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As predicted by Labour Affairs, a slight economic 
recovery has restored Tory morale and depressed La-
bour. The prospect of a general election in two years 
time no longer looks so bleak for the Tories. In Febru-
ary Ed Miliband gave a speech in Bedford in which  
he outlined the ills besetting the British economy.  
This followed a diagnosis that has been made by some 
economists on the left for some time: Britain is locked 
into a low-wage, low-skill economy and the reason for 
this is British capitalism’s unwillingness to invest in a 
productive activity that requires high levels of know-
how and provides good, well-paid,  jobs. This 
irresponsible behaviour is also drawn attention to by 
Bob Bischof, a German businessman living in Eng-
land,  in an article which we reprint in this month’s  
Labour Affairs. The ultraliberal Economist periodical 
also put its finger on the problem in a recent article:

“With a declining industrial base, the British econ-
omy needs fewer mid-level skilled workers. Most new 
posts are low- or high-paying ones. Many in the mid-
dle lack the skills to move up and are pushed towards 
the low-wage end of the economy. Machinists and 
tradesmen become cashiers and call-centre workers.”

So it isn’t as if capitalism isn’t aware of the prob-
lem, it’s just that capitalists are not prepared to do 
anything about it as doing so would interfere with 
their privileges and require more hard work.

So we are entitled to ask what Miliband thinks 
should be done about this situation. If we knew, then 
we would have some idea as to what policies Labour 
would adopt before the next election. There is little 
room for manoeuvre for a party in a parliamentary 
system, but there is a little, and there is even more if a 
party can change the climate of opinion and balance 
of forces in civil society. This happened in 1945 in the 
aftermath of the Second World War and could have 
happened in 1977 when trade unionism was all-pow-
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erful and everyone recognised that it had to be ac-
commodated. A massive change in industrial power 
was there for the taking. Sadly the trade unions were 
not capable of recognising reality and soon the facts 
on the ground changed once again, this time against 
them.  So what does Miliband propose, given his di-
agnosis?

Sadly, little or nothing.  One scours his speech 
looking in vain for policy. Labour Affairs has gleaned 
two major proposals from  a combing of his speech. 

*   On the subject of irresponsible shareholding and 
banking he proposes legislation that will allow the   
government to break up irresponsible banks. 

*  He will stop takeovers by speculators and hedge 
funds of the kind mentioned by Bob Bischof, but does 
not say how.  

We are sceptical about Labour’s determination to 
break up the banks given their abject record in fawn-
ing over bankers. However, were they to do so they 
would be taking on the most powerful interest group 
in the country and, if they could do that, there are 
other, lesser, groups that could also be tackled. 

We don’t though, get any detail about how specu-
lators are going to be stopped. It would be truly re-
markable if Labour were to introduce legislation on 
the buying and selling of shares.  

In addition Miliband proposes that the existing  
Regional Growth funds encourage small and medium 
businesses as well as big ones, but again there is no 
detail. Will this be done at the expense of big busi-
ness? Somehow, we doubt it.

As for developing know-how in the British econ-
omy, we enter territory where Labour had the most 
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shameful record in the era of Blair, 
Brown and Balls.  Miliband is 
going to demand that employers 
create apprenticeships and will 
give the money for VET to the 
employers. He will also develop a 
technical baccalaureat (Techbacc) 
as a high level vocational school 
qualification. This policy is simply 
a mess and a muddle. Money has 
been thrown at employers for VET 
for years and years and the results 
have often been negative and rarely 
positive. There is a good reason for 
this.  It is futile to demand anything 
from employers if they do not want 
to do it, unless you are prepared to 
take them on and exert some pres-
sure.  A three-year apprenticeship 
should pay for itself and so employ-
ers do not need vast sums of money 
thrown at them to develop good 
quality apprenticeships. The low , 
but gradually increasing wage for 
the apprentice is compensated for 
by increasing productivity. In this 
way the apprentice gets know-how 
and qualifications and the employer 
does not lose out, but gains a steady 
supply of highly skilled and quali-
fied workers. That is the way that it 
works in Germany to the satisfac-
tion of unions and employers.

Employers don’t want to do this 
because their business model does 
not require skilled people at the 
middle levels of their firms. They 
are also very happy to take what 
amounts to a tax credit and hous-
ing benefit subsidy from taxpayers 
for their under-paid workers, an 
arrangement which provides them 
with a perverse incentive to con-
tinue on the low skill route. 

Miliband does not propose to 
do anything about this such as, for 
example, phasing out tax credits 
and using the money to invest (via 
Regional Growth funds? ) in firms 
that want to develop a business plan 
that relies on know-how.  He would 
also need to tackle the poaching 
problem by ensuring that all busi-
nesses made a contribution to VET 
costs, via  a levy . The fact that 
this sensitive area is not mentioned 
suggest a lack of seriousness. 

If Labour is not prepared to en-
ter the terrain of the labour market 
and do something to reform it, it 
beggars belief that they would find 
the courage to tackle the banks. As 
for the Techbacc, this is easy to in-
troduce. Governments are always 
tinkering with VET qualifications, 
usually to very little effect. The 
Techbacc has nothing to do with 
creating apprenticeships. This is a 
red herring.

It is obvious that the Labour 
Party is trying to create the impres-
sion of addressing economic prob-
lems that even a broad spectrum of 
their traditional opponents recog-
nise are real and need dealing with 
if Britain is not to slip further into 
economic decline.  But it is only 
impression management and there 
is nothing of any substance in what 
they propose, with the exception of 
banking and we will believe that 
when we see it happen.

If Labour leaders wanted real 
change on VET, apprenticeships, 
and regional growth they would 
seek to encourage the trade unions 
to help in this area. Instead, Mili-
band seems intent in distancing 
the Labour Party still further from 
them. If he really meant his Febru-
ary agenda he would be working 
closely with the TUC who have 
sympathy with this approach to try 
and get union engagement. 

We have an opposition party that 
knows Britain is on a catastrophic 
course, knows what the remedies 
need to be, knows that there are 
some powerful potential allies as 
well as enemies if they were to 
promote this agenda, but prefers to 
engage in impression management 
rather than policymaking. Our 
description of One Nation Labour 
as Tweedledee to the Coalition’s 
Tweedledum is entirely justified.
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18th century Britons were 
mostly not racist.  They par-

ticipated in the Atlantic Slave Trade, 
but they also shipped British and 
Irish criminals and rebels off to the 
West Indies, where they were at a 
level with slaves bought from Africa.  
(Almost all sold by other Black 
Africans, from societies where 
slavery was viewed as normal.)

In the 19th century, a greater concern 
for morality by the rising middle classes 
pushed race relations in the wrong direc-
tion.  Slavery was wicked, but non-whites 
were viewed as biologically inferior.  
They were definitely unacceptable for as 
long as they rejected Christianity.

The Slave Trade was banned in 1807 
in the UK, and in 1808 in the USA.  Britain 
went on to abolish slavery in the Empire 
by 1833, whereas it lasted till the 1860s 
in the USA .  Slavery in the USA might 
have lasted till 1900 or later if Abraham 
Lincoln’s initial Civil War proposals for 
compromise and slow abolition had been 
accepted.1  But even as the British Empire 
got rid of slavery, it strengthened racism.  
Non-white Christians remained unequal, 
and were placed on a racial hierarchy.  A 
hierarchy in which the general rule was 
that the darker you were, the lower you 
stood.

In the 18th century, Britons in the In-
dian subcontinent had initially intermar-
ried and formed the beginnings of a mul-
ti-racial society.  Hindus and Muslims 
were seen as strange and alien, but not 
as inferior.  Sadly, the 19th century zeal 
for reform and improvement included a 
strong belief in racism and white superi-
ority.  Intermarriage was frowned upon, 
and there was a definite limit to how high 
anyone non-white could rise.  

British Tyranny in Kenya

 Gwydion M. Williams

In Britain itself: the population until 
the 1950s included very few non-whites 
and there was no formal segregation.  But 
up until the 1950s, ideas of a racial hier-
archy were mainstream.  Multi-racists 
were a minority and mostly on the left.

The British Empire had a much 
stricter racial hierarchy.  It was modi-
fied by class: non-white aristocrats could 
sometimes go places that ordinary white 
people could not.  It was also not as rigid 
as the whites-only democracy of the 
USA.  But it far too rigid for the Empire 
to survive when racism got rejected.

Britain’s hold on India was doomed 
when it lost Singapore, a supposedly im-
pregnable fortress taken in a seven-day 
battle in February 1942.  The British-led 
forces had a more than a 2-to-1 advan-
tage against the Japanese, but simply col-
lapsed.  The Labour government elected 
in Britain in 1945 included principled 
anti-Imperialists, but also many who 
wanted the empire to continue on a modi-
fied basis.  George Orwell was one of the 
latter, and his main wartime work was 
making propaganda for a BBC service 
directed at the Empire’s Indian subjects 
at a time when Mahatma Gandhi and 
their other main political representatives 
in the Congress were in jail for refusing 
to support the war without some definite 
promise of independence.2

The main reason for granting India 
independence was that British control of 
the Indian Subcontinent after 1942 was 
not really sustainable.  Some Indian sol-
diers had fought for Japan and there were 
communist insurgencies within India.

Which didn’t mean that the British 
Empire was seen as a lost cause.  India 
became free in 1947 and made itself a 

Republic in 1950.  But there were lots of 
colonies left and a notion that they might 
be kept for some time.  This applied par-
ticularly where there were large numbers 
of white settlers, people who considered 
that they were there for good.  ‘White 
Highlands’ were prized, and there was 
no hesitation about kicking out the na-
tives who lived there.  

In North America, Australia and 
New Zealand the natives had been suc-
cessfully marginalised and sometimes 
slaughtered.  In Africa they were much 
too numerous for such treatment, but 
could be displaced from the best land.  In 
Kenya, the Kikuyu people were the main 
victims and the main force in the Mau 
Mau uprising.

The British response was not signifi-
cantly different from the behaviour of the 
regular armed forces of Nazi Germany 
or Imperial Japan.  There were no death 
camps, and nothing as bad as the Nanjing 
Massacre.  But there was mass brutality 
by British troops, arbitrary detention and 
regular use of torture and mutilation.

In 1959, with the battle largely won, 
the issue came before the House of Com-
mons.  Harold Macmillan was Tory Prime 
Minister and had granted independence 
to the Gold Coast, which became Ghana 
and was briefly famous under Kwame 
Nkrumah.  The Federation of Malaya 
also became independent, later join-
ing with several small states to become 
Malaysia.  But the issue of Kenya was 
still live.  Both future Labour minister 
Barbara Castle and noted Tory Enoch 
Powell made interesting contributions to 
a debate over eleven suspected Mau-Mau 
being beaten to death while in British 
custody.  Barbara Castle spoke first:

“I do not think the hon. Member can 
have heard the last three speeches by his 
colleagues. A more nauseating parade of 
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complacency I have never heard, and I 
have been in the House for fifteen years. 
To hear hon. Members opposite speak 
of it one would imagine that this was an 
unfortunate, minor incident. We heard 
from the hon. Member for Leicester, 
South-East (Mr. Peel) most perfunctory 
regrets about this tragedy. That took two 
seconds of his time, and for the rest he 
told us that we must not undermine con-
fidence in the Kenya Civil Service. The 
hon. Member for Armagh (Mr. Arm-
strong), who spoke last, asked us to keep 
a ‘sense of perspective’ about this mat-
ter. We are discussing in all seriousness 
the future of the British Commonwealth. 
I ask hon. Members opposite this: if in 
any prison in Britain twelve men had 
been beaten to death, would anyone on 
the benches opposite have said, ‘Keep a 
sense of perspective about this, in view 
of the fine record of Prison Administra-
tion’? Of course not. Public opinion in 
this country would not have permitted 
anyone to do so. The speeches to which 
we have listened to tonight are a reflec-
tion of the very basis of the problem 
which we face in our remaining Colonial 
Territories. Quite instinctively, sincerely 
and genuinely, without even being aware 
of it, hon. Members opposite do not be-
lieve that an African life is as important 
as a white man’s life.

“If it had been eleven European 
prisoners who had been beaten to death, 
what would hon. Members opposite have 
said? Would they have said that no heads 
need roll except the head of the man low-
est on the ladder? Would they have said 
that these were in any case criminals, 
so it did not matter? The hon. Member 
for Blackpool, South (Sir R. Robinson) 
himself became a party to this argument. 
He asked us to remember that, after all, 
these were desperate, hard-core Mau 
Mau murderers. He gave us an example 
of a Mau Mau detainee who confessed to 
35 murders.

“The men whose fate we are discuss-
ing tonight are men who have not con-
fessed. That is why they are dead. Simply 
because they had not confessed, simply 
because their guilt has not been estab-
lished, they have been subjected to the 
Cowan Plan of being taken forcibly to a 
work site and put in such a situation that 
death inevitably resulted...

“We cannot escape that responsibility 
because the Attorney-General of Kenya, 
with the backing of the Colonial Secre-
tary, has told us that, although it has been 
indubitably established that these eleven 
men were murdered, no criminal charges 
can be brought against anybody...

