13/rapports/r2844.asp

“The change will be profound, since 
the multiple mandate system is in our 
DNA.  But it needs doing because the 
work of parliament has become more on-
erous, the number of weeks it sits more 
numerous, the demand on the services of 
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MPs greater, as the population, often suf-
fering and helpless due to globalisation, 
needs them ever more.

Parliament now has commissions to 
control the use of state finance, and that 
creates more work.

Moreover, the MP at present is seen 
by the population as a mediator between 
them and central power, he is not seen 
as really local.  This perpetuates the idea 
that there is a ‘political class’, sociologi-
cally distinct from other categories of 
population. [inverted commas in the 
original]  A   political career should re-
ally start locally and move on to national 
level.  This would create space for new 
entrants and renew the political class. 

Local authority management is also 
becoming more complex, and the Mayor/
Regional president is obliged to delegate; 
only he can delegate power, and only he 
can authorise spending.  Local politics 
are therefore too personal, and at the 
same time given over to technical and 
administrative personnel, because the 
leader is occupied in Paris.

Mayors/Regional presidents should 
receive compensation for their loss how-
ever, in the form of increased payment 
and automatic integration into high ranks 
of the civil service when not re-elected, 
but no advantage should be given which 
would reinforce the idea of a closed and 
privileged  ‘political class’.  [inverted 
commas in the original]

Politicians themselves are not unani-
mous in wishing this reform, but ‘think 
tanks’ [in English in the original] and the 
press are.

Public opinion was 42% in favour 
of multiple mandates, 44% against, in 
a 2008 poll.  On the other hand, when 
asked to describe the perfect mayor, 74% 
would prefer a Mayor who has no other 
mandate.

Finally, only France has this system 
in Europe.”

That was 2010.  In July this year,  the 
Socialist government presented the law 
in a briefer but similar manner, under 
‘accelerated legislation’. They showed 
themselves equally aware of the magni-

tude of the change (it is ‘a true democratic 
revolution’ ‘practises, habits, traditions, 
ways of behaving will have to change’) 
and showed themselves equally worried 
about the population being alienated 
from politicians.  Their answer is to give 
‘more time, more energy, more of your 
life’ to serving the population, thanks 
to having a single mandate.  The need to 
have separate mayors etc and parliamen-
tarians will also create vacancies for lots 
more people to become involved in being 
elected, and this will, it is hoped, revivify 
people’s confidence in politicians.

In the debate, the opposition replied 
that the right question was asked, that is 
to say, how to rebuild trust between the 
politicians and the population, but the 
wrong answer was given.  

It certainly is the wrong answer.  It is 
not the right question either.  

The basic question is whether the sys-
tem is not working or has stopped work-
ing.  Various studies have compared the 
work of MPs with a local mandate and 
without, but with no clear conclusions.  
Socialists argued in Assembly that after 
the reform, if electors see that their MP is 
not working harder for them, they won’t 
vote for him or her, as if electors were 
in a position to see how much work their 
MP is doing.

Interviewed on the subject, Francois 
Rebsamen, Mayor of Dijon and senator, 
denied that the French do not trust their 
elected representatives.

Public opinion is mainly exercised 
by the question of money; people imag-
ine that two mandates means twice the 
money and twice the pension.  It does 
not, pensions and income are capped if 
there is more than one mandate.  People 
may resent paying for politicians if they 
don’t make their lives better, but that is 
not a reason to stop having effective poli-
ticians.

Supposing that trust between politi-
cians and the population has diminished, 
what factor would explain that?

The population sees that politicians 
are powerless in the face of globalisation, 
with its consequent unemployment and 
drop in the standard of living.  Again that 

is not an argument for weakening the po-
sition of politicians, and the reform will 
only further weaken and unsettle politi-
cians.  It will not make them more able to 
resist the tide of financial disaster. 

The political class is unpopular, so 
the argument goes, so it should be re-
newed and made bigger, and this is one 
of the aims of the new law.  

 Increasing the number of elected 
people might be good in theory, but 
where will the new candidates come 
from? People off the streets, with good 
intentions?  It takes a special sort of per-
son to be a politician.  It is doubtful that a 
large number of  resilient, competent and 
experienced people are waiting to take 
the places that will be made available. 
Francois Rebsamen, Mayor of Dijon and 
Senator, said that if forced to choose, he 
will remain Mayor and give up his seat in 
the Senate.  Who will replace him?  This 
sort of sacrifice, multiplied, will only im-
poverish the quality of political life.

The press and think tanks, according 
to the socialist report, are pushing for the 
reform.  That should be a reason to be 
cautious, not a reason to go ahead.  One 
of the think tanks involved is ‘Institut 
Montaigne’, a free market think tank, 
whose members are heads of large com-
panies.  Why would they want to weaken 
politicians, and why do the socialists 
trust them?  The socialists are trying to 
gain popularity; the population does not 
want change, it wants to be reassured that 
deindustrialisation will not result in a 
weak France and a low standard of living.  
The socialists are incapable of providing 
this reassurance, so they propose this 
revolutionary reform.  France is the only 
country with such a prevalence of double 
mandates.  That is not a good reason for 
ending this system.

The 2010 report does not provide any 
in depth comparative analysis to explain 
the powers of politicians and their rela-
tionship with the population in Germany 
or England.

The new law is due to take effect 
from 2017, in time for the next general 
election, so there is perhaps a glimmer of 
hope that it won’t go through.  It should 
also be added that Parliamentarians will 
be allowed non executive positions at lo-
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cal level under the new law.

The ‘parliamentary reserve’

It has been revealed that parliamen-
tarians are given a ‘reserve’ of money, 
to use as they wish.  Shock horror, they 
used it all on local projects.  In 2011, this 
reserve financed (not more than 50% of) 
work on 2280 streets, 975 schools, 971 
town halls and 224 local festival halls 
and also 905 churches.  Not a whiff of 
misuse, unless you count doing works 
in places involved in the senatorial elec-
tions of 2011.  (Senators are elected by 
regional elected representatives, a third 
at a time.)   The use of the reserve points 
to  healthy and useful political action of 
the part of parliamentarians.

But they have to be attacked, as 
they have been attacked in Britain over 
ridiculously paltry sums (in comparison 
say with some private sector salaries or 
with tax evasion).  It is easy to persuade 
the population that politicians do nothing 
and are only in it to fill their pockets.  The 
population is manipulated in a concerted 
attack by think tanks and the press on 
what should be regarded as essential ele-
ments of the democratic system.

The number of midwives employed 
in the NHS for the last five years were: 
Year 2008 - 18,896; 2009 - 19,496; 2010 
- 20,126; 2011 - 20,519; 2012 - 20,935. 
Parliamentary Written Answer 3/6/13.

The number and percentage of 
people aged 16 or over in the white 
British ethnic group who are mar-
ried, England and Wales, 1996 to 2012 
are: Year 2001 - 20.3 million (56.3%); 
2002 - 20 million (55.6%); 2003 - 19.7 
million (55.5%); 2004 - 19.5 million 
(54.8%); 2005 - 19.4 million (54.6%); 
2006 - 19.1 million (54.1%); 2007 - 18.8 
million (53.7%); 2008 - 18.7 million 
(53.1%); 2009 - 18.5 million (52.6%); 
2010 - 18.6 million (52.5%); 201118.2 
million (51.8%); 2012 - 18.4 million 
(51.5%). PWA 3/6/13.

The take-up of older person’s con-
cessionary travel pass by household 
income, England, 2008-10 was : Less 
than £7000 - 79%; £7,000 to £9,999 
- 80%; £10,000 to £14,999 - 78%; 
£15,000 to £19,999 - 80%; £20,000 
to £29,999 - 73%; £30,000 to £39,999 
- 70%; £40,000 or more - 63%. All 
household incomes - 75%. PWA 
4/6/13.

The average number of bus board-
ings per pass holder per year by house-
hold income, England, 2008-10 was: 
Less than £7,000 - 198; £7,000 to 
£9,999 - 167; £10,000 to £14,999 - 122; 
£15,000 to £19,999 - 104; £20,000 to 
£29,999 - 86; £30,000 to £39,999 - 78; 
£40,000 or more - 77. All household 
incomes - 119. PWA 4/6/13.

The total quantity (in litres) of 
beer seized by HM Revenue and Cus-
toms and Border Force over the last 
five years was: Year 2008 to 2009 
- 5,780,117; 2009 to 2010 - 4,128,660; 
2010 to 2011 - 6,530,178; 2011 to 2012 
- 8,825,821; 2012 to 2013 - 9,369,728. 
PWA 6/6/13.

As at 3 June 2013, 22% of infantry 
soldiers are recorded as holding GCSE 
grades A* to C or Scottish standard 
grades 1 to 3 in English, and 15.2% of 
infantry soldiers are recorded as hold-
ing  GCSE grades A* to C or Scottish 
standards grades 1 to 3 in mathemat-
ics. PWA 10/6/13. 

The costs of the net additional 
costs, beyond existing salaries and ac-
commodation of military families, of 
operations in Afghanistan since 2001-
02 are: Year 2001 to 2002 - 0.221 bil-
lion; 2002 to 2003 - 0.311 billion; 2003 
to 2004 - 0.460 billion; 2004 to 2005 
- 0.670 billion; 2005 to 2006 - 0.199 bil-
lion; 2006 to 2007 - 0.738 billion; 2007 
to 2008 - 1.504 billion; 2008 to 2009 
- 2.623 billion; 2009 to 2019 - 3.821 bil-
lion; 2010 to 2011 - 3.780 billion; 2011 
to 2012 - 3.460 billion. The costs for 
2012 to 2013 will be published later 
this year. PWA 10/6/13.

The percentage of people aged 16 
to 64 in employment in the UK, year 
ending December was: Year 2007 

- 72.4%; 2008 - 72.1%; 2009 - 70.5%; 
2010 - 70.1%; 2011 - 70%; 2012 - 70.6%. 
PWA 10/6/13.