“I say to the Colonial Secretary quite 
advisedly that I have memories of similar 

punishments meted out in the past which 
did not in the end amount to a row of 
beans. I remember years ago taking up 
the Kamau Kichina case in Kenya. It was 
that which first got me interested in this 
Colony. I found that a helpless African 
prisoner, supposed to have been in the 
custody of a European district officer, 
Mr. Richmond, was somehow strung up 
out of doors for five days and nights and 
successively beaten, left without food, 
exposed at night naked. In the end, no-
body is called properly to account. When 
he dies, it is not murder, and when he 
dies nobody pays the full penalty for that 
neglect. In this House I brought to the 
Colonial Secretary’s attention the fact 
that the court proceedings 224 repeatedly 
condemned the behaviour of the district 
officer. I was attacked for maliciously 
pursuing civil servants just doing a good 
job. Eventually the Colonial Secretary 
said there was to be a disciplinary in-
quiry into his conduct, and eventually he 
was sacked—and twelve months later we 
found out by accident that he had turned 
up again as African Affairs Officer to the 
Aberdare County Council in another part 
of Kenya.

“So we are not impressed by the pun-
ishment meted out to Mr. Sullivan. I say 
it is an insult to Africans unparalleled in 
British colonial history for a man found 
guilty on three counts of ‘grave derelic-
tion of duty’ leading to eleven deaths to 
be retired from his job without a penny 
loss to himself. I challenge every hon. 

Member opposite: is he really prepared 
to sit here tonight and stomach that?” 3

More abstract but equally interesting 
is Powell’s contribution:

“Many aspersions have been cast 
and many imputations made by hon. 
Members opposite in the course of this 
debate with which I could not for an in-

stant associate myself. And yet I cannot 
regret that even at this hour the House is 
once again considering the affair of Hola 
Camp. For the further documents relat-
ing to the deaths which were issued as 
a White Paper last week confirm what 
was already pretty clear from the earlier 
evidence, that it could be to the credit 
neither of this House nor of this country 
that the matter should rest where it now 
stands.

“The affair of Hola Camp was a great 
administrative disaster, and to that ad-
ministrative disaster there were three 
aspects. There was the authorisation 
of an operation which in its nature was 
likely to have fatal results; there was the 
failure to see that that operation, such as 
it was, was at least carried out with the 
minimum of risk; and, finally, there was 
the incident, which it is difficult to find a 
word to describe, of the water cart com-
muniqué. The new documents show that 
the responsibility for all three aspects of 
this administrative disaster goes higher 
than can be discharged by the premature 
retirement of the officer in charge of the 
camp or by the retirement, accelerated 
by a few weeks, of the Commissioner of 
Prisons...

“It has been said—and it is a fact—
that these eleven men were the lowest of 
the low; sub-human was the word which 
one of my hon. Friends used. So be it. 
But that cannot be relevant to the accept-
ance of responsibility for their death. I 

Torture as well as beatings were not individual excesses: they were 
part of British policy.  Torture was for a long time denied.  Then 
when claims for compensation became pressing, government law-
yers found an ingenious way out.  They claimed that Britain bore 
no responsibility for the actions of a colonial administration that 
took orders from London: the responsibility had passed to newly 
independent Kenya
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know that it does not enter into my right 
hon. Friend’s mind that it could be rel-
evant, because it would be completely 
inconsistent with his whole policy of re-
habilitation, which is based upon the as-
sumption that whatever the present state 
of these men, they can be reclaimed. No 
one who supports the policy of rehabili-
tation can argue from the character and 
condition of these men that responsibil-
ity for their death should be different 
from the responsibility for anyone else’s 
death. In general, I would say that it is a 
fearful doctrine, which must recoil upon 
the heads of those who pronounce it, to 
stand in judgment on a fellow human-be-
ing and to say, ‘Because he was such-and-
such, therefore the consequences which 
would otherwise flow from his death 
shall not flow.’

“It is then said that the morale of the 
Prison Service, the morale of the whole 
Colonial Service, is above all impor-
tant and that whatever we do, whatever 
we urge, whatever we say, should have 
regard to that morale. ‘Amen’ say I. But 
is it for the morale of the Prison Service 
that those who executed a policy should 
suffer—whether inadequately or not is 
another question—and those who au-
thorised it, those to whom they appealed, 
should be passed over? I cannot believe 
that that supports the morale of a serv-
ice.

“Going on beyond that, my hon. 
Friend the Member for Leicester, South-
East (Mr. Peel) reminded the House how 
proud the Colonial Service is of the in-
tegrity of its administration and its 237 
record. Nothing could be more damag-
ing to the morale of such a service than 
that there should be a breath or a blemish 
left upon it. No, Sir; that argument from 
the morale of the Prison Service and the 
Colonial Service stands on its head if 
what we mean is that therefore the con-
sequences of responsibility should not 
follow in this case as they would in any 
other similar case.

“Finally it is argued that this is Africa, 
that things are different there. Of course 
they are. The question is whether the dif-
ference between things there and here is 
such that the taking of responsibility there 
and here should be upon different princi-
ples. We claim that it is our object—and 
this is something which unites both sides 

of the House—to leave representative in-
stitutions behind us wherever we give up 
our rule. I cannot imagine that it is a way 
to plant representative institutions to be 
seen to shirk the acceptance and the as-
signment of responsibility, which is the 
very essence of responsible Government.

“Nor can we ourselves pick and 
choose where and in what parts of the 
world we shall use this or that kind of 
standard. We cannot say, ‘We will have 
African standards in Africa, Asian stand-
ards in Asia and perhaps British stand-
ards here at home.’ We have not that 
choice to make. We must be consistent 
with ourselves everywhere. All Govern-
ment, all influence of man upon man, 
rests upon opinion. What we can do in 
Africa, where we still govern and where 
we no longer govern, depends upon the 
opinion which is entertained of the way 
in which this country acts and the way 
in which Englishmen act. We cannot, 
we dare not, in Africa of all places, fall 
below our own highest standards in the 
acceptance of responsibility.”4

As far as I know, nothing much was 
done.  Macmillan’s ‘Wind of Change’ 
speech in 1960 settled the question of in-
dependence – Britain was going to give up 
its African colonies.  He made the speech 
in South Africa, which had for 50 years 
been self-governing under white minor-
ity rule.  It remained such for another 34 
years, conceding a non-racial franchise 
only in 1994.  Kenya got independence 
in 1963, with Jomo Kenyatta.  He had 
been identified with the Mau-Mau and 
imprisoned on that basis, but in power he 
definitely distanced himself and worked 
mostly with those Kikuyu who had been 
hostile to the Mau-Mau.

Torture as well as beatings were not 
individual excesses: they were part of 
British policy.  Torture was for a long 
time denied.  Then when claims for 
compensation became pressing, govern-
ment lawyers found an ingenious way 
out.  They claimed that Britain bore no 
responsibility for the actions of a colo-
nial administration that took orders from 
London: the responsibility had passed 
to newly independent Kenya.  At the 
time of writing this remains the position, 
despite the recent release of documents 
taken from Kenya and hidden in Britain 
for decades.

Powell himself took a highly logical 
line.  Unlike Castle, he was not standing 
up for equality.  He did not say that black 
lives were just as valuable as white lives.  
He was willing to classify the dead Afri-
cans as “the lowest of the low”.  But he 
insisted they still had rights.

Powell had wanted the Empire run 
on a fair basis.  But once it was gone, he 
wanted Britain preserved as it had been 
when he was young.  He was actually a 
functional conservative, which most other 
Tories have not been.  His policies would 
have conserved Britishness as it then ex-
isted.  Personally I am glad that his sort 
of Britishness perished.  The regrettable 
thing is the very slow progress towards 
finding anything positive to replace it.  
But with modern Toryism consisting 
mostly of greed and amoral emptiness, 
something new is certain to come.

1 The deadline of 1900 was part of 
Lincoln’s proposals to end slavery in 
those slave states that had not seceded.  
By his understanding of the US Consti-
tution, slavery within an individual state 
was protected unless the Constitution 
should be amended.  He claimed the 
right to abolish slavery in seceded states, 
because they no longer had valid govern-
ments. 

What he might have offered the Con-
federate states to surrender before the bit-
ter end remains unknown: they refused to 
surrender.  With the war over, the South 
was occupied territory and Radicals had 
a majority in the North.  They passed an 
amendment to abolish slavery and an-
other to prevent anyone being denied the 
vote on racial grounds.  As 1860s-vintage 
radicalism faded, black rights were sup-
pressed by unofficial but blatant terror-
ism, which lasted till the 1960s.

2 See  The Lion and the Unicorn: 
Socialism and the English Genius [http://
wikilivres.ca/wiki/The_Lion_and_the_
Unicorn]

3 [http://hansard.millbanksystems.
com/commons/1959/jul/27/hola-camp-
kenya-report#S5CV0610P0_19590727_
HOC_543].  My thanks to Tom Docherty 
for drawing attention to Powell’s stand.

4 Ibid.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Elitism

A reader wrote in to condemn 
Froggy’s views on the double mandate 
in France.  The double mandate is 
where an MP is also Mayor, knowing 
that in France the office of Mayor car-
ries prestige and responsibility.  This, 
according to the reader, is elitism 
because, how can an ordinary person 
do that much work?  Especially if you 
consider that that person, not being as-
sured of being elected throughout his 
or her life, has to have a profession as 
well.

According to our reader, support-
ing the double mandate is supporting 
elitism.  Only a small number of people 
are able to take so much responsibil-
ity.  Therefore ordinary people cannot 
become MPs.  The opponents of the 
double mandate in France did make 
that point; they wanted to diminish 
the power and privileges of what they 
call the “political class”.  They saw the 

“political class” as undemocratic, and 
elitist.  Their solution is to make the 
job of the politician lighter and easier, 
so that it is accessible to the greatest 
number.  Double mandates mean dou-
ble emoluments, which is a privilege. 
(The income is capped, not added up 
entirely, but is still more than one in-
come.)  Removing the double mandate 
will reduce the power and income of 
the political class, goes the argument.

Some MPs do belong to a social 
elite, before they are elected: they 
may be wealthy and have attended 
top schools and universities, they may 
have influential friends in business, 
banking and in the media.  Already 
belonging to an elite, they will tend to 
further the interests of the rich elite.  If 
you want to fight elitism, you should 
want to limit the number of such peo-
ple being elected.  How will you stop 
these people becoming MPs?  They 
will still enter politics, whereas the 
new law, and our reader, do not con-
sider this aspect of the matter; they 

would prefer to keep out those with 
a capacity for work, and with knowl-
edge of local affairs.  This does not 
seem the best way to ensure our rep-
resentatives are nearer to us and our 
interests.

In a democracy, the citizens elect 
someone to represent them on the 
national and international level.  Citi-
zens expect their elected representa-
tives to know more than they do so as 
to be in a position to make policy and 
solve problems.  They do not assume 
that the elected representative will be 
someone who is no more informed 
and capable of decision making than 
they are, on the contrary they assume 
the MPs will have the knowledge and 
expertise that they, the citizens, lack.  
The citizens have some control over 
what the MPs do, they can refuse to 
reelect them, they can exert some 
pressure through letter writing, peti-
tions etc, but most of the time, they 
rely passively on the government to 
do what needs doing.  This is particu-
larly the case in England, where pub-
lic involvement in politics is minimal, 
especially in local government; there 
have been so many reforms that no-
body knows who does what; borough, 
city, district and county are unknown 
quantities to the ordinary person.  The 
days when the ‘Corporation’ was vis-
ible and comprehensible are long gone.  
The citizens don’t know who does 
what at local level.  There are no fa-
mous local politicians, except in Lon-
don.   On the contrary in France local 
politics matter, and citizens don’t feel 
their only involvement in politics is a 
vote once every five years.  In politics 
there isn’t just a Paris elite, as in Eng-
land there is only the London elite as 
far as English politics are concerned.  
French local politics would not cease 
to exist if it no longer had remarkable 
personalities, but it would be severely 
weakened, and who would wish that?  
Those who have an interest in keep-

ing citizens ignorant and uninvolved.  
Those who would rather have a free 
hand.  As it happens, business think 
tanks exert their influence (they don’t 
“campaign”, that would encourage 
debate) against the double mandate, 
whereas most politicians, wishing to 
retain some autonomy and independ-
ence vis a vis business, are trying to 
retain a solution that has worked so 
far.

France the oldest ally of the US.

This is the compliment earned 
by Francois Hollande for following 
Obama in his campaign to change 
the regime in Syria.  MPs in Britain 
did for once represent the will of their 
constituents by voting not to engage 
in punitive strikes against Syria.  
Obama said that he would so engage, 
but would wait for Congress to vote 
on the issue.  With these precedents, 
Hollande had to say at least that he 
would consult the French Parliament.  
Constitutionally he does not have to.  
The President’s only obligation is to 
inform Parliament of French involve-
ment in war, not later than three days 
after the beginning of hostilities.  He 
has to have Parliament’s consent to 
continue hostilities after four months 
if hostilities show signs of continuing.

The opposition party is split on 
the issue of intervention: the ex Prime 
Minister, Francois Fillon, is against, 
whereas the present leader of the UMP, 
Jean-Francois Copé, is for, subject 
to more information being gathered.  
The Front de Gauche (Jean-Luc Me-
lenchon) is against.  The Communist 
Party is circulating a petition calling 
for no military intervention; they how-
ever blame Assad for causing the civil 
war when he refused to satisfy the 
people’s demands for more democ-
racy.  Le Monde newspaper proclaims 
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that there is no doubt that Assad used 
chemical weapons and clamours in its 
editorials for military intervention.  

Franco-Syrian rebels.

There is a very interesting article 
in the Guardian section “Comment is 
Free” by Charlie Skelton,12 July 2012: 
“The Syrian opposition: who’s doing 
the talking?   The media have been too 
passive when it comes to Syrian op-
position sources, without scrutinising 
their backgrounds and their political 
connections. Time for a closer look …”  
Skelton then tells us who the “Spokes-
men for the Syrian opposition” are; it 
turns out that many of them do have a 
connection with Syria, but live abroad 
and have in many cases high ranking 
jobs in Western institutions.  One ex-
ample is Bassma Kodmani, who is a 
member of the executive bureau and 
head of foreign affairs of the Syrian 
National Council.  She is a member of 
the European Council on Foreign Re-
lations, a “pan-European think tank” 
which includes diplomats, industrial-
ists, professors and prime ministers; 
George Soros is also a member.  

When Kodmani attended the 
Bilderberg conference in 2008 she 
was listed as “French”, in 2012 she 
was listed as “international”.  She is  
research director at the Académie 
Diplomatique Internationale – “an 
independent and neutral institution 
dedicated to promoting modern diplo-
macy”. The Académie is headed by 
Jean-Claude Cousseran, a former head 
of the DGSE – the French foreign in-
telligence service.  When the Western 
media quote people like Kodmani, as 
representing the Syrian rebels, they 
create the impression that we are lis-
tening to poor, oppressed people des-
perately fighting for freedom, whereas 
we are hearing someone who has lived 
in the US or France, with a comfort-
able job paid for by Western interests.  
One wonders which Syrian interests 
people like Kodmani represent, if 
any.  Read the rest of Skelton’s article 
at http://www.theguardian.com/com-
mentisfree/2012/jul/12/syrian-opposi-
tion-doing-the-talking.

Official figures show only three 
countries - Greece, Portugal and the 
Netherlands - have had a steeper decline 
in pay than the UK.

British workers’ wages have suffered 
one of the biggest falls across Europe, ac-
cording to House of Commons figures.

The average hourly wage has fallen 
by 5.5% since 2010 - even more than aus-
terity-hit Spain, which has seen a 3.3% 
drop in the same period.

Only three countries - Greece, Por-
tugal and the Netherlands - have had a 
steeper decline in pay than the UK.

In Germany, hourly wages rose by 
2.7% over the same period and in France 
there was a 0.4% increase.

Across the EU as a whole the average 
fall in wages, adjusted for the European 
Central Bank’ s harmonised index of 
consumer prices, was -0.7% and in the 
eurozone area it was -0.1%.

Shadow Treasury minister Cathy 
Jamieson said: “These figures show the 
full scale of David Cameron’s cost of liv-
ing crisis. Working people are not only 
worse off under the Tories, we’re also 
doing much worse than almost all other 
EU countries.

“Despite out of touch claims by min-
isters, life is getting harder for ordinary 
families as prices continue rising faster 
than wages.

“People on middle and low incomes 
have also seen tax rises and cuts to tax 
credits, while millionaires have been 
given a huge tax cut.”

Labour has highlighted the rising 
cost of living in its attacks on the Gov-
ernment’s economic policies.

Workers will have lost £6,660 by the 
time of the next election and incomes 

Wages: UK Workers In Europe’s 
Bottom Four

will be £1,520 lower in real terms in 2015 
than in 2010,  according to Labour analy-
sis of Office for Budget Responsibility 
forecasts.

David Cameron’s 35 consecutive 
months of falling real wages is worse 
than any other Prime Minister on record 
and spending power has dropped in eve-
ry month but one under coalition rule as 
price rises outstrip wage increases.

Apart from Mr Cameron, James Cal-
laghan is the only Prime Minister on 
record to have overseen more than a year 
of constantly falling real wages, the par-
ty’s analysis of Office for National Statis-
tics figures showed.

DON’T BE VAGUE
William Hague wants his name writ-

ten in blood, in Syria not enough of the 
dead bears his signature in the colour red,  
seeming cool this incandescent rosebud, 
drones, bombers, tomahawk missiles his 
joy, let off the leash as foreign secretary, 
once more death is engaged in coquetry 
to make a war criminal is its ploy.

Some secular dictatorships get funds, 
others cannibals, torture, beheading.

This may hurt he says in full orotund, 
Assad must go, war a mere subheading, 
democracy first via the mega tonne.

The eating of a man’s liver anyone.

 Wilson John Haire. 
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Liberation by State Power 
The 20th century was mostly about “Liberation by State 

Power”.  It would have been nice if it had happened otherwise, 
by a spontaneous outbreak of virtue among ordinary people.  
But realistically, whatever spontaneous outbreaks of virtue 
might occur were ineffective unless they forced or persuaded 
the state to back them.  Or to break and re-create the state, but 
that doesn’t happen easily and has only been done by people 
with harshly authoritarian attitudes.

The other main exception was “National Liberation”, people 
against a state they don’t view as entitled to rule them.  Yet this 
process has never yet produced any other outcome than the cre-
ation of a fairly standard modern state on the basis of a revived 
nationality.  And with most of the governing machinery of the 
former rulers taken over, sometimes under new names.

Note also that National Liberation has often been helped 
by one empire state using separatists to undermining another, 
or simply decreeing the new “liberated” state as part of the 
peace.  And after World War Two, when the liberated people 
themselves were the main factor, this was almost always under 
Leninist leadership. 

When it comes to people in existing states expanding their 
personal freedoms, this has always been by bringing the state 
round to their point of view.

The big successes since the 1960s have been the Feminist 
Movement, Anti-Racism, Multi-Culturalism, Gays and the 
Green Movement.  All of these have in practice looked to the 
state to defend them, rather than supposing that the state should 
withdraw and let “spontaneous social forces” sort it out.  They 
may also grumble about state power, and on occasions accuse 
the state of persecuting them.  Occasional persecutions happen, 
of course.  But the reality in Britain and most other places is that 
the state is pushing these causes against a noisy but mostly inef-
fective opposition.  (Against people who can generate nothing 
better than the “UK Independence Party”.)

The big defeats since the 1960s have been suffered by the 
Trade Unions and by socialists in Europe, especially Britain.  
But this was mostly a self-inflicted wound by the Left.  Too 
many people had an attitude of “don’t take ‘yes’ for an answer”.  
Rather, don’t accept a positive but limited advance or an imper-
fect solution.  Sabotage all such half-measures in the belief that 
this will give you just what you want.  Whine a lot and learn 
nothing when the opposite happens.  Rather than learning from 
your mistakes, learn all of your mistakes and go on to repeat 
them exactly.

There was also a generalised feeling on the left that state 
power was inherently bad, paving the way for nightmarish “cor-
poratism”.  The most influential book on the matter was The 
State in Capitalist Society by non-Leninist Marxist Ralph Mili-

band, father of David and Ed Miliband.  

Though Ralph Miliband’s outlook was very different from 
New Labour, New Labour was a very logical outcome if you 
start from the view of the state as something dangerous and 
inherently oppressive.  It was very much the mood of the 1960s, 
found among many people who’d never taken notice of Ralph 
Miliband or similar thinkers.

It’s time to say that this view of state power was wrong.  Not 
just slightly wrong.  A system of “unwisdom” that needs to be 
thrown out and denounced if left-wing politics are ever going 
to make progress again in Britain and the rest of Europe.  (Or 
possibly the rest of Europe without Britain.)

The 1960s began a process that expanded “acceptable 
freedoms” way beyond what would have seemed possible in 
the 1950s.  This was fine in itself, but the rhetoric asserted that 
this was a simple assertion of “freedom” against “oppression”.  
Though there were clear limits to the degree of freedom most 
people would find acceptable, this was always evaded.  Most 
people (myself included) supported the idea of limiting depic-
tions of violence and wholly banning depictions of under-age 
sex.  But this was very seldom described as a sensible limit upon 
freedom.  The typical line was “freedom is unlimited – but if I 
don’t like it, it isn’t really freedom.  This sounds nice, until you 
realise that it can potentially be applied to almost anything.  Can 
be used to remove some of the things you regard as “essential 
freedoms”.

Freedom will always have to have some limits.  Admitting 
this is useful when trying to decide just what those limits should 
be.  What’s actually happened is that governments using anar-
chistic and libertarian rhetoric dismantled necessary economic 
controls, with predictable results.  And have also used the threat 
of terrorism to undermine the long-cherished principle that the 
security services can’t invade people’s privacy unless they can 
convince a judge that there is reasonable suspicion of criminal 
activity.

Freedom operates within the arena of necessity.  Pretending 
otherwise helps no one.

Radicals will achieve nothing whatsoever without making 
use of a standard modern state.  Anarchism has turned out to 
be a creed that flourishes entirely within out-of-date systems 
in need of reform, most notably Tsarist Russia and 1930s Spain.  
In both cases, the outbreak of actual political disorder was fatal 
to anarchism as a political creed.  New authoritarian systems 
sprung up, incorporating many who had started out as anar-
chists.  (This also happened with Italian Fascism.)

Anarchists like to look back to pre-state societies and sup-
pose that they are removing an historic anomaly by abolishing 



Labour Affairs  9

No 240 September 2013

the state.  Actually the norm for pre-state 
societies is slavery, local warfare, blood-
feud, obligatory kin ties and a complex 
collection of superstition that is not sys-
tematic enough to be a religion.  Almost 
all are alien to the social values of anar-
chism, apart from the one small matter of 
not having a state.

People who overthrow an existing 
system invariably bump into the harsh 
reality that you can’t run a modern so-
ciety without a state.  Nor end disorders 
without being even tougher and more 
ruthless than the original oppressive or-
der you were protesting against.

Which also suggests that it’s not so 
smart to overthrow an existing system 
which shows some willingness to change.  
I said this during the “Arab Spring” – in 
both Egypt and Syria, it would have been 
much wiser for Westernised liberals to 
work with the existing regimes, which 
were willing to change when their sur-
vival was threatened.

China is another interesting case.  Up 
to 1920, anarchism was a more impor-
tant creed than Marxism.  But when they 
learned that the Russian Revolution was 
Marxist-Leninist, some of the best Chi-
nese radicals decided to copy this suc-
cessful system.  China had overthrown its 
monarchy in 1912 and remained in chaos: 
Russia had done so in 1917 and was now 
coherent again.  So they abandoned anar-
chism, after some thought.  One who did 
so (with some reluctance) was the young 
Mao, already an important local leader 
in Hunan.  He looked at the alternatives 
and decided anarchism simply wasn’t go-
ing to work.  He also repeatedly rejected 
chances to go and study overseas, think-
ing that he could learn more at home, 
and turned out to be correct.  He saved 
Chinese Communism after Moscow-
trained leaders almost wrecked it, led it 
to victory and sanctioned the complete 
transformation of the society by a Lenin-
ist political machine.  But then in the mid-
1960s, his older anarchist notions must 
have re-surfaced.  In the Cultural Revo-
lution he tried putting ordinary young 
Chinese in charge of the society, and it 
didn’t really work.  After his death, the 
Leninist political machine under Deng’s 
leadership made a compromise with Glo-
bal Capitalism, which worked well, but 
mostly because the machine never let go 

of the society, even though controls were 
eased.

Let’s admit that the “withering away 
of the state” is an ideal for the far future, 
if indeed it is possible at all.  For now, so-
cialists should insist that past “liberations 
by state power” were entirely correct in 
the various situations as they actually ex-
isted.  And that a return to state regula-
tion of the economy is essential.

The British Economy and the 
“Heavenly Creatures”

There’s a sad habit of viewing the 
self-made rich as “Heavenly Creatures”, 
superior persons that the rest of us de-
pend on.  And that normal rules should 
not apply to them.

This viewpoint is associated with the 
rise of the urban middle class (bourgeois), 
but is not confined to them.  It can apply 
to some sorts of anti-bourgeois rebels 
– rebels usually have a lot in common 
with the people they are rebelling against.  
Or it can be purely personal and flour-
ish among the powerless, as with the two 
teenage girls in the Peter Jackson film 
Heavenly Creatures.  Dostoyevsky had it 
bracketed in both Crime and Punishment 
and The Possessed, though he had no co-
herent alternative.  (His exact beliefs are 
uncertain: he clearly doubted the truth of 
the Orthodox Christian faith he had been 
raised in, but could suggest no coherent 
alternative.)