The number of immigrants who 
arrived in the UK in the last three 
years (year ending September) was : 
Year 2010, EU citizens - 182,000, Non-
EU citizens - 326,000; Year 2011, EU 
citizens - 166,000, Non-EU citizens 

- 334,000; Year 2012, EU citizens 
- 148,000, Non-EU citizens - 273,000. 
The number of British citizens who 
arrived as long-term international mi-
grants was: Year 2010 - 92,000; Year 
2011 - 81,000; Year 2012 - 79,000. 
PWA 10/6/13.

General election turnouts since 
1983 were: 1983 - 30.67 million 
(72.7%); 1987 - 32.53 million (75.3%); 
1992 - 33.61 million (77.7%); 1997 
- 31.29 million (71.4%); 2001 - 26.37 
million (59.4%); 2005 - 27.15 million 
(61.4%); 2010 - 29.69million (65.1%). 
PWA 11/6/13.

Note: In the June issue the infor-
mation on nuclear power stations was 
curtailed. Here it is again. The sched-
uled closing date and the net generat-
ing capacity for each nuclear power 
station is: 

Advanced GasCooled Reactor 
(AGR) - Dungeness B (1985 to 2018, 
1,040 MW); Hartlepool (1989 to 2019, 
1,180 MW); Heysham 1 (1989 to 2019, 
1,155 MW); Heysham 2 (1989 to 2023, 
1,220 MW); Hinckley Point B (1976 to 
2023, 810 MW); Hunterston B (1976 to 
2023, 890 MW); Torness (1988 to 2023, 
1,185 MW); Magnox Reactor - Wylfa 
(1971 to 2014, 490 MW); Pressurised 
Water Reactor (PWR) - Sizewell B 
(1995 to 2035, 1,198 MW). Total net 
capacity of operating reactors - 9,168 
MW. PWA 15/5/13.

It’s A Fact
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The Track II expert-level dia-
logue between Russia and India is 
marked by realism rather than nos-
talgia about Soviet-era ties. Both 
sides agree that geostrategic con-
siderations will drive them towards 
increasing mutual cooperation. By 
RAJIV BHATIA

ONCE upon a time, no discussion 
of Indian foreign policy was possible 
without a reference to the Soviet Un-
ion’s place in it. The successor state, 
Russia, became increasingly invis-
ible in the strategic narrative of India, 
which essentially focussed on three 
major powers —the United States, the 
European Union and China. Of late, 
however, a reorientation has begun in 
the Kremlin and South Block, as also 
among their regular watchers. Mos-
cow and New Delhi need to increase 
cooperation to protect their mutual 
interests. This was a key conclusion 
that emerged from an extensive in-
teraction at the Track II expert-level 
dialogue in Moscow in May, which 
involved the Indian Council of World 
Affairs (ICWA) and two premier Rus-
sian think tanks. 

A mutual rediscovery of an old 
friendship could gather momentum. 
Prime Minister Manmohan Singh 
rarely visits a country twice during a 
year. But he will do so in 2013 when 
he goes to Russia, first in September 
to attend the BRICS (Brazil, Russia, 
India, China and South Africa) sum-
mit and later in December to par-
ticipate in the annual dialogue with 
President Vladimir Putin. 

Changing world view  

Convergences and divergences 
in the foreign policy domain came 
through various presentations made 
by scholars at the two-day conference 
of the Moscow State Institute of Inter-
national Relations (MGIMO) and the 

Reworking Old Ties
ICWA, a dialogue that resumed after 
a hiatus of three years. The scope of 
the discussions was widened through 
an interaction with specialists of the 
Russian International Affairs Coun-
cil (RIAC) in Moscow and the state 
university in the country’s “cultural 
capital”, St. Petersburg. The discus-
sions led to enhancing of understand-
ing of each country’s world view. 

Both sides recognised that world 
politics had now overcome bipolar 
and unipolar tendencies of the past 
and was heading clearly in the direc-
tion of a complex multipolarity. It is 
“a polycentric model” where power 
centres are not one or two but several 
and of varying strength. It is the inter-
relationships among them—the U.S., 
China, Russia, India, the E.U., and 
Japan—that will determine the fate 
of the early decades of the 21st cen-
tury. The imperative is to encourage 
an inner equilibrium that guarantees 
every stakeholder’s security and de-
velopment. 

Russian scholars seemed to ac-
cord primacy to the role of three 
states—the U.S. China and India—
arguing that this strategic triangle 
would be of exceptional importance 
in shaping the contours of the future. 
Their line of reasoning revealed how 
deeply the Russians were conscious 
of the decline of “Mother Russia”, 
even though one of the scholars 
referred candidly to the country’s 
nuclear arsenal as still being able to 

“eliminate” the U.S. But the mention 
of economic decline and the decel-
eration of innovation, research and 
science and technology was constant. 
Indians, on the other hand, explained 
the multiple challenges their country 
faced, both internally and externally. 
It was thus agreed that geostrategic 
considerations would drive Russia 
and India, arguably Tier II countries, 
towards increasing mutual coopera-

tion. India-Russia relations, stressed 
a Russian scholar, should not be made 

“hostage” to the evolving U.S.-China 
relationship. 

Multilateral institutions  

Russia enjoys a unique position 
as a member of the G8, the G20 and 
BRICS; it is the only country to hold 
memberships of the three important 
institutions. It is determined to define 
its role in them by pursuing its spe-
cific interests. A recent RIAC study 
identified five categories of clusters as 
“the most critical and likely threats of 
the next decade”. They are: economic, 
environmental, geopolitical, societal 
and technological. Its advice to the 
Russian government was that the G20 
should concentrate on “managing 
risks in the economic cluster”, the G8 
on “the geopolitical and technological 
clusters”, and BRICS on the manage-
ment of “societal cluster risks”. 

The Russians had a rather grandi-
ose view of BRICS; they projected it 
as a grouping of huge strategic impor-
tance. They would like to transform 
it from a talking shop into an instru-
ment of wide-ranging cooperation. 
The Indian delegation was willing to 
recognise its potential significance 
but introduced a dose of realism and 
caution. For its good health, BRICS 
should function as an institution of 
equal partners, avoiding dominance 
by one of them. This writer’s view is 
that the outcome of the current nego-
tiations regarding the new develop-
ment bank may reveal how BRICS 
fares on this score. 

Other multilateral institutions too 
came up for a critical review. India’s 
quest for permanent membership of 
the United Nations Security Council 
and an elevation of its status from an 
observer to a member of the Shang-



Labour Affairs 13

No 239 July/August 2013

Subscriptions
Rates (individuals):
UK £20
Electronic Issue  £10.00.

Back issues available at current prices
Rate for institutions available on request.

I enclose a cheque payable to:

Labour Affairs
 
Subscription        £

Donation             £

Name and address:

_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________ 
 
_______________________________

Postcode:_______________________

e-mail:

Subscription enquiries
Subs@ltureview.com

Distribution Dave Fennell

If you would like to subscribe or 
renew your subscription to the 
Labour Affairs  just fill out the 
form below and  forward to:

Labour Affairs
No 2 Newington Green Mansions
Green Lanes
London
N16 9BT

Labour
Affairs

hai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) 
was articulated strongly. The Rus-
sians were supportive but conscious 
that they faced the challenge of navi-
gating through difficult waters. 

Regional issues 

The vast Asian space between 
Russia and India remains an area 
of immense interest to both sides. 
Developments in Central Asia drew 
sustained attention in the discussions. 
A component of the Soviet Union un-
til the end of the Cold War, Central 
Asian countries still enjoy close re-
lations with Russia. Driven by many 
considerations, India, through its 

“Connect Central Asia” policy, has 
been taking initiatives to augment its 
cooperation with the region. Natural 
convergence laced with a touch of 
competition is notable, but it must 
factor in China’s rapidly growing 
profile in Central Asia. A continuous 
dialogue is essential to improve In-
dia’s connectivity with the region as 
a means to expand its footprint. 

Inevitably, Afghanistan figured 
prominently in the Moscow discus-
sions. Scholars shared a somewhat 
pessimistic perspective about post-
2014 scenarios. A strong and stable 
government in Kabul, backed by 
national consensus and regional sup-
port, was considered essential for 
tackling many challenges such as 
terrorism, India’s chief concern, and 
drug menace, Russia’s chief concern. 
The prospects looked quite grim un-
less effective international coopera-
tion was crafted soon. 

Regarding the Asia-Pacific re-
gion, greater clarity emerged about 
Russia’s role as a Pacific Ocean coun-
try. Its critical requirement was to 
accelerate economic development in 
its far east, a task requiring massive 
investment. Hence Russia’s growing 
interest in expanding linkages with 
Japan, South Korea and Singapore. 
China’s assistance has been quite 
welcome to the Russians. But some 
of them seemed anxious about the 
possibility of a heightened Chinese 
migration into the less inhabited ar-
eas of Russia. A Russian scholar sug-

gested that Russia could benefit from 
a controlled immigration of educated 
work force from India. On the cur-
rent U.S.-China rivalry in East Asia, 
Russian policy would continue to be 
one of studied detachment. 

Bilateral relations 

Realism, rather than nostalgia 
about the golden period (from mid-
1950s to end-1980s), marked the ap-
praisal of the relationship between 
the two countries. Public awareness 
in India about Russia has been on 
the decline. Indians remember per-
haps only two Russians—cosmonaut 
[Yuri] Gagarin and tennis star [Mar-
ia] Sharapova. Russians, however, 
are a little better informed, thanks 
to a television channel dedicated to 
showing Bollywood films. A vast 
scope exists for expanding people-
to-people relations through Indians 
accessing the excellent facilities for 
higher education in Russia and a seri-
ous promotion drive for tourism. An 
incredible treasure of historical mon-
uments, art, music and ballet, Russia 
needs to market itself better. Indian 
tourists, spoilt by an abundance of 
choice, need to be wooed actively, 
with tourism companies taking care 
of such discouraging factors as lan-
guage and cuisine. 

Relations at the government 
level have been in an excellent shape. 
Cooperation in vital fields such as 
defence, energy, space, science and 
technology has been of great sub-
stance. But new ways should be de-
vised to motivate the private sector 
to step up business and investment 
ties. This remains one of the biggest 
challenges for policymakers today. 

Rajiv Bhatia, DirectorGeneral of 
the Indian Council of World Affairs 
(ICWA), led a multi-institutional 
Track II delegation to Russia recent-
ly. The article reflects his personal 
views. 

This article was first published in 
Frontline Magazine.
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Parliament 
Dick BarryNotes

EU Citizens And Welfare Benefi ts
On 5 June, Europhobe Tory backbencher Christopher 

Chope initiated a short debate on the thorny subject of EU citi-
zens’ access to the UK’s benefi ts system. Towards the end of 
his speech he made the following claim in reference to Bulgar-
ian and Romanian nationals arriving in the UK from 1 January 
2014: “Apparently, there are already about 1 million of them 
in Spain, so it will not be very expensive for them to get here 
from Spain if they want to do so, and once they get here, un-
less something is done to the existing rules, they will basically 
have free access to as many benefi ts as they choose to apply 
for.” (my emphasis). This latter statement is a misrepresenta-
tion of the rules regarding access to benefi ts which, in his reply, 
Mark Hoban, Minister of State at the Department for Work and 
Pensions, politely explained. Chope appears to be a Tory Eu-
rophobe who objects to the right of working class people from 
other EU states to live in the UK, but warmly welcomes rich 
foreign entrepreneurs taking over British companies, buying 
up property, and setting up businesses here, while not caring 
if some of them pay low wages which are then topped up by 
the tax payer. Chope is right to say that it is a very important 
subject which concerns the British public, but his misrepresen-
tation of the facts doesn’t assist a better understanding of the 
benefi ts system. The following extracts from his speech include 
some of his wilder claims.

“The topic of this afternoon’s debate is very important to 
people not only in my constituency, but in many others. Almost 
all of the British public are concerned, because too many British 
citizens are out of work, and taxpayers resent their money being 
used to fund welfare for foreigners. That is why my constitu-
ents wish to restrict access to out-of-work benefi ts that are cur-
rently being paid to non-UK nationals from other EU countries. 
I think that is the wish of the vast majority of the British people, 
and also, I hope, of our Government. Whatever the gravity of 
the situation now, it is nothing like as bad as it will be after 1 
January next year, when the group of non-UK nationals from 
other EU countries will include Romanians and Bulgarians, 
who hitherto have been prevented from getting full access to 
welfare benefi ts and the employment market. Does the Minister 
agree with the basic proposition that if someone from another 
European country decides to move to the United Kingdom, they 
should not expect to receive taxpayer-funded assistance for 
their housing, health care, education or living expenses? Does 
he accept that freedom of movement under EU treaties should 
be defi ned as freedom to leave, as well as to arrive? If a person 
who is a non-British EU national cannot afford to live in the 
United Kingdom without recourse to taxpayer-funded services, 
should not that person return to his own EU country, rather than 

rely on UK taxpayer handouts?”

“The background to the debate is the question I asked the 
Minister on 20 May, which was, what steps are the Government 
taking to reduce the eligibility to United Kingdom benefi ts of 
nationals of other European  Union states? In his careful re-
sponse, he told me: ‘We are strengthening the habitual resi-
dence test; the Home Offi ce is creating a statutory presumption 
that European economic area jobseekers and workers who are 
involuntarily unemployed will not have a right to reside here 
after six months unless they can demonstrate they are actively 
seeking work and have a genuine chance of fi nding a job; and 
we will prevent those with no entitlement to work in the UK 
from claiming contributory benefi ts.’ Chope went on to say:”In 
2004, the habitual residence test was supplemented with the 
requirement that a person has to satisfy a preliminary test of 
a right to reside in the UK, but that does not apply to EU and 
European economic area nationals who are classed as workers 
or self-employed persons under EC directive 2004/38 and the 
family members of such persons.” 

“One of the fundamental freedoms that lie at the heart of the 
EU treaties is ‘freedom of movement.’ That was sold to the Brit-
ish people on the basis that we would be able to move to another 
country in the EU without impediment. We would be able to 
work there and live there and, through reciprocity, citizens of 
other EU countries could do the same in the United Kingdom. 
But what has happened is that, as with so many other aspects 
of the United Kingdom’s relationship with the European Union, 
freedom of movement has been applied as if to a federal super-
state where there is no distinction between a British citizen and 
a Romanian or Bulgarian. The European Union Commission 
has continued to apply its ratchet of integration - ever closer un-
ion - systematically undermining our ability to decide to whom 
we give British taxpayer-funded services.......The starting point 
for the right to vote in a UK parliamentary election is being a 
British citizen. Citizenship confers privileges for citizens over 
non-citizens. Why cannot the same principles apply to the allo-
cation of taxpayer-funded welfare benefi ts? Please can the Min-
ister tell me how we will be able to restore control over our own 
affairs and give preference to our own citizens over foreigners 
without leaving the European Union?”

If it were the case that nationals from other countries could 
arrive in the UK and have immediate access to the benefi ts 
system as of right, the anger of every UK taxpayer would be 
justifi ed; but it isn’t the case, as Mark Hoban made clear in his 
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reply. Chope wants the UK to leave the 
EU. Fair enough. The EU would be well 
rid of a country that seeks to disrupt and 
destabilise it at every opportunity. Just as 
the UK, the USA’s lapdog, successfully 
destabilised Iraq and Libya and seeks to 
do the same with Iran and Syria. Chope 
ought to join UKIP (shouldn’t that be 
EIP? English Independence Party), as 
his views on Europe and immigration are 
identical to those of the tax dodger Nigel 
Farage and his bunch of clowns. UKIP 
has struck a chord with Europhobic 
right-wing Tories and a growing number 
of working class voters who believe that 
Labour has deserted them. Chope also 
said that “The starting point for the right 
to vote in a UK parliamentary election 
is being a British citizen.” But we are 
subjects of the Crown, not citizens. Com-
monwealth citizens who fulfil certain cri-
teria can also vote in UK parliamentary 
elections. According to a Parliamentary 
Written Answer on 19 June, they live in 
53 Commonwealth countries. In addition, 
resident citizens of Zimbabwe, which 
withdrew from the Commonwealth in 
2003, can also vote in UK parliamentary 
elections, as can resident citizens of Fiji, 
which was suspended from the Com-
monwealth in 2009. 

The following is a sample of Mark 
Hoban’s reply to Chope: “The Govern-
ment are rightly concerned that our rules 
on migrants’ access to benefits should be 
robust. We already have strong rules to 
protect the taxpayer and the public purse 
from abuse and fraud. Those rules are 
fair and just, and I think they are entirely 
consistent with the freedom of EU citi-
zens to work and to look for work here 

- and I will come back to the issue of 
those who come here with no intention of 
working and the controls that are in place 
in that regard. The rules rightly ensure 
that migrants cannot get benefits if they 
have never worked here and have no in-
tention of doing so. Let me set out a bit of 
the background to assist my hon. Friend. 
European law says that an EU citizen can 
move to another member state if they are 
a worker, self-employed or a student, if 
they are seeking work or if they are self-
sufficient. When EU nationals come to 
work in the hotels and guest houses of 
Bournemouth and Christchurch, it is that 
right that they are exercising, in the same 
way that UK nationals exercise their 
right when they go and work in other Eu-

ropean countries.”

“European law also says that we must 
treat EU nationals who come here to 
work in the same way as we treat Brit-
ish nationals. We comply with that prin-
ciple. EU nationals who work here and 
then lose their job can claim jobseeker’s 
allowance and housing benefit and, if 
they are temporarily unwell and unable 
to work, they can claim employment and 
support allowance. EU nationals who 
come here to seek work are expected un-
der EU law to be actively seeking work 
and to have a genuine chance of getting 
a job, and if they do, we say that they can 
claim jobseeker’s allowance. When peo-
ple try to claim JSA, we apply a fair test 
to assess whether they are genuinely here 
to seek work - the habitual residence test. 
That test is applied to jobseekers whether 
they are EU nationals or UK nationals. 
My hon. Friend is absolutely right that 
no member state can afford to support 
migrants who have no intention of work-
ing and contributing economically to the 
community in which they live. There is 
no requirement under EU law to provide 
such support, nor should there be. EU 
law has not sought to harmonise ben-
efit regimes, nor should it. As he rightly 
points out, those are matters for national 
Governments. Member states have their 
own benefit regimes, some of which are 
more or less generous to their citizens 
than ours. It is easy to see why some peo-
ple feel that they can move, not to work, 
but to take advantage of what they think 
is more generous welfare support in an-
other country.”

“EU law sets out rules for co-ordina-
tion between member states to ensure 
that people who are genuinely exercising 
their free movement rights are not dis-
advantaged. There is no free movement 
right for those who are economically in-
active and have no intention of working 
but want to be supported by state funds. 
We cannot be expected to support those 
who move just to take advantage of dif-
ferent benefit regimes, and the public are 
rightly concerned that that is what would 
happen if we were not allowed to check 
the legal basis for someone’s residence 
in this country, which is the basis of the 
infraction proceedings against us. I just 
say to my hon. Friend that when some-
one seeks to claim jobseeker’s allowance, 
they go through vigorous tests to iden-

tify whether they are looking for work. 
The only basis on which people receive 
benefit is by demonstrating that they are 
looking for work, which is why we have 
the habitual residence test. It tests not 
whether someone has popped across on 
holiday and decided to sign on while they 
are here, but whether they have any real 
intention to be here and work. That is 
why we ask a range of questions and why 
we are trying to strengthen the test.”

“The Commission says that we dis-
criminate against EU citizens when we 
apply the habitual residence test. We be-
lieve we are following EU law correctly 
when we apply those rules. Rules in the 
residence directive explicitly allow us to 
protect our national finances and prevent 
migrants from becoming an unreasona-
ble burden on our welfare system. When 
we ask people to satisfy the habitual resi-
dence test, we do so not on the basis of 
their nationality but on the basis that they 
have moved to the UK from abroad, even 
if they have previously lived here. We 
do so to protect our system from abuse. 
Why would a member state not want to 
protect its benefit system from abuse by 
checking that someone is legally resident 
here before they make a claim? The ad-
vocate-general of the European Court, in 
giving his opinion on an Austrian case 
called Brey, said that ‘the court has held 
in various circumstances that Member 
States may require lawful residence be-
fore granting social assistance benefits, 
providing that such a requirement com-
plies with EU law.’ That is exactly what 
we do when we assess someone’s right to 
reside as part of our habitual residence 
test. We treat each case on its own mer-
its and consider the individual circum-
stances of the claimant. Our test is fair; it 
legitimately requires that a benefit claim-
ant has a reasonable right of residence 
here and a degree of interconnection and 
integration into UK society.”