Note also that this notion of a self-
made superior person challenged and 
substantially destroyed an older notion 
of privilege.  Replaced a much more 
oppressive system in which status was 
basically determined by birth, with some 
modest rises or falls permitted over sev-
eral generations.  You find the older idea 
in the plays of Shakespeare, whose father 
was a successful businessman and whose 
mother came from a family of minor gen-
try.  Shakespeare himself by his success 
as a playwright and actor-manager made 
the sort of modest rise that was accept-
able at the time.  None of his plays show 
any positive images of self-made men, 

“upstarts”.1  

The whole world of inherited privi-
lege has passed away.  It is foolish of 

socialists to be concerned with the small 
remnants (such as Britain’s Royal Fam-
ily) when a whole new game has started.

The idea of business people as “Heav-
enly Creatures” seems to be the real be-
lief behind the Neo-Liberal blather of the 
New Right. It massively contradicts the 
other doctrine, markets as self-regulating 
entities, which would imply that those in-
volved would do nothing clever for them-
selves and be guided just by the “Invis-
ible Hand” of market forces.  This aspect 
is ignored, and instead it is asserted that 
the “Invisible Hand” would stop business 
people from just benefiting themselves 
when state regulations were removed.

Once there was nothing to stop busi-
ness people from just benefiting them-
selves, that is exactly what they did.  Paid 
themselves 

The global Overclass that became 
dominant from the 1980s takes a much 
bigger chunk of the social wealth without 
actually improving average growth in 
the developed economies.  And as I said 
earlier, only state power can re-curb this 
enormously powerful Overclass.  Social-
ists should stop being frightened of this 
option.

Since a lot of people can fancy them-
selves as “Heavenly Creatures”, it is also 
worth defining what this Overclass actu-
ally consists of.  The entry level is to have 
two or three million in investible capital.  
People who have houses or retirement 
funds in the millions are well above the 
rest of us, yet still not Overclass.  Anyone 
with less than a million is definitely not 
Overclass and stop deluding themselves 
that they are.  (It seems that 25% of US 
citizens believe themselves to be part of 
the richest 1%.  200% of US citizens are 
bad at simple arithmetic.)

Considering the Overclass, this par-
ticular batch of “Heavenly Creatures” 
tend to be vain, banal and not very com-
petent outside a few narrow areas.  It is 
not a conspiracy, and lacks the coherence 
of a ruling class.  It is a mob of discon-
nected rich individuals who have a notion 
of what helps people like them, but sel-
dom make sacrifices or forgo advantages 
for the sake of the Overclass in general.  
The mirror-image of the Underclass.
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George Soros, who’s one of the more 
wide-thinking of the Overclass, correctly 
outlined a winning strategy after the So-
viet Collapse.  There needed to be a Mar-
shall Plan for Russia, money pumped in 
to ensure that ordinary Russians had no 
reason to regret the Soviet Collapse.  By 
his own account, he was laughed to scorn 
by the swarms of second-rate right-wing 
thinkers who buzz around the Overclass.  
(And occasionally join it through excep-
tional literary success.)

Much to the surprise of the Overclass 
and its stagnant Think Tanks, Russia saw 
a drastic fall in its living standards when 
New Right ideas were applied.  And many 
of them did indeed come to regret the So-
viet Collapse.  Parties pushing their own 
version of Western Liberalism sank into 
well-deserved oblivion.  It seemed very 
possibly that the Russian Communists 
might be returned to power via a West-
ern-style competitive election.  Putting 
Putin into power and taking account of 
the popular discontent avoided this.  But 
hardly anyone in the West seems to un-
derstand that Putin is the best Russian 
friend they are likely to get.

The Overclass has also been igno-
rant and foolish in their broad effort to 
undermine People’s China.  Banging 
on about Tibet plays well in the West, 
among the people you don’t particularly 
need.  It deeply offends almost all Chi-
nese citizens, including those hostile to 
Communist Party rule.  Extending to 
who otherwise would like to mindlessly 
copy what the West offers them.  And as 
well as Tibet, it also would not hurt to 
make a comprehensive apology for the 
Opium Wars and subsequent Western 
misdeeds.  But the swarm of intellectuals 
they have acquired tend to be chauvinis-
tic about European values.  They please 
themselves and unintentionally sabotage 
their own purposes by showing a general 
disdain for Chinese values.

All of this is down to the Overclass 
not being a coherent entity able to make 
rational plans.  It is not a ruling class, 
though it includes the remnants of those 
who once ruled without having to sound 
democratic.  It is as scrappy as the Un-
derclass.  It has the same false glamour 
and the same inability of most individual 
members to trust each other.

The Overclass have also been medio-
cre in developing world wealth, the area 
they were supposed to be good at.  They 
have been good at hovering up wealth 
already existing in the society, but not at 
making a better life for everyone.  The 
initial promise was “trickle down” – that 
giving the rich a free hand would create 
a mass of extra wealth that would trickle 
down to the rest of the society.  This 
never happened, except maybe in China, 
where the state always kept a firm grip.  
Elsewhere it was clear it had not hap-
pened: the right quietly dropped it.  And 
the left let them get away with it rather 
than continuously taunting them with it.  
New Labour did not want to reject the 
shift from “corporatism” just because it 
had not delivered as promised.

New Labour swallowed the New 
Right notion that business does best 
when least regulated. And that new 
wealth is only created when the profit 
motive applies.  The state is always bad, 
private enterprise is almost always good 
and should be defended from “red tape” 
and burdensome regulations. 

This is the mentality that allows Ap-
ple, Amazon and Google to feel good 
about using devious but legal methods to 
avoid paying their fair share of tax. Tax 
is bad, so rich people avoid it is no worse 
than rich people securing better medical 
care for themselves and better education 
for their children. Besides, economic or-
thodoxy says that they are doing best for 
everyone if they pursue their own selfish 
interests. An “Invisible Hand” will take 
care of it all. 

This was the doctrine of Adam 
Smith, apparently dead in the 1940s to 
1970s, revived in the 1980s. But though 
the Keynesian system was in trouble, the 
New Right cure produced no long-term 
gain, apart from an increase in the share 
of wealth taken by the very rich. 

The highly successful methods ap-
plied in the 1940s to 1970s are denounced 
as “Corporatism”, when the aim is to 
move away from them.  But also praised 
as “Capitalism”, to claim credit for their 
successes.  The same is done with Chi-
na’s post-Mao system, which is vastly 
more regulatory and interventionist than 
the West’s Corporatism ever was.

(You can get the hard facts from The 
World Economy: Historical Statistics by 
Angus Maddison. Also Kicking Away the 
Ladder , by Ha-Joon Chang. And a refu-
tation of the Invisible Hand in Forecast: 
What Physics, Meteorology, and the 
Natural Sciences Can Teach Us About 
Economics, by Mark Buchanan You can 
also get a detailed study and refutation of 
Adam Smith’s ideas in my book, Adam 
Smith: Wealth without Nations. Surpris-
ingly, this seems to be the only left-wing 
study of the man’s main work, at least in 
English.)

It is also worth noting that Adam 
Smith was a Deist who privately despised 
Christianity. Deists often think that God 
will take care of the world, just as other 
religions do. Unlike most religions, De-
ism makes none of the good or bad de-
mands that regular religions impose. 

What did Thatcher do for Britain?  
Between the second quarter of 1979 and 
the fourth quarter of 1990, the average 
annual growth rate of the economy was 
2.3 per cent, no better than Britain’s 
postwar norm.  People credited Thatcher 
with having shifted Britain from a cen-
tury of relative decline to three decades 
where the US, Germany and France did a 
lot better.  But it would be more accurate 
to say that Germany, France and Italy 
slowed down till they were doing no bet-
ter than Britain.  Which may have been 
because the era of fixed currencies ended.  
Or may have been because of China’s 
growing role.

The Mundane Usefulness of 
Esoteric Science

We are told that the “Heavenly Crea-
tures” of private business need to have 
salaries tens of times greater than the 
average employee.  Even hundreds of 
times greater.  It is loudly asserted that 
they deserve it.

Meantime some of the best minds 
on the planet can be employed at maybe 
50% above the average salary, seldom 
more than twice the average.  These are 
scientists, not involved in the “war for 
wealth” that preoccupies the Overclass.

Europe’s rise to global dominance 
began with emergence of networks of 
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scientists freely communicating their 
results, and with sailing ships that estab-
lished a network of trade across most of 
the known world, and in fact beyond it to 
the New World of the Americas.  Simi-
lar things had happened in the past in 
other civilisations, but had fizzled out.  
The Counter-Reformation did success-
fully extinguish original science in Italy, 
which produced few original minds be-
tween Galileo and the 20th century.  But 
elsewhere, science flourished and Europe 
steadily got an advantage over the rest of 
the world.

You get the demands that science be 
“more practical”.  Actually that’s not a 
good idea.  Many of the most valuable 
ideas come from unexpected uses of pure 
research.  For instance liquid nitrogen 
was produced in a purely intellectual 
search for lower temperatures.  But it 
has a range of uses, including removing 
warts and creating superior ice cream 
(two entirely separate processes).  

Esoteric studies of Quantum Me-
chanics produced an understanding of 
solid-state electronics that allowed the 
first transistors to be produced.  And 
which lies behind the vast mass of small 
cheap electronic devices we now enjoy.  

When CERN confirmed the exist-
ence of the Higgs Boson, some people 
asked “so what”?  Actually, it mattered a 
lot.  The Higgs Field was almost certain 
to exist, but might not express itself as a 
Higgs Boson.  Or there might be a sev-
eral of them.  Current evidence indicates 
what the magazine New Scientist called 
a “boringly normal Higgs”, nothing 
pointing to an understanding beyond the 
Standard Model of particle physics.  But 
more could turn up with further studies 
or higher energies.  And if the SF notions 
of anti-gravity, instant communication 
and faster-than-light travel are ever real-
ised, it will be via a deeper understand-
ing of physics that includes sorting out 
the nature of the Higgs Boson

Its understandable that profit-based 
companies see the benefits in  having 
the best available managers.  Also it is 
a matter paying people like themselves.  
People at the top prefer not to stick out 
too much.  Not having the best scientists 
is less obviously damaging.  But that’s 
why the state has to play a big role, forc-

ing profit-based companies to serve the 
public interest and covering areas that 
they would ignore.

Bury My Heart at Tahrir Square

The Arab Spring was hailed by the 
Western media as another triumph for 
Liberal Capitalism.  Autocrats had fall-
en and we would now have peace and 
prosperity thanks to clean governments 
elected through the Western system of 
competitive electoral politics based on 
universal franchise.  All would now be 
fine. Then reality hit.

We were fed the story that a major-
ity of Egyptians had rejected Morsi. Had 
this been true, there would have been 
every reason to promise new elections 
after the coup.  So clearly it is not true. 
Total baloney.  

Two-thirds of the voters had voted 
for some sort of Islamism.  Morsi was 
overthrown because he was trying to 
implement something like the will of the 
majority.

The protestors were a mixed bag, 
many former supporters of the Mubarak 
regime, and some harder-line Islamists.  
And some Westernised liberals, but they 
are a much smaller faction than their 
appearances in the Western media sug-
gested. 

In the Egyptian parliamentary elec-
tion, 2011–12, a block led by the Muslim 
Brotherhood won 37.5% of the vote and 
45% of the seats. 2  

Next came the Islamist Bloc, two 
Salafist parties in alliance who got 28% 
of the vote and 25% of the seats. 

Third was New Wafd Party, secular 
and state-orientated, got 9% of the votes 
and 7.5% of the seats 

The strongest more-or-less liberal 
party was the Egyptian Bloc, 9% of the 
votes and 6.5% of the seats. 

National Democratic Party, the offi-
cial party under Mubarak and Sadat, got 
6.5% of the votes and 3.5% of the seats. 

(All figures rounded to the nearest 

half percentage, and with many more 
small parties making up the balance.) 

The protests that undermined Morsi 
was a mix of incompatible elements.  
New elections would almost certainly 
confirm that the Muslim Brotherhood 
and Salafists between them have a clear 
majority, and perhaps persuade them to 
work together.  But the coup was broadly 
old-regime, though including some Is-
lamist elements opposed to the Muslim 
Brotherhood. 

The problem goes back many dec-
ades.  Nasser’s secular regime was incon-
venient for the West, but mostly because 
it demanded equality.  The Saudi dynasty 
and other old-style rulers seemed safer, 
content to be lackeys of the West so long 
as they were allowed to maintain heredi-
tary rule and a strict Islamic lifestyle at 
home.

Islamism was encouraged by the 
West as a counter to Arab Socialism.  It 
successfully killed off Arab Socialism.  
But in societies that have felt the touch 
of Modernism, Islamists are not content 
to be lackeys.

“Formally, the Brotherhood aban-
doned its terrorist past in the 1970s under 
President Anwar Sadat, who wanted its 
backing against his political rivals on the 
left. It won popular support by providing 
social, educational and welfare services 
to fill the gaps left by the rickety Egyp-
tian state and built up a formidable or-
ganisation across the country.

“Until the fall of Mubarak it spent 
years playing cat and mouse with the 
security authorities, its leaders often in 
prison though sometimes free to organise 
– but invariably viewed with suspicion by 
the state and many ordinary Egyptians 
who saw it as unpatriotic and disliked 
its distinctive blend of piety and politics. 
The Brotherhood won five elections after 
the January 2011 revolution, but millions 
of people still cheered the army’s remov-
al of Morsi.”3

US foreign policy over the past few 
decades was based on a belief that Mus-
lim hard-liners would be as pathetic in 
the face of rampaging capitalism as their 
own Christian Right have been.  They 
have been something else.
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Egypt’s liberals should have learned 
from the election that they are maybe one 
in ten and need to compromise. Instead 
they have learned nothing and forgotten 
nothing. 

Likewise the Copts, who’d tradition-
ally kept a low profile and looked to the 
state to protect them, are now impli-
cated as foes of the Muslim Brotherhood.  
Some of their leaders backed the anti-
Morsi protests, and they are now seen as 
enemies by the Muslim Brotherhood.

The situation now is horrible. I’d ex-
pect the next stage to be Civil War.  And a 
mass flight of both Egyptian liberals and 
the Coptic Christian minority, one more 
group of Middle-Eastern Christians de-
stroyed by Western “help”.  And if the 
harder-line Islamists hope to take over 
the Muslim Brotherhood support, which 
seems likely, they are hardly likely to be 
more moderate.

Snoops and Terrorists

Traditional liberalism always prized 
privacy.  It could not be an absolute, but 
it was held as a firm principle that no 
one should have their privacy violated 
without reasonable suspicion.  Of course 
police and spies usually believe that their 
suspicions to be reasonable, and also like 
to do “trawls” among groups they see as 
containing a lot of undesirables.  So tra-
ditionally it was put under outside con-
trol.  They needed to get a warrant from 
a judge, who was supposed to uphold 
principles.

The Neo-Liberals have trashed that, 
with New Labour following them.  The 
law used against David Miranda removes 
any need for “reasonable suspicion”.  The 
authorities can detain anyone they please 
for up to nine hours and pry into their se-
crets, without the least indication before-
hand that this person has done anything 
wrong.  They can also jail their target for 
non-cooperation.  And they can do it to 
someone who was simply in transit and 
had shown no intention of entering Brit-
ain.

The Act in question was passed on 
the assumption that the targets would be 
terrorist suspects.  But it seems that the 
wording is much looser.  People involved 

in revealing secret government snooping 
can be targeted, because it is useful to 
terrorists to know how much the govern-
ment can snoop.

This happened, interestingly enough, 
at a time of a wave of unrelated stories 
relating to the internet and its anonymity.  
About young people driven to suicide by 
cyber-bullying.  And by threats to some 
high profile women via the internet.  In-
terestingly, the people who threatened 
high-status women are being caught and 
punished, quite properly.  What seems 
odd is that the same zeal and efficiency is 
not being shown in tracking down threats 
to much more ordinary people.

My own view is that we need to drop 
the idea of internet anonymity.  Introduce 
an Internet Passport.  Sites can let you 
post anonymously, if they want.  But they 
can report the real identify of anyone who 
gets threatening or intimidating, or uses 
the internet for criminal activities.

In forecasting a free digital future, 
people assumed that if there was no regu-
lation, the wishes of the majority would 
prevail.  That’s not how it has turned out.  
It’s been repeatedly shown that a few 
greedy or aggressive people can disrupt 
a community based on trust and coop-
eration.

They in turn are replaced by (or 
evolve into) corporations.  Entities big 
enough so that ordinary users can as-
sume they will be treated OK if they pay 
their fee.

Corporations will exploit their power 
in all sorts of bad ways, so state regula-
tion is needed.

In the case of the internet, it evolved 
out of a US military project.  They nev-
er let go of control of the root servers, 
though they were happy to let it mostly 
run wild so that it became popular, and 
to prevent alternative systems getting far.  
(The first was Britain’s Prestel, which 
remained small.  The French Mintel was 
popular, but only among French speak-
ers.)  

One big element in the success of 
the Internet was that there was nothing 
to prevent it being used for pornography, 
digital piracy and loose chat that might 

be libellous.

As a bonus (from the US viewpoint), 
lots of people supposed that the Internet 
was secure.  The US authorities probably 
hoped it would be secure against every-
one except the US authorities.  It actually 
proved not so hard for efficient national 
governments to also control, most nota-
bly in China.

Now we learn that the USA are using 
their snoop-power in ways that might be 
illegal.  What did you expect?

What do you expect from a pig except 
a grunt?

Olympic foolishness

Male homosexuality is currently il-
legal in Afghanistan, Algeria, Angola, 
Bangladesh, Bhutan, Brunei, Burma, 
Burundi, Cameroon, Eritrea, Ethiopia, 
Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, 
Iran, Jamaica, Kenya, Kuwait, Laos, Le-
sotho, Liberia, Libya, Malawi, Malaysia, 
Mauritania, Morocco, Namibia, Nigeria, 
Oman, Pakistan, Qatar, Saudi Arabia, 
Senegal, Sierra Leone, Singapore, Soma-
lia, South Sudan, Sri Lanka, Sudan, Swa-
ziland, Syria, Tanzania, Togo, Turkey, 
Uganda, United Arab Emirates, Yemen, 
Zambia and Zimbabwe.4  (Some of these 
do allow lesbianism.)

All of these countries attend the Ol-
ympics, as far as I know.  Qatar was giv-
en the World Football Cup, and only the 
very hot climate was raised as an issue.

Russia has de-criminalised homo-
sexuality, but is currently asking homo-
sexuals to keep a low profile.  This was 
the existing situation in China in 2008, 
but no one mentioned it as a reason not 
to go.  There is no logic to the sudden 
demand for a boycott of the Winter Ol-
ympics in Russia.

Or none except a general habit of get-
ting at Russia, after Russia started ignor-
ing Western advice that had visible failed 
to work.

The West moved very slowly from 
decriminalising homosexuality to nor-
malising it.  It went along with a general 
rise in prosperity.  While in Russia, le-
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gal homosexuality was part of a bungled 
package of Westernisation that made 
most Russians poorer and less secure.

There is indeed a pattern of shocking 
homophobic violence in Russia.  But not 
only in Russia.  It’s really a very common 
human reaction.  Feel low?  Hit someone 
you rate as either lower or misbehaving, 
preferably both.  Monkeys and non-hu-
man apes do it all the time, and we have 
not moved all that far from our ape herit-
age.

The boycotters ignore anti-homosex-
ual laws and customary attitudes outside 
of Russia.  They also ignore the likely 
results of their own actions.

What do they think the Russian reac-
tion would be if they really did manage 
a boycott?  Hardly a greater tolerance 
for gays.  But the Western protestors evi-
dently work within the tradition of “how 
to be politically active without achieving 
anything”, or “how to avoid getting your 
own lovely politics contaminated with 
vulgar prospects of achieving real but 
limited success”.

There is a lot of homophobic violence 
in Russia, but also a lot of violence in 
general.  The internet may also contrib-
ute, abuse of homosexuals gets posted on 
the internet and gets circulated, allowing 
the perpetrators to feel they have at least 
got themselves noticed.
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The two peace treaties of Brest-Lito-
vsk and Versailles often get compared.  
One was imposed on the new Soviet 
Union by Germany in 1917.  The other 
was imposed on Germany in 1919, after 
they’d agreed to an armistice in 1918.  
Both involved a big loss of territory to 
the loser.  But if you ask ‘what was fair’, 
you get a different answer.

The Tsarist Empire was a collection 
of territories conquered by the Tsars and 
a state that was always Great-Russian 
at root.  The February Revolution had 
made this state a Republic, but still at 
war with Germany, and still losing that 
war. The October Revolution was for 
peace, though of course the Bolsheviks 
wanted World Revolution in the longer 
run. But being functionally the heirs of 
the Tsarist Empire, they inherited most 
of its territories.

Germany in the Brest-Litovsk Trea-
ty reduced the new Soviet Union to its 
Great-Russian core.  Other nationalities 
including the Ukraine were to get their 
own states, on much the same lines as 
when the Soviet Union finally dissolved 
in 1991.  In terms of ethnic self-deter-
mination, it wasn’t that unfair.  Had the 
USA changed its mind in 1917 and said 
that the war could end if Germany went 
back to its existing borders in the west, a 
lot of suffering over the next few decades 
could have been avoided.  A victorious 
Germany would have stabilised the coun-
tries to the east of it.  They had already 
accepted in principle that Poland should 
be self-governing.

Versailles was different.  Germany 
was stripped of territories that had an 
ethnic-German majority, notably Danzig, 
the Polish Corridor and the Sudetenland 
in the new state of Czechoslovakia.  The 
Austro-Hungarian Empire was divided 
into ethnic blocks, but with unfair treat-
ment for the Hungarians, who were 
classed as ‘bad people’ because they had 
been solidly part of the defeated alliance.  
Also Austria as an ethnic-German rump 

was forbidden to unify with Germany, 
even though it would have been a logical 
union.

Hitler’s rise was aided by the fact 
that he defied provisions laid down at 
Versailles that were blatantly unfair, and 
which no one felt shedding blood to de-
fend when it came to the point.  Or no one 
except the Poles who dreamt of recover-
ing all once-Polish land, and actually did 
get this after World War Two, courtesy 
of Joe Stalin.

Neither peace could be called a 
‘Carthaginian Peace’, in the sense of 
eliminating the national core in the way 
that Rome finally annihilated Carthage.  
It was open to the victors in 1918 to split 
Germany back into units that had only 
been united since the 1870s.  Britain 
would have been wiser to have done this 
if they were not going to give Germany a 
fair peace, a peace based on ethnic lines.  
But British politicians misjudged the fu-
ture and decided that their biggest worry 
was France dominating Continental Eu-
rope.  It was a senseless act and a major 
blunder.

Woodrow Wilson is sometimes pre-
sented as a tragic hero of these events.  
He wasn’t.  He had become famous for 
the 14 Points, not in fact his original 
program for joining the war, more some-
thing he spun out to get people agreeing 
to a war that many US citizens saw as a 
breach of their traditions.  Had he chosen, 
he could have sent the US Navy to escort 
food-carrying ships to Germany, which 
in the event was starved for months after 
the war ended.  Left so weak that they 
had no choice except to accept national 
humiliation at Versailles.

Versailles was an incoherent peace 
imposed by powers that saw each other 
as likely future foes and it should not be 
whitewashed.

Peace at Brest-Litovsk and Versailles
 Gwydion M. Williams
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Parliament 
Dick BarryNotes

Lady’s Day?
The great blues/jazz artist Billie Holiday was affectionately 

known as ‘Lady Day,’ a nickname given to her by the jazz saxo-
phinist Lester Young. Her soulful interpretation of the blues 
encapsulated the pain and suffering of her life and that of count-
less others in late 1930s/40s/50s America. She died aged 44 
in 1959. Aside from lovers of the blues and jazz she is largely 
forgotten. There is no ‘Billie Holiday Day’ in the United States. 
But here in the UK, a Tory backbench MP wants us to remem-
ber a woman who infl icted pain and suffering on millions dur-
ing her tenure as Prime Minister. On 5 July, Peter Bone who 
represents Wellinborough, a market town in Northamptonshire, 
introduced the Second Reading of his ‘Margaret Thatcher Day 
Bill.’ The following is Hansard’s report of the proceedings.

Second Reading

2.28pm

Mr Peter Bone (Wellingborough) (Con): “Now.” Mr 
Robert Syms (Poole) (Con): “Object.” Mr Bone: “You cannot 
object; I am within the time. Mr Deputy Speaker, I appreciate 
the support of my Whips on this--- Thomas Docherty (Dun-
fermline and West Fife) (Lab): On a point of order Mr Deputy 
Speaker. Perhaps it would be helpful to the Government Whips 
if they were to read ‘Erskine May’ to see how the process works. 
Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): “That is not a point 
of order, but it might have been helpful if they had struggled a 
little longer to get through the lobby.”

Mr Bone: “I beg to move, That the Bill be now read a Sec-
ond time. The Bill would amend the Banking and Financial 
Dealings Act 1971 so that the last Monday in August is known 
as Margaret Thatcher day. Baroness Thatcher was without doubt 
one of the greatest Prime Ministers in living memory – (Inter-
ruption). Mr Deputy Speaker (Mr Lindsay Hoyle): “Would 
Members please be quiet, because I am trying to hear Mr Bone. 
It would be helpful if those leaving the Chamber would do so 
quietly.” Mr Bone: “Mrs Thatcher was a great stateswoman, a 
true patriot, and an inspiration to the masses. She not only did 
our country a great service but gave Britain back its pride and 
returned it to prosperity after some of the darkest economic 
days in recent decades. She gave us a legacy to be proud of. It 
is rare to fi nd----

Huw Irranca-Davies (Ogmore) (Lab): “On a point of or-
der, Mr Deputy Speaker. Thomas Docherty: “On a point of 
order, Mr Deputy Speaker. Mr Deputy Speaker: “This had 
better be a serious point of order, Mr Docherty, because we are 

interrupting the hon. Gentleman’s speech for the third time. Are 
you serious or are you not? Mr Docherty: “My hon. Friend can 
go fi rst. Mr Bone: “This was a politician with such courage and 
conviction--- Huw Irranca-Davies: “On a point of order, Mr 
Deputy Speaker. I am seeking clarifi cation. Having been---

2.30pm. The Deputy Speaker interrupted the business 
(Standing Order No. 11(2)). Bill to be read a Second time on 
Friday 8 November.