Torture, Cover Ups And 
Compensation

On 6 June Foreign Secretary Wil-
liam Hague made a statement to MPs 
on the legal settlement reached with five 
Kenyan citizens over claims concerning 
their treatment in detention during the 
emergency period and the Mau Mau up-
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rising from October 1952 to December 
1953. It began with a brief description of 
the period. 

“During the emergency period, wide-
spread violence was committed by both 
sides, and most of the victims were 
Kenyans. Many thousands of Mau Mau 
members were killed, while the Mau 
Mau themselves were responsible for the 
deaths of over 2,000 people, including 
200 casualties among the British regi-
ments and police. Emergency regulations 
were introduced; political organisations 
were banned; prohibited areas were 
created; and provisions for detention 
without trial were enacted. The colonial 
authorities made unprecedented use of 
capital punishment and sanctioned harsh 
prison, so-called ‘rehabilitation’ regimes. 
Many of those detained were never tried, 
and the links of many with the Mau Mau 
were never proven. There was recogni-
tion at the time of the brutality of these 
measures and the shocking level of vio-
lence, including an important debate in 
this House on the infamous Hola camp 
in 1959.”

“We recognise that British personnel 
were called upon to serve in difficult and 
dangerous circumstances. Many mem-
bers of the colonial service contributed 
to establishing the institutions that un-
derpin Kenya today, and we acknowledge 
their contribution. However, I would like 
to make it clear now and for the first time 
on behalf of Her Majesty’s Government 
that we understand the pain and griev-
ance felt by those who were involved in 
the events of the emergency in Kenya. 
The British Government recognise that 
Kenyans were subject to torture and oth-
er forms of ill treatment at the hands of 
the colonial administration. The British 
Government sincerely regret that these 
abuses took place and that they marred 
Kenya’s progress towards independence. 
Torture and ill treatment are abhorrent 
violations of human dignity, which we 
unreservedly condemn.”

“In October 2009, claims were first 
brought to the High Court by five individ-
uals, who were detained during the emer-
gency period, regarding their treatment 
in detention. In 2011, the High Court re-
jected the claimants’ arguments that the 
liabilities of the colonial administration 
transferred to the British Government on 

independence, but allowed the claims to 
proceed on the basis of other arguments. 
In 2012, a further hearing took place 
to determine whether the cases should 
be allowed to proceed. The High Court 
ruled that three of the five cases could 
do so. The Court of Appeal was due to 
hear our appeal against that decision last 
month. However, I can announce today 
that the Government have reached an 
agreement with Leigh Day, the solici-
tors acting on behalf of the claimants, in 
full and final settlement of their clients’ 
claims. The agreement includes payment 
of a settlement sum to the total value of 
£19.9 million. The Government will also 
support the construction of a memorial 
in Nairobi to the victims of torture and 
ill-treatment during the colonial era. The 
memorial will stand alongside others that 
are already being established in Kenya as 
the country continues to heal the wounds 
of the past.”

“This settlement provides recogni-
tion of the suffering and injustice that 
took place in Kenya. The Government of 
Kenya, the Kenya Human Rights Com-
mission and the Mau Mau War Veteran 
Association have long been in favour of 
a settlement, and it is my hope that the 
agreement now reached will receive wide 
support, will help draw a line under these 
events and will support reconciliation. 
We continue to deny liability on behalf 
of the Government and British taxpay-
ers today for the actions of the colonial 
administration in respect of the claims, 
and indeed the courts have made no find-
ing of liability against the Government 
in this case. We dot believe that claims 
relating to events that occurred overseas 
outside direct British jurisdiction more 
than 50 years ago can be resolved satis-
factorily through the courts without the 
testimony of key witnesses, which is no 
longer available. It is therefore right that 
the Government have defended the case 
to this point since 2009. It is, of course, 
right that those who feel that they have 
a case are free to bring it to the courts. 
However, we will also continue to ex-
ercise our own right to defend claims 
brought against the Government, and we 
do not believe that this settlement estab-
lishes a precedent in relation to any other 
former British colonial administration.”

During the so-called emergency peri-
od from October 1952 to December 1953 

there was just one debate in the House of 
Commons on the situation in Kenya, and 
yet the British Government at the time 
would have known of the torture and 
ill-treatment of the “insurgents”, well be-
fore the debate took place. For interested 
readers, the period is well researched 
and colourfully described in Caroline 
Elkins’ book Imperial Reckoning: The 
Untold Story of Britain’s Gulag. Elkins is 
a professor of history at Harvard, chair of 
the African studies department, and Pu-
litzer Prize winning author. The debate 
in which allegations of brutality were 
raised occurred on 30 November 1953. 
It concerned the court martial in Kenya 
of a Captain Griffiths, to which Labour 
leader Clement Attlee drew attention. 
Attlee asked Prime Minister Sir Winston 
Churchill “whether his attention has 
been called to the practices revealed in 
the evidence given in the court-martial in 
Kenya on Captain Griffiths; whether he 
has any statement to make; and whether 
he will order a court of inquiry into the 
whole matter?” At this point Churchill 
called upon the Secretary of State for 
War Antony Head to make a statement on 
the matter. Head’s statement, in which he 
expressed support for the security forces, 
and subsequent questions raised serious 
doubts about the extent to which Minis-
ters and MPs were aware of the activities 
of the security forces in Kenya.

The Secretary of State for War (An-
tony Head): “Captain Griffiths has been 
tried by court-martial on a charge of mur-
der, and he was acquitted on Friday last. I 
have called for a full copy of the proceed-
ings and until these have been carefully 
examined I am sure that the House will 
not expect me to make any comment, 
particularly as other proceedings may be 
taken arising out of the facts disclosed. 
Although this incident took place on 11th 
June it was not revealed until a subse-
quent inquiry in August. On 23rd June 
General Erskine, soon after his arrival, 
and in ignorance of this occurrence, is-
sued a special order to all officers of the 
Army, police and the security forces. 
This included the following paragraph: 
‘I most strongly disapprove of ‘beating 
up’ the inhabitants of this country just 
because they are the inhabitants. I hope 
that this has not happened in the past 
and will not happen in the future. Any 
indiscipline of this kind would do great 
damage to the reputation of the security 
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forces and make our task of settling Mau 
Mau much more difficult. I therefore or-
der that every officer in the police and 
the Army should stamp on at once any 
conduct which he would be ashamed to 
see used against his own people. I want 
to stand up for the honour of the security 
forces with a clear conscience. I can only 
do that if I have absolutely loyal support 
and I rely on you to provide it.’

Antony Head: “It will, therefore, be 
seen that any such conduct as has been 
alleged in these proceedings against 
Captain Griffiths is not only contrary to 
the traditions of the British Army, but 
was expressly forbidden by General Er-
skine’s own statement and order. Since 
these orders have been issued there has 
been no indication of any recurrence of 
such practices and I have been in per-
sonal touch with General Erskine, who is 
absolutely resolved that no such incidents 
shall recur. He is very well aware that the 
ultimate and successful conclusion of his 
task in Kenya can only be achieved by 
the resolute avoidance of incidents of this 
kind. I should like to assure the House 
that if, when I have carefully examined 
the proceedings, I find any evidence 
which suggests in any way that conduct 
of this kind has been widespread or might 
recur I shall immediately order a court of 
inquiry into the whole matter.”

 At the court cases of the five Kenyan 
claimants held between 2009 and 2012, 
the British Foreign Office said that it 
had discovered 300 boxes of previously 
undisclosed files documenting torture by 
the British colonial rulers in Kenya. It is 
very unlikely that the British Government 
at the time were unaware of their exist-
ence. Were the security forces responsi-
ble for their documentation or the British 
Government, or was there joint respon-
sibility? Someone must have known the 
answer but it was never revealed. MPs 
certainly knew that torture was taking 
place. During the debate on 30 Novem-
ber 1953, Labour’s Fenner Brockway 
asked the Secretary of State for War: “Is 
the right hon. Gentleman aware that the 
moral conscience of a large section of our 
people have been outraged by the evi-
dence which has been given at the trial 
and, in particular, the evidence that mon-
etary payments are made to members of 
the Armed Forces for the number of Mau 
Mau suspects killed; and that there has 

been competition between service units 
as to which kill the most? In view of 
these facts, will he take the most urgent 
action to secure that the court of inquiry 
shall be made public, so that all of us 
may know what is the evidence brought 
forward on this occasion?” And a young 
Tony Benn said: “I should like to ask the 
right hon. Gentleman when he first heard 
that money was being paid for Mau Mau 
suspects being killed; and, secondly, 
whether General Erskine has issued any 
more orders containing a specific prohi-
bition, not of inhuman treatment but of 
the payment of rewards for killing Mau 
Mau suspects?” Head answered with a 
straight bat, saying that he had heard of  
money being paid but couldn’t comment 
further until he had seen the full report 
of the proceedings. And Head’s promise 
of a public court of inquiry into the al-
legations of torture disappeared without 
trace.

Are Streets Safer?

It’s widely believed that Britain’s 
streets at night are more dangerous for 
lone females today than they were in 
the past, but this is not borne out by the 
facts. On 12 June Hansard reported that 
the Crime Survey for England and Wales 
has included the question ‘How safe do 
you feel walking alone in this area after 
dark?’ since the survey began in 1981. 
According to the survey, the proportion 
of women who said that they felt ‘very 
safe’ or ‘fairly safe’ walking alone after 
dark has increased substantially since 
1981. In that year, 12% said they felt ‘very 
safe’ and 37% said they felt ‘fairly safe’, a 
total of 49%. By 2012, this figure had in-
creased to 65% (22% ‘very safe’ and 43% 
‘fairly safe’. The proportion of males on 
the hand, who felt ‘very safe’ and ‘fairly 
safe’ increased very slightly from 86% 
in 1981 (45% ‘very safe’ and 41% ‘fairly 
safe’) to 88% in 2012 (48% ‘very safe’ 
and 40% ‘fairly safe’). The press failed 
to report the results of the survey.

Foreign-Owned UK  Property 

There is a grave shortage of af-
fordable housing in many areas of the 
UK. Council house building came to a 
halt some years ago, being replaced by 
housing association build, which itself 

is unable to keep pace with demand. 
Companies and individuals with cash to 
spare are buying up available housing in 
large numbers and letting them at high 
market rents, which taxpayers subsidise. 
The Government’s target of 300,000 new 
build over the lifetime of the coalition is 
unlikely to be reached, and so the number 
of homeless individuals and families will 
continue to rise. In London alone, the 
number of rough sleepers has increased 
by 62% since 2010, and this is likely to 
get worse as the cuts in local author-
ity budgets take effect. Meanwhile the 
Government offer bribes in the way of 
cash help with mortgages for new build 
in an attempt to encourage house build-
ers to up their rate of construction. But 
this will increase house prices, making 
it more, not less, difficult for individuals 
and couples to get on the housing ladder. 
And now we hear it is becoming easier 
for rich companies and individuals out-
side of the UK to purchase property, 
with London a particular target. Simon 
Hughes, Liberal Democrat Member for 
Bermondsey and Old Southwark, drew 
attention to this in a short debate on 20 
June. He began his speech with a recall of 
how the London property market looked 
when he became an MP just over thirty 
years ago and going on to describe how 
foreign purchase of UK property has and 
is affecting his constituents. It is a clear 
illustration of the UK’s open door policy 
on foreign purchasing, which Christo-
pher Chope carefully avoided in the de-
bate on benefits.

“When I was first elected - a long 
time ago now - the London Docklands 
development corporation was in charge 
of some of the dockland areas, including 
parts of my constituency. One of the most 
successful things it ever did was to have 
a scheme of building new homes and of-
fering them for sale to people locally at 
discounted prices - or, at least, prices that 
did not make so much profit. There were 
huge queues of people and the houses 
were snapped up. There was a restriction 
on onward sales, whereby people had to 
live in the houses for a certain amount of 
time, and they met a lot of unmet hous-
ing need of people who wanted to stay 
in Bermondsey, Rotherhithe or Surrey 
Docks but who could not afford to live 
there. Sadly, the situation is now com-
pletely different.”
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“I want to talk about the problem first 
before suggesting some solutions, based 
on comments made to me once people 
knew the debate was happening and on 
documents that have been in the public 
domain or press in the past few days. Let 
me start with two e-mails that I received 
before the debate. The first e-mail is 
from somebody in Battersea: ‘Good to 
see someone at least talking about the 
housing crisis in London. As an architect, 
part of my job is designing apartments 
in central London that I know are being 
sold off plan to buyers in China. Some-
times whole developments are sold in a 
day, with Chinese buyers paying cash. 
That is before they are ever offered to 
the UK market, but should they ever be 
offered they would only be affordable to 
barristers and traders, not middle income 
workers like myself. It infuriates me, as 
I am still in a share house after 7 years 
being in London.’”

“Let me give a constituency example. 
At the Elephant and Castle, just over the 
bridge, as people know, there is a contro-
versial development of a former council 
estate, the Heygate estate, that is being 
done by Lend Lease, an Australian com-
pany. The first phase was either first put 
on the market in Malaysia or put on the  
market in Malaysia at the same time as 
it was advertised here. My constituents, 
who are desperate for the housing that 
was meant to replace the council estate, 
were more than angry to think that not 
only were they not getting the afford-
able housing they were promised at the 
promised levels but the property that was 
made available for private sale was being 
block-bought off plan in Malaysia. This 
morning I went to look at an estate de-
velopment in my constituency that has, I 
understand, been marketed principally in 
Thailand.”

“To show the other side of the coin, let 
me cite a second e-mail that I received 
unprompted in the past couple of days, 
entitled ‘Housing developers targeting 
foreign buyers’. It states: ‘I am British 
and live in Singapore. Even though I 
have a work permit, the Government put 
an extra high stamp duty on property, 
and also restrict me from renting out a 
property I buy for the first three years of 
ownership. I gather that the first phase of 
the Battersea development was out-sold 
in Singapore with over 800 units going 

to Singaporeans. The main reason is the 
devaluation of Sterling combined with 
the rising costs of housing in Singapore. 
Why buy a two bed in Singapore for £1 
million sterling when you can buy two 
in London for £800,000?’ So in this 
country properties are increasingly be-
ing sold abroad and in other countries 
Governments are realising that they need 
to have some restrictions on the inward 
investment into their housing in order to 
look after their own people and ensure 
they, or residents in these countries, who 
may not have been born there but have 
settled there, have the opportunity in the 
market.”

“I understand why London is a popu-
lar place for investment - the value of the 
pound, the fact that it is outside the euro-
zone, very low interest rates, and the fact 
that it is a world-class city with English as 
its main language. According to Knight 
Frank, average prices in prime property 
- property priced at more than a million 
- in London have risen by 50% from 
2009 and more than 7.5% in the past 12 
months alone. Compared to New York or 
Singapore, it is clearly a much more suc-
cessful investment. Some purchasers buy 
these homes to live in, some as a home 
additional to their principal home or as 
a third home, and some buy simply as an 
investment. These purchasers are on to a 
good thing for them, and the developers 
who sell to them are on to a very good 
thing for themselves as well. Developers 
find foreign purchasers often more will-
ing than UK purchasers to buy straight 
from plan. They pay their money up 
front, which helps fund the development 
as a whole. London property commands 
good prices in the global market, so this 
maximises the returns and therefore the 
profits of the developers. It is a very suc-
cessful response to international housing 
demand. It does not help the people I see 
in my surgery every week who want a 
first home or a home they can afford.”

Replying for the Government, the 
Minister for Housing Mark Prisk began 
with a defence of the Government’s fairly 
thin housing policy, claiming that they 
had made a start on reversing the loss of  
421,000 affordable homes under Labour. 
His response to Simon Hughes’ main 
gripe gradually revealed an endorsement 
of foreign purchase of UK property: “On 
the specific question of foreign invest-

ment in housing”, he said, “it is natural 
to look principally at London. We have 
to recognise that London, as the right 
hon. Gentleman correctly said, is a truly 
global city; perhaps it is the global city. It 
has not only the fastest growing economy 
and population in the UK, but immense 
international appeal. I think that Mem-
bers on both sides of the House recognise 
that as a highly desirable position to be 
in. London’s success is in part the result 
of our open and free markets. Being a 
global city brings many economic ben-
efits, with wealth creation and inward in-
vestment in jobs. Only a week or so ago 
the Mayor announced the securing of £1 
billion of Chinese investment in the area 
that used to be covered by the old Lon-
don Docklands development corporation 
but is now an enterprise zone, which is a 
very welcome long-term investment.”

“The right hon. Gentleman mentioned 
research. A recent report by the Greater 
London authority looked at barriers to 
housing delivery. It estimated that in 
prime London markets - the very highest 

- up to 75% of buyers are from overseas, 
and across London as a whole approxi-
mately a third of buyers are foreign. The 
report goes on to note that ‘construction 
activity demands investor sales - many, 
if not most, major London residential 
schemes only commence due to the ex-
pectation of the sale risk being mitigated 
by the chance to sell to UK-based and 
overseas investors.’ We should also pay 
attention to what developers say. Tony 
Pidgely of Berkley Homes recently said 
that to try to curtail foreign investment 
sharply is unrealistic, because it is only 
through such funding that Berkley and 
others can build more homes and afford-
able homes. Before turning to the specif-
ic matters raised by the right hon. Gen-
tleman, I will quote Tony Pidgely, who 
says: ‘Basically most sites that Berkley 
are building are a third affordable, a third 
goes abroad, and a third to the UK mar-
ket.’ He goes on to say that without for-
eign investors, ‘London would be worse 
off and we would have fewer affordable 
homes and fewer private homes.’”

What have here is an over-depend-
ence on the market, rather than Govern-
ment investment, to provide homes for 
people, with the result a gross shortfall 
in affordable homes. Private sector 
building companies like Berkley Homes 
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are in business to make a profit and they 
freely admit that in the absence of public 
investment they are dependent on private 
domestic and foreign buyers. Prisk sees 
nothing wrong in this. In fact he warmly 
welcomes it. But then he would. It re-
lieves the Government from having to do 
what successive post-war Governments 
did: build affordable houses for people to 
live in. Furthermore, Prisk sees nothing 
wrong in foreign investors buying prop-
erty to rent. He said; “A number of people 
have said - indeed it has been mentioned 
in this debate - that perhaps the majority 
of homes owned by foreigners lie empty. 
We have looked at the evidence carefully 
and Jones Lang Lasalle says that the vast 
majority of international buyers - 85% 

- let property once purchased. There is, 
therefore, a benefit in that homes built in 
response to that demand often - in 85% 
of cases - go on to be let.” Prisk appears 
to be happy that we are fast becoming a 
rentier society. An odd position to be in 
for a member of a Party that prides itself 
on its belief in a property owning democ-
racy.

The recent events in Turkey fol-
lowing Prime Minister Erdogan’s 
authoritarian actions have only polar-
ised its society and politics further.
 By John Cherian

THE nationwide protests that have 
rocked Turkey since the end of May, 
claiming three lives and leaving more 
than 5,000 people injured, show no sign 
of ending. Even after the police forcibly 
ejected protesters in Taksim Square in 
Istanbul and Kizilay Square in Ankara 
on June 15, protests are continuing in the 
major cities of the country. For a brief 
period it looked as if the situation was 
heading towards a bloody denouement, 
but the siege of Taksim Square ended 
temporarily. No deaths were reported 
from there. However, many protesters 
were hospitalised. Several doctors who 
attended to them at the protest sites 
were arrested on charges of sympathis-
ing with them. The government also de-
clared the area closed for meetings and 
protests. It will, however, be difficult to 
keep the area cordoned off indefinitely. 
Riot police had to fire tear gas shells and 
use water cannons against thousands 
of protesters who tried to regroup and 
enter the area after they were dispersed. 
Trade unions announced a nationwide 
strike following the crackdown. In other 
words, Turkey seems to be heading for 
more political turbulence. 