The Unions And Party Funding

It is not only the Tories who want to end, or at the very least 
weaken, the link between Labour and the unions. The Liberal 
Democrats would like to see a reversal of the opt-out clause re-
lated to the political levy. On 9 July, Tory backbencher Jonathan 
Lord asked Nick Clegg if he had received any representations 
on the role of trade unions in the funding of political parties. 
But fi rst Lord said that he welcomed “the Damascene conver-
sion of the Leader of the Opposition to the merits of trade union 
members opting in to the political levy,” and added “but does 
the Deputy Prime Minister agree that it is way past time for 
trade union members to also be able to decide to which political 
party they donate?” Is Lord suggesting here that unions should 
set up a Tory party political fund? Probably not, as trade un-
ion members are free to donate to or join any poltical party of 
their choice. Clegg’s response and the discussion that followed 
revealed how he and the Tories want to maintain the anti-un-
ion momentum, while remaining coy about the sources of their 
funds.

The Deputy Prime Minister: “I agree with my hon. Friend 
and think that, as on so many other matters, the vast major-
ity of the British people would agree with him rather than the 
Labour party. If Labour Members want to turn their leader’s 
words today into action, we are prepared to work with them 
and use the forthcoming party funding Bill---(Interruption) 
That is a serious suggestion and offer to turn the principle of 
an opt-in on the political levy into law, and indeed give trade 
union members the right to support other parties, if that is their 
wish. I hope Labour Members will take that opportunity, be-
cause it is time to turn words into action.” Mr David Winnick 
(Walsall North) (Lab): “Would not the Deputy Prime minister 
speak with more credibility about political funding if his party 
returned the £2.5 million given to it by a convicted criminal, 
Michael Brown? That money was stolen. Why not return it?” 
The Deputy Prime Minister: “I know things must be diffi cult 
for the hon. Gentleman at this time and that he wants to spread 
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mud around the place, but the fact is that 
the issue in British politics today is how 
on earth is it possible that the Labour 
party---a so-called progressive party---
is funded to the tune of £11 million by 
Unite, which hand-pick its parliamentary 
questions and parliamentary candidates. 
That is why I repeat my sincere offer to 
use forthcoming legislation to turn the 
promises being made by his leader into 
action.”

Stephen Mosley (City of Chester) 
(Con): “Given the scandal engulfing the 
Labour party, is it not time that my right 
hon. Friend offered the Leader of the Op-
position a helping hand and introduced 
a £50,000 cap on donations to political 
parties, which would stop big-money 
trade unions buying parliamentary 
seats?” The Deputy Prime Minister: “I 
should point out to my hon. Friend that 
the donation cap did not find favour from 
various parties in the recent cross-party 
talks. The issue of the day is: are parties 
in this House free of vested interests---
yes or no? I do not think it healthy for 
the Labour party or, for that matter, the 
trade unions to have this dysfunctional 
relationship. I welcome what the leader 
of the Labour party is saying today and 
offer legislation on behalf of the coali-
tion Government to turn his words into 
action.”

Wayne David (Caerphilly) 
(Lab):”On the funding of political par-
ties, in recent years donations to the 
Conservative party from hedge fund 
managers, bankers and others associated 
with the City of London have doubled 
to nearly £43 million. They obviously 
like the half-baked regulatory measures 
being introduced by this Government. 
What measures does the Deputy Prime 
Minister plan to take in order to ensure 
full transparency, so that these donations, 
to use his own words, are not allowed 
to distort the political process?” The 
Deputy Prime Minister: “All parties in 
this House, if we are candid with each 
other, have had problems with the way 
in which big money circulates in politics. 
That is why I remain a keen advocate 
of a cross-party approach to getting big 
money out of political donations and why 
I am disappointed that the recent cross-
party talks did not lead to fruition. We 
can make progress, which is why we are 
about to table a Bill on third party fund-

ing to limit the influence of non-political 
parties in the democratic process. I re-
peat what I said earlier: given that the 
Labour party finally seems to have had 
a change of heart over the way in which 
it organises its dysfunctional relationship 
with its financial backers, I hope that it 
will work with us to reflect that in law.”

Clegg appears to believe that the £11 
million funding from Unite is a one-off 
annual payment, when it is the accumu-
lated sum spread over four years. As It’s 
A Fact reveals, the value of Unite’s po-
litical fund in 2012 was £9.339 million. 
This is not an en-bloc payment to Labour. 
Most of it is used to fund campaigning by 
the union on issues of concern to Unite’s 
members. It is a means of getting the 
union’s message across to the public. In 
contrast, private companies spend hun-
dreds of millions of pounds advertising 
their products and polishing their public 
image,while donating millions to the To-
ries without consulting their employees. 
Mosley’s suggestion of a £50,000 cap on 
political donations could be easily cir-
cumvented, as a recent example showed. 
The owner of a successful business 
wanted to make a very large donation to 
the Tory party. To avoid unwelcome pub-
licity, instead of making a single dona-
tion the sum was divided between fam-
ily members who each gave £50,000 to 
the Tories. So whatever reforms to party 
funding Clegg’s Bill proposes, the Tories 
will continue to be generously funded 
by their friends in the City and business, 
with whom they have a vested interest.

Zero-Hours Contracts

The Charted Institute of Personnel 
Development has estimated that there 
are one million people on zero-hours 
contracts. This figure contrasts sharply 
with the figure of 250,000, itself an up-
rate of 25% from its previous estimate, 
by the Office for National Statistics. 
Zero-hours contacts are not a recent phe-
nomenon, having being in use for some 
years, and although they constitute  just 
1% of the total work force, the number of 
workers employed on them has increased 
dramatically over the last ten years or 
so. It is also estimated that workers on 
zero-hours contracts are paid £6 an hour 
less  on average than other workers: £9 
an hour compared with an average of £15 
an hour. The Business Secretary Vince 

Cable has ordered a review into their use 
by major companies, who include Cur-
zon and Everyman cinema chains, Mc-
Donald’s and Sports Direct. The political 
parties have no objection in principle to 
zero-hors contracts as they argue that 
they provide choice and flexibilty to both 
employers and employees. Their concern 
is the abuse of the system by a number of 
rogue firms who they claim exploit the 
vulnerability of desparate workers. Con-
cerns such as this were raised in a debate 
on 9 July, initiated by Labour’s Julie El-
liot. The debate was noticeable for the 
total absence of speakers from the Con-
servative and Liberal Democrat parties 

– in fact there was a complete absence 
of Conservative MPs in the chamber of 
the House, as Labour’s Ian Lavery noted 
in his contribution -  with the exception 
of Liberal Democrat Jo Swinson, Under-
Secretary of State for Business, Innova-
tion and Skills, who replied for the Gov-
ernment. Extracts from her speech and 
that of Julie Elliot are set out below.

Julie Elliot: “Zero-hours contracts 
are contracts whereby a worker is guran-
teed no minimum hours and no minimum 
pay. In this country, we essentially have 
a large pool of workers, and employers 
have no legal obligation to pay them 
when thay are not needed. Zero-hours 
contacts have a widespread and deeply 
damaging effect on workers, and I call 
them ‘workers’ advisedly. People on 
zero-hours contracts are treated differ-
ently to employees, and as such they are 
second-class staff. People on zero-hours 
contracts earn 40% less than those on 
fixed-hours employment. A study by the 
Resolution Foundation shows that, peo-
ple on zero-hours contracts earn an aver-
age wage of just £9 an hour, juxtaposed 
with with £15 an hour for people with set 
contract hours. Among graduates, the 
difference is £10 an hour versus £20 an 
hour Firms that use zero-hours contracts 
have traditionally been employed in the 
hospitality and leisure sectors, but they 
are increasingly being used in the health, 
social care and further education sec-
tors.”

“According to the Government’s own 
estimates, nearly a quarter of major Brit-
ish employers use zero-hours contracts. 
The 2011 workplace employment rela-
tions study found that the number of firms 
with workers on zero-hours contracts in-
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creased from 11% in 2004 to 23% in 2011. 
The recession and the lack of recovery 
are hitting Britain’s lowest paid work-
ers hardest. Zero-hours contracts are 
not new, and they were not borne out of 
the financial crisis or the recession. The 
figure of 200,000 people on zero-hours 
contracts is almost certainly an underes-
timate, as many people will not realise 
they are on such contracts……If, as it 
seems, zero-hors contracts are part of the 
new labour market, and not simply a re-
action to the recession, we need to show 
our willingness to combat their worst ex-
cesses. Zero-hours contracts affect only 
approximately 1% of the work force, but 
that is 1% of a very large number and 
cannot be ignored.”

“Although they are on the increase in 
the public sector, zero-hours contracts 
are still more prevalent in the private sec-
tor, which is responsible for 85% of all 
such contracts in the UK……Staff who 
have worked for their employer for less 
than a year make up more than a third of 
all zero-hours contracts. Young workers, 
newer workers and women are shoulder-
ing the burden while employers enjoy 
the benefits……Having a high number 
of employers on zero-hours contracts is 
also potentially damaging to employers 
as it can lead to inadequate staffing lev-
els, the loss of training and skills develop-
ment and an inability to attract and hold 
on to the highest quality staff. Too many 
people are living a life on call, and I hope 
this debate will move the conversation 
forward from discussing the existence of 
such contracts to evaluating solutions to 
the problem.”

“After receiving an unsatisfactory 
answer from the Secretary of State for 
Health to my written question asking 
how many people in the national health 
service were employed on zero-hours 
contracts, I submitted a freedom of in-
formation request to each NHS trust in 
the country asking how many people 
had been employed by the trust on zero-
hours contracts only over the last five 
years: that is, those without a substantive 
contract in addition to the zero-hours 
contract. I also asked for a breakdown of 
what positions those people held, includ-
ing any bank staff. Of the 88 trusts for 
which I have data, 77 employed at least 
one person on a zero-hours contract and 
one third employed at least 500. Together 

the top 10 trusts employed a staggering 
10,800 people on zero-hours contracts. 
Perhaps more remarkably, thousands of 
NHS nurses and midwives were on zero-
hours contracts. Zero-hours contracts in 
health care are by no means restricted to 
trusts and hospitals. The Centre for Em-
ployment Studies Research has produced 
a study touching on the use of zero-hours 
contracts in social care in five councils 
in south-west England. In 2011-12, more 
than half of all domiciliary care workers 
were employed on zero-hours contracts. 
Figures uncovered by the shadow health 
team have found that nationally, more 
than 300,000 social care workers are em-
ployed on such contracts.”

“What needs to be done? We need to 
discuss concrete solutions to the zero-
hours contracts crisis. Suggestions in-
clude regulations that state if a worker’s 
average normal working hours are in ex-
cess of their contracted hours, they have 
the right to have real-world hours written 
into their contract. We also need to raise 
awareness of zero-hours contracts first 
and foremost among people employed 
on them. Job adverts offering positions 
on zero-hours contracts should say so 
explicitly. My hon. Friend the Leader 
of the Opposition has proposed living 
wage zones and tax breaks to persuade 
companies to pay their employees a liv-
ing wage, in order to boost productivity 
and cut the welfare bill……The Institute 
for Fiscal Studies has calculated that for 
every £1 spent paying a living wage, the 
Treasury saves 50p on tax credits and 
benefits. The Resolution Foundation has 
calculated that if everyone now receiving 
the minimum wage received the living 
wage, there would be a £2.2 billion net 
saving, comprised of higher income tax 
and national insurance receipts.”

Under Secretary of State Jo Swin-
son: “In basic terms, of course we 
understand that zero-hours contracts 
can work well for some people, giving 
them flexibility in the hours that they 
work. Equally, we are well aware that 
they do not provide the certainty that 
many people feel that they need. Those 
people need to know what they are go-
ing to earn, so that they can manage their 
finances and, indeed, their lives. Hon. 
Members have given many examples 
this afternoon, and the Department has 
received a number of letters that reflect 

some of the concerns….. It is important 
to be clear: zero-hours contracts will suit 
some individuals, but not everyone……I 
shall give examples of people who that 
arrangement might suit. I appreciate that 
there are different ways to achieve flex-
ibility, but zero-hours contracts are one 
such way, and if used properly, they do 
not need to be a problem. The hon. Mem-
ber for Sunderland Central mentioned 
flexibility being a one-way street, which 
is a good way to put it. If there is only 
a one-way street, that suggests that the 
contract is not equal on both sides. Genu-
ine two-way flexibilty can work very well 
for employees and employers.”

“The Labour Government looked at 
zero-hours contracts. Their White Paper 
said: ‘The Government wishes to retain 
the flexibility these contracts offer busi-
ness and believes that the National Mini-
mum Wage and Working Time Directive 
will provide important basic protections 
against some of the potential abuses.’ 
Some of these abuses have been outlined 
today…..but it is important to challenge 
the assumptions that such contracts are 
always a bad thing. They can be helpful if 
an individual and an employer genuinely 
want to come to an agreement about a 
contract. For students, who might not be 
able to commit to a fixed work pattern 
due to their timetables, zero-hours con-
tracts may be helpful in giving them good 
work experience. They can also be useful 
for semi-retired people who want to work 
occasionally, but on a fixed weekly basis. 
Zero-hours contracts are useful in some 
situations, but it is important that they 
are not abused.”