The recent 
events have po-
larised Turkish 
society and poli-
tics even further. 
The protesters, 
backed by the 
opposition parties, trade unions and civ-
ic groups, have refused to accept Prime 
Minister Recep Tayyip Erdogan’s bid to 
end the political impasse and are insist-
ing on his resignation. In a significant 
climbdown from his earlier hard-line 
position, he adopted a conciliatory tone 
after a meeting with the representatives 
of the protesting groups on June 14. He 
promised to put his redevelopment plans 
for Taksim Square and its green envi-

The great divide
ronment, symbolised by Gezi Park, on 
hold, pending a decision by a court on 
the issue. He also offered to hold a refer-
endum in case the court ruled in favour 
of his redevelopment plans for Taksim 
Square. Erdogan told the representatives 
of the umbrella group “Taksim Solidar-
ity” that he would abide by the court’s 
decision on the issue of redeveloping 
Gezi Park, one of the last wooded areas 
in the concrete jungle that Istanbul has 
become in the last 10 years. 

Protests began nationwide after the 
local government in Istanbul sent its 
bulldozers to uproot the trees in Gezi 
Park to make way for a shopping mall, 
a condominium and a replica of the old 
Ottoman Barracks. Critics of Erdogan 
have often alluded to his ambition of be-
ing referred to as a “neo-Ottoman” ruler 
of Turkey, re-establishing the country’s 
influence in areas to which the Ottoman 
Empire extended. 

Taksim’s emotional appeal  
 
Taksim Square holds a special place in 
the hearts of many Turks. It is the hub of 
cultural activity and a place frequented 
by progressive groups. As many as 70 
people were killed in a May Day rally 
in 1977 when troops opened fire on a 
crowd of more than half a million who 
had gathered in the square. 

Erdogan’s plans to build a third 
bridge over the Bosphorus and name it 
after an Ottoman sultan known in histo-
ry for slaughtering thousands of Alevis 
also angered the protesters. Alevis con-
stitute around 20 per cent of Turkey’s 
population. They feel marginalised 
in Sunni-dominated Turkish politics. 
Along with other minorities like Kurds 
and Armenians, they joined hands with 

Turkey has not witnessed this level of violence by the 
police force in decades. There have been reports of 
indiscriminate use of tear gas; in many instances the 
police directly fired shells at the demonstrators.

The Panorama Of A 
Dark Alley

He once screamed fiend, keened at 
Scientology, (is not every religion 
fantasy?),semi-literate, embedded in 
hypocrisy, betraying the learned, his 
scatology dripped from our screens 
in loathing and hatred, frothing from 
the gills for the BBC he steps on to 
the soil of North Korea as the invader, 
rancid and florid.

Does a country under siege want 
photos taken by the unbalanced with 
ill-intent, and what did we learn but 
Cold War ditto. Defectors anony-
mous out for the rent play their part 
in this Punch-and-Judy show.What a 
hullabaloo, what a non-event.

 Wilson John Haire.   
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students, professionals and workers who 
spearheaded the protests in June. 

Moderate Islamists, owing alle-
giance to the exiled preacher Fethul-
lah Gulen, have also been expressing 
sympathy towards the protesters. The 

“Gulenists”, as his followers are called, 
are influential in Turkish politics and 
business and had played a big role in en-
suring the victory of the ruling Justice 
and Development (AK) Party in three 
consecutive elections. Now they and 
their leader have distanced themselves 
from Erdogan. The media conglomerate 
controlled by the Gulenists, which in-
cludes the influential Zaman group, has 
been increasingly critical of the Prime 
Minister’s authoritarian behaviour. 

By June 15, the protests had spread 
to capital Ankara and 77 other cities. 

“Young people, you have remained there 
long enough and delivered your mes-
sage,” Erdogan said in a nationally tel-
evised speech. He had earlier described 
the protesters as “looters”, “louts” and 

“extremists”. Only the day before, the 
Prime Minister had issued stern warn-
ings to the protesters to clear out of Gezi 
Park or be forcefully ejected. Erdogan 
said that he had already given orders 
to his Interior Minister to clear up 
Taksim Square and the adjoining Gezi 
Park “within 24 hours”. Most of Taksim 
Square was cleared up by the riot police 
in the second week of June itself with 
the heavy use of tear gas and water can-
nons. 

When it became clear that the pro-
testers were in no mood to concede the 
Prime Minister’s demands, he ordered 
the police to clear Gezi Park, where 
hundreds of protesters had been camp-
ing for more than a fortnight. Erdogan 
had given the protesters the deadline of 
June 16 to vacate Gezi Park and Taksim 
Square. But the police, backed by ar-
moured trucks, moved in on the night of 
June 15 to evict them. 

Turkey has not witnessed this level 
of violence by the police force in dec-
ades. There have been reports of indis-
criminate use of tear gas; in many in-
stances the police directly fired shells at 
the demonstrators. Erdogan had issued a 
dire warning before the police action be-
gan: “Taksim Square must be evacuated, 

otherwise this country’s security forces 
know how to evacuate it.” 

Authoritarian style  
 
In a rally organised by the AK Party 
after the Taksim protesters rejected his 
appeal, Erdogan repeated his earlier al-
legation that the protests were part of 
a plot “coordinated inside and outside 
Turkey”. The Turkish newspaper Daily 
Zaman reported in the first week of June 
that 11 foreign nationals with diplomatic 
passports, among them an Indian, had 
been arrested on charges of instigating 
the demonstrators. In an apparent effort 
to rally his conservative base, the Prime 
Minister reiterated his allegations that 
the protesters targeted women wearing 
Islamic headscarves and violated the 
sanctity of mosques by wearing shoes 
and drinking alcohol inside them. 

The pious and often sanctimonious 
Erdogan has a serious dislike for alcohol. 
As Mayor of Istanbul, while beautifying 
the city, he was instrumental in the mu-
nicipality setting up many fine restau-
rants catering to the common man. But 
Erdogan saw to it that even beer was not 
on the menu. Many Turks fear that the 
AK Party is trying to bring nationwide 
prohibition through the backdoor. A Bill 
was recently introduced in parliament 
regulating the sale of alcohol. 

Some of the government’s recent 
decisions and Erdogan’s statements 
have not helped to allay the fears among 
secularists. In a parliamentary debate, 
Erdogan referred to a “pair of drunks” 
whose laws “are considered more sa-
cred” in Turkey than those decreed by 
Islam, which he said, were “deemed 
more objectionable”. Secular Turks 
conclude that the two drunks the Prime 
Minister referred to are Kemal Ataturk 
and his successor, Ismet Inonu. Ataturk 
is constitutionally recognised as the 

“father of the nation”. Erdogan recently 
urged Turks fond of drinking to do so at 
home and went on to add that he consid-
ered all those who drank as “alcoholics”. 
He later amended his statement and said 
that he considered only those who drank 
regularly as “alcoholics”. 

The Turkish government’s heavy-
handed response to the protests has elic-
ited little criticism from its Western al-

lies, especially the United States. Turkey 
is the linchpin of the West’s game plan 
to effect a regime change in Syria. The 
White House spokesman reiterated that 
Turkey “was an important NATO ally 
and a key player in the region”. The oth-
er allies of the West in the region, Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia and Jordan, are authori-
tarian monarchies. For these countries, 
only the Syrian people have the right to 
protest on the streets and resort to vio-
lence against the state. They would not 
like their citizens to emulate the actions 
of the young people in Turkey. 

Until last year, Erdogan was strutting 
on the international stage as a champion 
of the Arab Spring and a staunch de-
fender of the Palestinian cause. Now, the 
ground has shifted under him. Turkey’s 
much-vaunted policy of “zero problems 
with neighbours” is in a shambles. From 
being a staunch ally, Syria has become 
an enemy. Erdogan had requested the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organisation 
(NATO) to install Patriot missile batter-
ies on the border with Syria in prepara-
tion for the war he wants to start. 

Turkey’s relations with Iran and 
Armenia are back to square one. Only 
relations with Israel, a long-term stra-
tegic ally of Turkey, are getting back 
to normal. Relations between the two 
had become frosty after Israeli security 
forces raided a Turkish ship carrying aid 
to Gaza, killing nine Turkish nationals 
in the process. 

Most of the Islamist militias wag-
ing war against the Syrian people have 
their bases in Turkey. Al Qaeda-linked 
extremists come from far-off places like 
Chechnya, the Balkans and western Eu-
rope to Turkey to train and then cross 
over to Syria. According to reports, Syr-
ian forces have killed more than 8,000 
foreign fighters inside the country. The 
overwhelming majority of the Turkish 
population is against Turkey going to 
war with Syria or interfering in the in-
ternal affairs of its neighbours. 

The major grouse of those protesting 
against the AK Party is about the grow-
ing authoritarianism and the creeping 
Islamisation of politics. This trend, ac-
cording to most observers, got acceler-
ated after Erdogan got a clear major-
ity in the elections held in 2007 and a 
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landslide victory in 2011. He seems to 
have taken it as a mandate to impose his 
Islamist world view on Turkish society. 
With the Turkish army no longer pos-
ing a threat to civilian rule, Erdogan set 
about reshaping Turkish politics. Sec-
tions of the media critical of the ruling 
party were muzzled. 

Turkey has the dubious distinction 
of being the country with the largest 
number of incarcerated journalists. Me-
dia censorship continues despite the 
democratic transition. Under Article 301 
of the Turkish Penal Code, any citizen 
can be arrested if the state deems that 
the “Turkish Nation” has been insulted. 
The Turkish media have been so cowed 
down that local television channels did 
not dare give live coverage of the pro-
tests in Taksim Square for several days. 

The police arrested some 50 lawyers 
who were among those issuing a state-
ment demanding the release of their 
clients arrested while protesting in Tak-
sim Square and other cities. They were 
released after 10,000 lawyers turned up 
to protest against the arrests. Though 
the Turkish government has signed a 
cease-fire agreement with the separatist 
Kurdistan Workers’ Party (PKK) prom-
ising greater autonomy and cultural 
freedom, more than 8,000 pro-Kurd-
ish politicians, lawyers, academics and 
members of the media have been ar-
rested since 2009. 

Though the economy has registered 
an impressive growth—per capita GDP 
has tripled in the last 10 years —not all 
sections of Turkish society have benefit-
ed from the neoliberal policies of the AK 
Party. The two major trade union confed-
erations in the country went on strike in 
the first week of June in solidarity with 
those protesting in Taksim Square and 
other parts of the country. Turkey’s la-
bour laws were drafted in 1980 when the 
junta was in power. Workers’ rights are 
heavily circumscribed under these laws. 
Moreover, education and health services 
are getting increasingly privatised. The 
economy has been only growing at 3 
per cent in 2013. Alarm bells are ring-
ing as the Turkish authorities are aware 
that the country’s economy is heavily 
dependent on agriculture, tourism and 
small industry. 

The Given Day

Dennis Lehane

Black Swan

ISBN 978-0-552-77558-8

Dennis Lehane wrote seven ‘pri-
vate eye’ / police procedural novels, 
before deserting readers to script tel-
evision’s The Wire.  He learned script 
writing by turning three of his novels 
into movies Mystic River, Gone Baby 
Gone, and Shutter Island.  In Gone, 
Baby Gone Seán Penn gives a won-
derful performance (which - without 
being [too] posey means he should 
be made to play King Lear at some 
point).  To the matter in hand, The 
Given Day is a brick of a book - The 
End comes halfway down page 733.  
Given that the story works up to the 
Boston Police strike of 1918, Lehane’s 
keeping the tension at a high level is 
very impressive.

The main sub-theme, concern-
ing Luther Lawrence, an African-
American, felt at first, a bit problem-
atical.  But Lehane handles it very 
well.  Lawrence is in Boston, on the 
run from a powerful gangster he has 
crossed in his home town of Tulsa.  
Luther links up with a couple who 
run the NAACP (National Associa-
tion for the Advancement of Colored 
People).  He acquires an enemy in the 
corrupt and ferociously racist cop-
per Eddie McKenna, a problematical 
characterisation - he’d have been too 
cynical to be ‘properly’ racist.  He 
gives ‘reasons’ that were common 
at the time.  Racism was respectable.  
There was a ‘science’ of racism: eu-
genics.  Most eugenicists (nearly all 
WASPs) placed the Irish on the same 
level as the ‘Hottentots’.  The latter 
are the ‘Bushmen’ of the Kalahari 
who have been living in equilibrium 
with their environment for hundreds 
of centuries, clearly crude types de-
serving the company of the mere 
Irish.  If McKenna had read racist / 
eugenicist stuff in the early 20th cen-

tury he’d have been aware of such 
matters.  The Irish had white skin, a 
passport to the upper race echelons 
— that somehow wasn’t.

McKenna (who wants to frame 
the educated, bourgeois Black couple 
behind the Boston NAACP, as Bol-
sheviks) gets neatly shoved off his 
own roof one dark night, he’d been 
drinking and it is assumed to be an 
accident.  The pile of cash he had 
accumulated over a crooked career 
disappears.  Luther Lawrence returns 
to Tulsa with enough money to set 
himself up in business.  And enough 
street savvy to put the gang boss Dea-
con Skinner Brocious, and his enforc-
ers out of business — for keeps.  

McKenna was not the only chanc-
er in the Boston Police Department, 
Captain Thomas Coughlin, who 
stowed away to America on the same 
boat as McKenna, has his stash too.  
This corruption has partly to do with 
the fact that the police have to buy 
their own uniforms and equipment 
including the guns they are ordered 
to carry.  The buildings they work out 
of are decrepit, and vermin ridden, as 
is the bedding provided for those who 
need to stay overnight, or who are 
working spilt or double shifts.

Pay scales (in 1918 after huge 
wartime inflation) are at 1906 rates. 
The police are of course servants of 
the state, and the first line of defence 
against ‘anarchy’.  They do not dream 
of forming a union or going on strike.  
Danny Coughlin, Thomas’s son and 
also a police operative, begs to differ.  
He had been put to undercover work 
among socialist ‘subversives’ - among 
them the Lettish Workingmen’s Soci-
ety, led by Louis Fraina.  

(The group’s name is confusing 
- ‘Lettish’, is from “Lettland’, what is 
now Latvia, the Letts are the Latvian 

Bountiful Boston - Well... Possibly 
Not...
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people.  The Lettish Rifles (in the 
Tsar’s army) were the first to go over 
to ‘Soviet Power’.  They pledged alle-
giance to the Soviets and not the Tsar, 
nor the (February 1917) bourgeois-
democratic Provisional Government.  
Maybe ‘Lettish’ became a modish 
way of describing Left revolutionar-
ies.  The name is something of a mys-
tery.) 

Danny does not ‘go over’ to the 
Left - in fact as a policeman he shoots 
a fair number of them dead, and 
brutalises some at a May Day, and 
other demos.  His problem, and that 
of most of his colleagues, even im-
mediately before going out to break 
up a ‘Bolshevik’ demonstration is 
that they feel a strike is inevitable 
and justified.  That is despite the fact 
that the American Federation of La-
bor (the millions-strong Trade Union 
centre) let’s them down, as does the 
[Massachusetts] State AFL organiser.  
The refusal to recognise the union 
makes solidarity action by other mu-
nicipal workers - firefighters, transit, 
garbage, and others, problematical. 
Calvin Coolidge the State Governor 
weighs-in against the strike as does 
Woodrow Wilson, President of the 
USA.  The Catholic Bishop of Boston 
does his bit for the status quo.  As his 
sermon or statement isn’t quoted one 
wonders if this is thrown-in because a 
Catholic Bishop ‘ought’ to have done 
such a thing.

The actual strike is an (appar-
ent) disaster.  The rank and file of 
the police do not get what they want, 
— they are all dismissed, and many 
have to leave for other parts of the US.  
Danny and his - eventual, Irish [Bel-
fast?] born wife - leave for Califor-
nia.  Hordes of Harvard student thugs 
and similar types are recruited as 
special constables and have a happy 
time, along with the Army, brutalis-
ing the citizenry who are loose on the 
streets.  

Lehane’s descriptions are very 
vivid, probably dug out of old news-
papers, but processed through the 
perceptions of a man whose cultural 
centre is cinema and television. The 
new BPD intake get all the things de-
manded by their predecessors - free 

uniforms and equipment, refurbished 
buildings, wage parity with other 
municipal workers.  And, implicitly 
the right to form a union, or join an 
already existing one.

There is a lot going on in this 
book, which is very heavily oriented 
to the Irish element in the city.  But 
there is a sub-theme involving Babe 
Ruth, one of the few baseball players 
with an international reputation.  The 
situation in America in 1918 is made 
clear when Babe joins Luther, and 
some other Black kids having a base-
ball match on a back lot.  The train 
Babe is travelling in stopped for fuel 
and water.  It becomes clear that most 
of the team are on a par with Babe 
Ruth (soon to be the highest paid 
athlete in the world), and Luther is 
superb, throwing the ball with lethal 
accuracy.  

Later in the action he throws items 
with similar results, in situations 
where his having a weapon of any sort 
would be lethal for him.  Ruth is im-
agined as feeling unhappy about this 
situation, where Blacks are not going 
to get into professional baseball, and 
serious money.  But Babe is a nullity 
- he can change nothing - so he doesn’t 
try to change anything.

Lehane’s attitude to the Leftists 
and revolutionaries is — detached.  
It is difficult to guess what his own 
politics might be.  He would probably 
not be a follower of Messrs Coolidge 
or Wilson.  The revolutionary leaders 
range from intellectuals to near thugs.  
The police range from thugs, to near 
intellectuals.  The professional poli-
ticians are by and large ‘law and or-
der’ windbags.  He (Lehane) makes it 
clear that the welfare of the working 
people of Boston was not at the top of 
anybody’s list of priorities.  

(He keeps events in Ireland out of 
his narrative, though he hints at up-
coming complications in Boston-Irish 
perceptions.  There had been wartime 
censorship, and Britain had suddenly 
become ‘our great ally’.  A follow-up 
book on the effect of the War of In-
dependence on Irish-America would 
be fascinating.  Apart from Calvin 
Coolidge other walk-on parts include 

one John Hoover, “lawyer, Depart-
ment of Justice” - soon to be ‘J. Edgar’ 
- pictured here as rather effete.   

There is an awful lot going on in 
this book, it is useless trying to con-
dense it.  It is well written enough for 
pernickety litterateurs and has plenty 
of vigorous action for coarse types 
too.  This may become a tele-drama 
or series.  But the cast would probably 
be too large and expensive for most 
companies to mount.  And Boston, as 
noted a number of times in the narra-
tive, is a relatively small ‘provincial’ 
city.  But series have been set in Bal-
timore, admitted nearly in the South, 
but as ‘provincial’ as Boston, surely?

Seán McGouran

For You Would Look 
Sweet On A Gun-car-
riage Too 

We clutch at straws during these 
�mes, I suppose, and those straws 
are becoming less and less. One 
in par�cular, you might guess, 
decides to strike a patrio�c pose: 

Churchill for the gun-carriage, 
Thatcher not, rings around the 
Parliament chamber, as the fiery 
speaker turns to embers.

All these years he lived off his 
le�-wing fat before discovering he 
was a Muslim and isolated from 
the mainstream crowd, so joins 
HM’s heckler to be in the swim. In 
from the heat, back to New Labour 
cowed. One more straw sinks before 
its ba�le-hymn. Indubitably so 
they sneer, once he was wowed.

Wilson John Haire. 



Labour Affairs  23

No 239 July/August 2013

The Taliban masquerades as a 
government in waiting even as the 
U.S. is more than willing to enter into 
a negotiated settlement with the very 
force it helped to depose. 