“The Government want to ensure that 
people on jobseeker’s allowance are in 
no way forced to apply for zero-hours 
contracts. I want to stress that that is 
not happening. It is not the case. There 
is no sanctioning of benefit if people do 
not apply for such jobs, because decision 
officers at the Department for Work and 
Pensions cannot mandate claimants to 
apply for them. If  jobseekers wish to 
take one, they are free to apply, but the 
decision-maker guidance sets out clearly 
that ‘if a claimant refuses or fails to apply 
for or accept employment that is less than 
24 hours a week, the claimant will have 
good cause’, if that is the reason for not 
applying. We will obviously work along-
side the DWP in the Government review, 
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to address the eligibility for support is-
sues. Universal credit should make it eas-
ier for people to get Government support 
based on the number of hours they work, 
without, for example, the cliff edge of 16 
hours, but we need to work closely with 
other Departments on that.”

“The hon. Member for Sunderland 
Central mentioned living life on call. If 
an employee is on call at their place of 
work, they should be paid; the legislation 
is clear. Some of the cases raised today 
are breaches of legislation. I will come 
on to the pay and work rights helpline. 
The provisions in the working time regu-
lations on breaks proportinate to the time 
spent working give some protection to 
workers. Although lunch breaks are not 
paid in zero-hours contracts, that does 
not mean that people should not get time 
to take a break at work, and the working 
time regulations set that out clearly. Care 
workers not being paid for the time spent 
travelling between houses was raised. If 
care workers have wages deducted for 
that time or have to pay for photographs, 
uniforms and so on, they might be work-
ing for less than the minimum wage, par-
ticularly if they are not on a high wage…..
Employers of people who are very well 
paid may not be in breach of national 
minimum wage guidance and legislation, 
but where employers are in breach, I urge 
people to contact the pay and work rights 
helpline on 0800 917 2368 or search ‘pay 
and work rights helpline,’ online”

Various hon. Members mentioned a 
ban on zero-hours contracts. Although 
we need to look at the evidence, there 
are immediate challenges to that pro-
posal. The hon. Member for Wigan men-
tioned small-hours contracts. If we ban 
zero-hours contracts, what would be the 
minimum – one hour, two hours, four 
hours, eight hours? If someone wanted to 
work for a small number of hours, should 
we stop them from being able to do so? 
Business, Innovation and Skills officials 
are speaking to a variety of stakeholders, 
including industry bodies that represent 
sectors where such contracts are used 
and trade unions, which, as was men-
tioned, have a lot of information, to ex-
amine the extent of the use and abuse of 
zero-hours contracts. We will work with 
other Departments. There is no call for 
evidence at this stage, but we do not rule 
it out for the future. Research shows that 

doing our homework before issuing a call 
for evidence is useful. I welcome the in-
terest the debate has sparked, and I am 
sure that we will return to the topic when 
we have the further information from the 
BIS fact-finding review.”

Welfare Caps

A short debate on capping welfare 
spending introduced by Tory back-
bencher Charlie Elphicke on 10 July saw 
the participation of six Tory Members 
and one Labour, who said nothing about 
welfare in his short interjection. The 
Minister of State for Work and Pensions 
Mark Hoban replied for the Government. 
The message Elphicke and his colleagues 
sought to get across was that over-gen-
erous benefits are a disincentive to work 
and cutting them will force feckless fam-
ilies and individuals to look for a job. No 
advice was given as to how, with 2.5 mil-
lion unemployed, they will find suitable 
work, other than low-paid, insecure jobs. 
Nor was it suggested that the problem 
is low pay, not over-generous benefits. 
Duncan Smith has said he wants to make 
work pay. Well, he certainly has a job on 
his hands with well-paid employment 
as rare as hen’s teeth. Capping welfare 
spending isn’t about fairness as Elphicke 
and others claim. It’s about clobbering 
the most vulnerable in society, making 
them pay for the economic mess created 
by the bankers. Most people on benefits 
want to work, but work isn’t generally 
available outside London and the South 
East. Labour should be on the side of the 
working class, both employed and un-
employed. Instead it more or less agrees 
with the Tories. 

Elphicke began by urging us to live 
within our means and contrasted  hard 
working people with those who live on 
benefits.”We must live within our means, 
and welfare reform and capping welfare 
are key parts of that. It is a question of 
fairness. In my constituency and up and 
down the land, people go out to work, 
work hard and try to do the right thing 
for their families, spouses, children, 
loved ones, to make ends meet in diffi-
cult times. They look around and tell me, 
‘It’s simply not fair that there are people 
living on benefits who are better off 
than we are. Why do we go out to work? 
Why do we bother? Why not just live a 

life on benefits and be better off?’ It is 
wrong that people who do not work enjoy 
a higher standard of living than people 
who go out to work and do the best they 
can.” It is likely that these are Elphicke’s 
words rather than the people he spoke to, 
if he did at all. If they are the words of his 
constituents, why did he not correct their 
false impression of the benefits system? 
Most people on benefits are in between 
jobs. The numbers on long term benefits 
are small in comparison and the numbers 
who are better off on benefits than they 
would be if they worked are even small-
er; a tiny minority of  benefit recipients. 
Have a discussion with someone in a pub 
about welfare or immigration and note 
the absence of facts in their tirade. The 
Tories, backed by the Express, Mail and 
Sun, have shaped their ignorance.

Elphicke went on to to say,”Universal 
credit will make work pay, incentivise 
work and encourage people to do well, and 
that lies at the heart of much of what the 
Government are doing. I approve of that 
approach. We need to build in incentives, 
by on the one hand limiting the amount 
of benefit and on the other encouraging 
work and making it pay.” Universal cred-
it, which will replace the current plethora 
of benefits, is being rolled out in a few 
regions. So far it has been hampered by a 
failure of the computerised system to en-
sure a smooth changeover. But it has also 
been criticised on the grounds that a lot 
of people will lose out when it is up and 
running. Elphicke’s comments display a 
use of language not recognisable to most 
people on benefits. His and the Govern-
ment’s view of incentives to work consists 
entirely of reducing benefits as a means 
of forcing people to take on work which 
is almost excusively low-paid. Tories are 
indifferent to the fact that work for most 
people on benefits will pay marginally 
more than reduced benefits. That is what 
they mean by building incentives.

What about pensions? Are they not a 
benefit? Elphicke had this to say about a 
cap on pensions: “We need to limit wel-
fare spending, but it is not right to do it 
at the expenses of  pensioners who have 
worked hard for many years and have 
contributed to the system. It would not be 
right for any Government to start beating 
pensioners up and taking their pensions 
away, considering they have put so much 
into the system.” Of course it wouldn’t, 
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especially not a Tory government who 
depend on pensioners’ support at a gen-
eral election. (In 2010, 76% of over 65s 
voted). But no one is suggesting that 
their pensions should be taken away. On 
the other hand, pension increases could 
have been capped at 1% in line with that 
of public sector workers. Elphicke’s de-
fence is that pensioners have contributed 
to the system. But so have most people on 
benefits when in employment. Elphicke 
doesn’t want to upset the grey vote in his 
constituency by reminding them, “we 
are all in this together.” And how much 
did Elphicke say could be saved by ben-
efit capping? £4.4 billion by 2017. A tidy 
amount, but insignificant compared to 
that which could be saved making tax 
dodgers pay their fair share.

Union Attack!

Unite the union has become the focus 
of Tory attacks on Labour and the trade 
unions. The Falkirk incident, which high-
lighted the methods by which unions seek 
to get their chosen candidates selected in 
Labour held constituencies, has resulted 
in Miliband caving in to Government 
pressure to reform the political levy 
from an opt out clause to an opt in. If this 
happens – it will be decided at a special 
conference next year – the historic link 
between the unions and the party will 
be changed utterly. Union influence on 
a Labour government and within the La-
bour party will be weakened as a result 
of the inevitable decline in the number of 
union members opting in to the political 
levy. This is what the Tories want (and 
Blair did too) and Miliband is prepared 
to hand it to them on a plate. Weaken the 
unions further, maximise the number of 
low-paid, insecure jobs, support zero-
hours contracts. The Tory dream is being 
realised. 

The Tories are watching every move 
made by the unions, including asking 
questions about complaints brought 
against them by union members. For ex-
ample, on 17 July Tory backbencher Rob-
ert Neill asked “how many complaints 
the Certification Officer has received in 
relation to the Unite trade union in each 
of the last five years; and what was the 
outcome in each case.” The answer pro-
vided by Business, Innovation and Skills 
Minister Jo Swinson must have surprised 

Neill, who was probably expecting the 
number to be high and the union to have 
been found wanting in most cases. There 
have been just 13 cases in the last five 
years. In almost every case the outcome 
favoured the union. The 13 cases are set 
out below.

 As at 31 March 2009 (1) Simms v 
Unite. Breach of rule by unreasonably 
excluding her from standing in its Na-
tional Executive Committee election. 
Outcome: Dismissed. (2) Hicks v Unite. 
Breach of section 46(1) of TULRCA, re-
lating to the holding of office of the joint 
General Secretary of Unite. Outcome: 
Withdrawn and Dismissed. (3) Finlay v 
Unite. Breach of rules in relation to the 
management of  his branch of the union.  
Outcome: Dismissed. (4) McGinnes v 
Unite. Breach of rule in relation to the 
union’s disciplinary procedures. Out-
come. Struck out.

As at 31 March 2010 (1) Harrison 
v Unite. Breach of TULRCA and rules 
in relation to the elections of the First 
Executive Council of Unite. Outcome: 
Dismissed. (2) Fleming-Clooney v Unite. 
Breach of rule in relation to the union’s 
First Executive Council amending the 
union’s rules outside its powers to do so. 
Outcome. Dismissed. (3) Lyons v Unite. 
Breach of section 52(2) and 48(6) of 
TULRCA and breach of rule in relation 
to the election of the Joint General Sec-
retary of Unite. Outcome: No breach of 
statute but breach of union rule. Declara-
tion issued/no enforcement order.

As at 31 March 2011 (1) Parkhill v 
Unite. Breach of rule. Union had alleg-
edly made payment to its political fund 
a condition of membership. Outcome: 
Dismissed. (2) Owen v Unite. Breaches 
of rule in relation to alleged disciplinary 
proceedings against him by the union. 
Outcome: Dismissed. (3) Kruger v Unite. 
Breach of rule in relation to the election 
of an Operating Convenor to the London 
Advisory Committee. Outcome: Dis-
missed.

As at 31 March 2012 (1) Hutchinson 
v Unite. Complaint relating to politi-
cal fund contribution. Struck out on the 
grounds that the complaint had no rea-
sonable prospect of success or is other-
wise misconceived. Outcome: Struck out. 
(2) Beaumont and Smith v Unite. Breach 

of section 47(1) of TULRCA and of its 
rules in excluding them from eligibility 
to stand in 2011 National Executive Com-
mittee elections. Outcome: Dismissed.

As at 31 March 2013 (1) Vowles 
v Unite. Breach of rules in relation to 
disciplinary procedures. Outcome: Dis-
missed.

Trident: A Partial Review

The last time PNs looked the Liberal 
Democtats opposed the replacement of 
the Trident nuclear missile system. How-
ever, on 17 July Lib Dem Danny Alexan-
der, in his capacity as Chief Secretary to 
the Treasury, bit his tongue and spoke in 
support of the Government’s review, or 
alternatives review as it was called. Al-
exander’s attempt to explain that it had 
been a thorough review were ridiculed by 
MPs from all parties except the Liberal 
Democrats. Liam Fox for the Tories, and 
Bob Ainsworth for Labour, both strong 
supporters of a nuclear deterrent, ques-
tioned that the review was   the most 
comprehensive in a generation. Extracts 
from their speeches are set out below, but 
first Danny Alexander.

Danny Alexander: “Yesterday, the 
Prime Minister and the Deputy Prime 
Minister published the Trident alterna-
tives review---the most thorough review 
of nuclear weapons systems and postures 
that the UK has undertaken for decades, 
and the most comprehensive analysis ever 
made public. For the first time in a gen-
eration---Dr Julian Lewis (New Forest 
East) (Con) rose---Danny Alexander: 
“I will make some progress before giv-
ing way. For the first time in a generation, 
the Trident alternatives review shows 
that there are credible and viable alter-
natives to the United Kingdom’s current 
approach to nuclear deterrence. A dif-
ferent approach would allow the UK to 
contribute meaningfully to the new mul-
tilateral drive for disarmament initiated 
by President Obama, while maintaining 
our national security and our ultimate 
insurance policy against future threats.” 
Caroline Lucas (Brighton, Pavilion) 
(Green) rose---Mr John Baron (Basil-
don and Billericay) (Con) rose--- 

Danny Alexander: “I will take some 
interventions later, but in the light of what 
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Mr Speaker has said, I will make some 
progress. A different approach could al-
low long-term savings---about £4 billion 
over the life of the system---to be made 
against current plans. Let me be clear: 
this does not change Government policy 
to maintain Britain’s nuclear deterrent 
and prepare for a successor system. It 
does mean that we can have at least an 
open and much more informed debate 
about what our nuclear weapons are for 
and how they should be deployed---a 
debate that provides our country with a 
chance to change course before the main-
gate decision for a successor system is 
taken in 2016.”