By John Cherian
DURING his visit to New Delhi 

in late June, U.S. Secretary of State 
John Kerry had to bend over back-
wards to persuade his hosts that their 
interests in Afghanistan would not 
be sacrificed, even as the American 
forces were trying to beat an orderly 
retreat from the country. The Indian 
government, otherwise described as 
a key strategic partner of the United 
States, was not kept in the loop when 
the Barack Obama administration 
suddenly decided to open formal 
talks with the Taliban in Doha, Qatar, 
on June 22. For the past 12 years, the 
Taliban was the avowed enemy of the 
U.S. Afghanistan, one of the poorest 
countries in the world, was invaded 
to get rid of the government run by 
the Taliban, and more than a hundred 
thousand Afghans have been killed 
in the past decade. Now it is back to 
square one: the Taliban masquerades 
as the government in waiting even as 
the U.S. is more than willing to en-
ter into a negotiated settlement with 
the very force it brutally helped to 
depose. 

The Obama administration seeks 
to distinguish between the “good 
Taliban” and the “bad Taliban”. The 
bad Taliban, for the time being for 
Washington, is the Pakistan-based 
Taliban. For that matter, the Obama 
administration is willing to do busi-
ness with sections of Al Qaeda, such 
as Al Nusra in Syria and Iraq, in their 
fight against the governments there. 
With the Obama administration’s for-
mal decision to supply sophisticated 
arms to the Syrian rebel groups dom-
inated by Al Nusra, the U.S. is now 

Talking to the Taliban
openly siding with the Sunni regimes 
in the sectarian divide that it has 
helped create. The U.S. State Depart-
ment has belatedly put Al Nusra on 
the list of terrorist organisations, but 
it is still the group doing most of the 
fighting inside Syria. And the Taliban 
is essentially a Sunni fundamentalist 
grouping representing a significant 
section of Afghanistan’s population. 

During his trip to New Delhi, his 
first after assuming his new post, 
Kerry praised India’s contribution to 
the Afghanistan reconstruction pro-
gramme and efforts aimed at achiev-
ing political stability in the war-torn 
country. India has provided more 
than $2 billion to Afghanistan so far. 
In 2011, the two countries signed a 
defence agreement which said India 
would train and equip Afghan securi-
ty forces. If there is no negotiated set-
tlement with a resurgent Taliban very 
soon, Afghanistan may once again be 
enveloped in a full-scale civil war af-
ter the U.S. military leaves. 

The deadline for the U.S. troops 
departure is 2014, but it may not sig-
nal a definitive end to the occupation. 
President Hamid Karzai revealed 
recently that the U.S. wanted to hold 
on to nine of its military bases in the 
country after 2014. Karzai himself 
has requested for some of the U.S. 
troops to stay behind to train the Af-
ghan army. The government in Kabul 
has agreed in principle to allow some 
U.S. military presence after 2104 in 
exchange for economic and military 
aid. 

The U.S. Secretary of State as-
sured India that its interests would not 
be jeopardised by the latest develop-
ments. But, for all practical purposes, 
the Doha talks symbolise the failure 
of the U.S. occupation and the politi-
cal model that was sought to be im-
posed. Neighbouring countries such 

as Pakistan are once again bound to 
play a decisive role in Afghanistan’s 
affairs. The Indian side noticed that 
Kerry, unlike his predecessor Hil-
lary Clinton, was very circumspect 
in talking about Pakistan during his 
visit. He refused to make any adverse 
comments about Islamabad’s alleged 
involvement in terror activities in the 
region. In fact, senior U.S. officials 
have in recent months praised Paki-
stan’s key role in facilitating talks 
with Taliban leaders, many of whom 
are said to be based in the country. 

The priority of the Americans is to 
ensure an orderly withdrawal of their 
troops and equipment from Afghani-
stan. Most of the equipment will have 
to be transported through Pakistani 
territory. The Obama administra-
tion has even offered Pakistan the 
first choice of the surplus military 
equipment. U.S. media reports sug-
gest that Pakistan’s powerful military 
establishment played a crucial role in 
convincing the Taliban leadership to 
enter into talks with the U.S. 

Washington is no longer accusing 
Islamabad of providing “safe houses” 
for the top Taliban leadership but is 
instead lavishing praise on its efforts 
to find a peaceful solution to the Af-
ghan crisis. Pakistani officials say 
that peace in Afghanistan will be a 
stabilising factor for the region. Paki-
stan has faced the brunt of the fallout 
of the war in Afghanistan, with the 
local Taliban becoming a potent force 
and taking on the Pakistan Army in 
the tribal areas. The drone attacks 
launched by the U.S. military against 
Taliban and Al Qaeda targets inside 
Pakistan have become an emotive is-
sue with the Pakistani public. 

India views the Pakistani moves 
as a thinly disguised manoeuvre to 
once again convert Afghanistan into 
its “strategic backyard” and whittle 
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down India’s growing influence in 
the country. The focus of the “jehadi” 
forces in Pakistan and Afghanistan is 
right now on Kabul. Once the Ameri-
cans leave, they may once again set 
their sights on Kashmir. Already 
there are troubling signs for New Del-
hi, with Indian troops being targeted 
in the Valley in the last week of June. 

James Dobbins, the recently ap-
pointed U.S. Special Envoy for Af-
ghanistan and Pakistan, was also in 
New Delhi in late June to apprise the 
Indian side about the fast-moving 
developments. His visit to the Indian 
capital followed his meeting with Pa-
kistan’s Prime Minister Nawaz Sharif 
and its Army chief General Ashfaq 
Kayani. Dobbins told Indian offi-
cials that all the important factions of 
the Taliban, including the “Haqqani 
group”, were united on the issue of 
peace talks in Doha. A meeting be-
tween Kerry, Karzai and Kayani in 
Brussels in April this year, according 
to reports, laid the groundwork for 
the Doha talks. Islamabad, according 
to Pakistani officials, had arranged 
for secret meetings between senior 
Taliban officials and Afghanistan 
government representatives in Euro-
pean capitals. 

The Taliban was essentially a 
creation of the Americans and the Pa-
kistanis. Its growth can be traced to 
the war that the two countries waged 
against a progressive government that 
was in power in Kabul in the 1970s 
and early 1980s. The Taliban conquest 
of Kabul and much of Afghanistan 
was facilitated to a great extent by the 
Pakistani military and its agencies. 
Washington was doing business with 
the Taliban government in Kabul and 
had planned grandiose projects, such 
as the Turkmenistan-Afghanistan-
Pakistan (TAP) gas pipeline, before 
it was declared an outlaw government 
following the events of September 11, 
2001. 

The recently retired Emir of Qatar, 
Sheikh Hamad bin Khalifa Al Thani, 
had lavishly funded the construc-
tion of the building from which the 
Taliban functions in Doha. Qatar also 
provided the funds for the logistics 
and stay of the Taliban delegation in 

Doha. The Afghanistan government 
was also supposed to participate in 
the Doha talks but withdrew angrily 
after the flag and the insignia of the 

“Islamic Emirate of Afghanistan”, as 
the country was known during Tali-
ban rule, were prominently displayed 
at the new building. An angry out-
burst from Karzai and his threat to 
boycott the talks indefinitely led to 
the removal of the offending signs. 
Karzai threatened to scrap all secu-
rity agreements with the U.S. if the 
talks were not “Afghan led”. 

The Afghanistan government has 
designated a “High Peace Council” 
comprising former Taliban officials 
and politicians belonging to dif-
ferent groups to negotiate with the 
Taliban. The peace council is part 
of the country’s internationally rec-
ognised “Peace and Reconciliation 
Programme”. The Taliban has so far 
refused to recognise the Karzai-led 
government and prefers direct talks 
with Washington. 

Karzai, who is due to demit office 
next year, is also mindful of the re-
sentment of his warlord allies such as 
Rashid Dostum and Mohammed Ish-
mail Khan and the First Vice–Presi-
dent, Qasim Fahim, to the peace talks. 
They were all part of the Northern 
Alliance, which had never reconciled 
with the Taliban and was engaged in 
a civil war before the American in-
vasion. The warlords, according to 
reports, have already started making 
preparations for a renewed bout of 
war after the Americans leave. The 
Northern Alliance was openly backed 
by Russia, India and Iran. 

Meanwhile, the Taliban, while not 
spurning negotiations, has launched 
another “spring offensive” with re-
newed vigour, targeting high-profile 
locations, including the presidential 
palace, military installations and 
the hotel where Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) offices are located. 
More than 2,000 U.S. soldiers and 
contractors have been killed in the 
past 10 years in Afghanistan. Taliban 
leader Mullah Omar had released a 
code of conduct that prohibited Tali-
ban fighters from targeting civilians. 
However, as one of the preferred 

modes of staging attacks for the Tali-
ban is suicide bombing, civilian casu-
alties are only bound to increase. 

The Taliban has consistently 
stated that it remains opposed to 
the presence of foreign troops in the 
country. One of the members of the 
Taliban negotiating party in Doha 
told the Al Jazeera network that his 
organisation would “simultaneously 
follow the military and political op-
tions. Because there is no ceasefire 
now, they are attacking us, we are at-
tacking them.” But all the three major 
parties—the U.S., the Taliban and the 
Afghanistan government—have once 
again agreed to keep the negotiations 
in Doha on track. 

The Taliban has even expressed 
a readiness to share power after the 
American withdrawal. Their spokes-
man in Qatar, Mohammed Naeem, 
said that the group was in favour of 
an “inclusive government” to be put 
in place in Kabul. “In his speeches 
and statements, our leader Mullah 
Omar has repeatedly said that we 
want a government representing all 
Afghans. It should give Afghans the 
hope that it is a government for all of 
them and this country belongs to all 
of them,” said Naeem. 

That the Taliban attached impor-
tance to the talks was clear from the 
composition of its delegation to Doha, 
which comprised senior leaders from 
the “Quetta Shura”, presided over by 
its supreme leader Mullah Omar, and 
a Taliban military commander from 
eastern Afghanistan. Tayyeb Agha, 
the leader of the Taliban delegation, 
was the former chief of staff to Mul-
lah Omar. Many of them are on the 
United Nations “blacklist” but were 
allowed to travel to Doha for the 
talks. 
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