Dr Julian Lewis: “I am grateful to 
the Chief Secretary for giving way. He 
says that this is the most comprehensive 
examination for many years---that is 
open to question---but will he explain 
why it considered only the four-boat and 
three-boat options for Trident, not the 
two-boat options that the Liberal Demo-
crats plan to their conference as Liberal 
Democrat policy?

Danny Alexander: “My hon. Friend 
will have a chance to see the proposed 
Liberal Democrat policy paper when it 
is published in a few weeks’ time. The 
purpose of this debate is to consider the 
Trident alternatives review. Caroline 
Lucas: “On the review’s comprehensive 
nature, does the right hon. Gentleman 
not agree that a review that fails even 
to consider the option of not replacing 
Trident at all and having no nuclear sub-
marines is ultimately flawed? Decades 
after the cold war and in the midst of 
austerity, the key question that has to be 
asked is whether Britain needs a nuclear 
submarine system that will cost £100 bil-
lion over the next 30 years.” Danny Al-
exander: “That of course is a legitimate 
point for political debate, but the purpose 
of the review was to consider alternative 
weapons systems that could act as a de-
terrent. The review was never designed 
to consider the option of nuclear disar-
mament, although the hon. Lady is free 
to argue for that.”

Mr Bob Ainsworth (Coventry 
North East) (Lab) rose---Danny Alex-
ander: “I give way to the former Secre-
tary of State. Mr Ainsworth: “If this was 
the most comprehensive examination of 
our nuclear weapons system in a genera-

tion, why did the right hon. Gentleman 
not take evidence from individuals out-
side government?” Danny Alexander: 

“It was a review conducted within govern-
ment, taking advice fom senior officials, 
as with every other government review. 
Indeed, the the right hon. Gentleman has 
been involved in such reviews in the past, 
and I am sure he knows better.” The criti-
cism continued to pour forth until Alex-
ander ran out of time. First up was Liam 
Fox, with a pointed attack on the Liberal 
Democrats. Fox and his right-wing col-
leagues hate having to work with the Lib 
Dems, who they regard as being soft on 
defence, Europe and immigration. The 
same accusation is thrown at Labour, but 
it’s the Lib Dems who are the stumbling 
block to their ambitions, not Labour.

Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) 
(Con): “I will begin by saying this was 
not the most comprehensive review of 
this subject carried out in recent years: 
the previous Labour Government carried 
out a comprehensive review. I can say 
that with some confidence, because one 
of the things I did as Defence Secretary 
when we came into government was to 
ask to see that work and check whether 
its assumptions and costs are still valid. 
It was my view that they were, and that 
continuous-at-sea deterrence still repre-
sented the best system and value for our 
nuclear deterrence. In our review, we 
looked at the previous Government’s re-
view and at the systems that have since 
been rejected again. No member wants to 
have an air-launch system or a silo-based 
system in their constituency. At the time, 
the Liberal Democrats put forward a 
proposal on the cruise-based system 
that they believed to be credible. We, of 
course, maintained our belief that CASD 
was the best, along with a replacement 
for the Trident programme.”

“There are a number of reasons why 
I was happy for the review to go ahead. 
In particular, it would show the Liberal 
Democrats that the cruise-based system 
was a non-starter. First, it would be too 
expensive. It would require research and 
development for the missile system and 
for changes to the submarine programme. 
It would be slower and more easily inter-
cepted. It would require our submarines 
to be closer to target, and therefore more 
likely to be detected. It would also---no 
small point---be illegal under the treaty 

on the non-proliferation of nuclear weap-
ons. It was a non-starter. I am therefore 
pleased that the Chief Secretary, who 
is not in his place at the moment, came 
to the conclusion, rather belatedly, that 
it would be good to keep the Trident 
replacement system. It is a gain for the 
whole house and the country that the Lib-
eral Democtats have seen sense.”

“What is deeply depressing, however, 
is the willingness of the Liberal Demo-
crats to abandonCASD. It has been the 
position of both major parties---the La-
bour party and the Conservative party-

--to have CASD based on four boats, or 
fewer if technology allowed. Let us be 
frank: in the forseeable future, technol-
ogy will not allow us to go below four 
boats. We need one going out, one com-
ing in, one in refit and one in training. It 
is not possible to maintain what we have 
and what we want at lower levels than 
that, given present technology. If we go 
down to three, CASD cannot be guaran-
teed. If we go to two boats, we cannot 
have it at all, so that is an unrealistic po-
sition.”

“What are the Liberal Democrats 
saying with this policy? They are saying 
that we would abandon CASD, but de-
ploy at times of increased international 
tension. What does any member think 
would happen to international tension if 
we deployed a nuclear system that was 
not otherwise deployed? That would be 
a crazy foreign policy. I have to say to 
my Liberal Democrat colleagues that 
it is all very well to talk about stepping 
down the ladder, but if the bottom of the 
ladder is hanging off a cliff, that is not 
exactly a sensible manoeuvre. On cost, 
the Chief Secretary said that they would 
save £4 billion over the lifetime of the 
programme---£4 billion over a 34 to 50-
year period. That £4 billion is the equiva-
lent to less than two week’s spending on 
the national health service, or six days of 
what we spend on pensions and welfare. 
This is supposed to be value for money. 
For that infinitesimally small saving over 
a 50-year period, they would abandon a 
crucial element of our national security--

-a very interesting definition of value for 
money.”

Next was Labour’s Bob Ainsworth, 
who found common cause with Liam 
Fox. Mr Bob Ainsworth: “The political 
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class in this country and others struggles 
to communicate and maintain credibility 
with the electorate. It is not always our 
fault, but sometimes we are to blame, and 
when we commission such a report and 
predent it in this manner, we do serious 
damage to our credibility when talking 
to our electorate. In my opinion, the re-
port was born of unworthy motives and 
conducted without any outside consulta-
tion, and to present it with the kind of 
hyperbole we have heard tonight---as 
the most comprehensive examination of 
our nuclear deterrent in a generation—is 
clear and utter nonsense.”

“Of course, there is the question of 
whether we should have a nuclear de-
terrent at all. It is raised in all our con-
stituencies all the time and is a perfectly 
reasonable question. Some Members 
believe and say openly that we should 
not have one, while others, I think, be-
lieve the same, but do not say so openly. 
The first question, then, is whether we 
should have one at all, but the report was 
not commissioned to examine that ques-
tion; it was commissioned to answer the 
second question, which inevitably flows 
from the first: if we decide to have a nu-
clear deterrent, what kind should it be? 
What is the best system? What is afford-
able, effective and a real deterrent? That 
is where the report falls down.”

“There is no such thing as non-cred-
ible or a less-credible deterrent. There 
can be no such thing as a part-time de-
terrent. To be a deterrent, something has 
to deter. Doing anything less than deter 
stops a nuclear deterrent from being a 
deterrent at all. It turns into what? Poten-
tially, at times of crisis, it turns into an 
invitation; it most certainly turns it from 
a deterrent into a weapon. If we look at 
what underpins the White Paper---and as 
the previous speaker clearly stated---we 
have seen that such a weapon would be 
dangerous to deploy. How, and in what 
circumstances would it be put to sea? 
How would we disguise, at a time of ris-
ing tension, that we were doing that? It 
would be dangerous to deploy and dif-
ficult to sustain. It is all right to say that 
if we have three boats, we could, for a 
time in some circumstances, up our level 
of deterrent and go back to continuous-
at-sea deterrence. Yes, we could do that 
for a whileif we got ahead of the crisis, 
steppede back to CASD, deployed a boat 

at sea and kept it at sea throughout that 
time. But with three boats, for how long 
could we do that?”

“The Government and the Labour par-
try accept---indeed, it would be nonsense 
not to accept it---that technology may 
change the need for a fourth boat. If it 
does, why on earth would we do anything 
other than have three boats? However, if 
technology does not change those basic 
parameters, we will lose our ability to 
deter for a considerable time. This is not 
something we can just rescale in a matter 
of months; it would take years to rescale 
and we would therefore be rendering our 
deterrent non-sustainable. This report 
does not ask an honest question and I do 
not believe it was an honest process, but 
the review has at least flushed out the is-
sue of whether Trident can be done on 
the cheap. I would not want to have an 
examination in a cheap operating theatre 
by a doctor who had been trained on the 
cheap, and I would not want a deterrent 
that was done on the cheap. If we are to 
have a deterrent, let us have a deterrent 
that deters, as that is the only one worth 
having.”

Ainsworth asked an honest question: 
whether the UK really needs a nuclear de-
terrent, but failed to answer it. And if he 
believes, as those who support the UK’s 
nuclear deterrence believe, that it is the 
only certain guarantee that we will not 
be attacked (by another nuclear weapons 
state?), why does he not argue that all 
countries should have nuclear weapons? 
The UK did not use nuclear weapons in 
Iraq or Libya and has not done so in Af-
ghanistan. And if the West (UK, US and 
France) use their military force to back 
the rebels in Syria, they will not deploy 
nuclear weapons. We are told that ter-
rorism, against which nuclear weapons 
would be useless, is the greatest threat to 
the UK, but are never told why this is so. 
Ainsworth should spend his energy on 
seeking an answer to that question.

Bradley Manning

We tend to see flaws in 

our enemies: his head is 

too big, her face scares the 

crows, in vindictiveness 

the vitriol flows.Our enemy 

has enemies, they see Bra-

dley Manning as gay, small, 

feminine, treacherous, trea-

sonable, not a patriot, but in 

our land he’s a compatriot, 

he strides this war-torn 

world in ermine,   lord of 

conscience, of humanity, 

bursting the small packet of 

his being, to war criminals 

he’s profanity but a mighty 

heart beats in this wee’un, 

makes a superpower doubt 

its sanity,  a nightmare he 

could no longer feign.

 Wilson John Haire.
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The number of 16, 17 and 18 year 
old recruits to the armed forces in the 
last 10 financial years is as follows: Year 
2003-04. All services 11,540. Of which 
Naval Service 1,750, Army 8,170, RAF 
1,620. Year 2004-05. All services 8,580. 
Of which Naval Service 1,520, Army 
6,320, RAF 740. Year 2005-06. All Serv-
ices 8,740. Of which Naval Service 1,560, 
Army 6,840, RAF 340. Year 2006-07. All 
Services 8,600. Of which Naval Service 
1,440, Army 6,800, RAF 410. Year 2007-
08. All Services 8,640. Of which Naval 
Service 1,370, Army 6,410, RAF 860. 
Year 2008-09. All Services 8,880. Of 
which Naval Service 1,420, Army 6,030, 
RAF 1,440. Year 2009-10. All Services 
7,150. Of which Naval Service 1,120, 
Army 5,120, RAF 910. Year 2010-11. All 
Services 4,180. Of which Naval Service 
600, Army 3,340, RAF 240. Year 2011-
12. All Services 4,720. Of which Naval 
Service 340, Army 4,100, RAF 280. Year 
2012-13. All Services 4,090. Of which 
Naval Service 430, Army 3,440, RAF 
220. Note. Gurkhas, full time reserve 
personnel and mobilised reservists are 
excluded. Parliamentary Written Answer  
1/7/13.

The estimated number of adult social 
care workers on zero hours contracts, by 
each English region is: Eastern – 41,000; 
East Midlands – 23,000; London – 
56,000; North East – 17,000; North West 
– 37,000; South East – 50,000; South west 
– 27,000; West Midlands – 30,000; York-
shire and Humber – 27,000. Total Eng-
land – 307,000. Source: Skills for Care 
workforce estimates 2011, NMDC-SC 
May 2013. PWA 1/7/13.

The percentage profit margins for 
Royal Mail Group (including GLS (Gen-
eral Logistics Systems) but excluding 
POL) from 2003 to 2013 were: 2003 
– 0.3; 2004 – 3.3; 2005 – 2.3; 2006 – 3.8; 
2007 – 2.1; 2008 – minus 2.0; 2009 – 1.2; 
2010 – 1.7; 2011 – 0.2; 2012 – 1.7; 2013 
– 4.4. PWA 5/7/13.

The following coal-fired and oil-fired 
power stations have closed over the pe-

It’s A Fact
riod commencing in 2008 to date: Didcot 
A (coal); Kingsnorth (coal); Cockenzie 
(coal); Grain (oil); Fawley (oil). The 
following coal-fired and oil-fired power 
stations will cease operation by no later 
than 31 December 2015: Ferrybridge C 
(coal) (two of four units to close); Iron-
bridge (coal/biomass); Tilbury B (coal/
biomass); Littlebrook (oil). PWA 5/7/13.

The annulal basic pay per full-time 
employee for qualified nursing, midwife-
ry and health visiting staff in England 
over the period 2009 to 2013 was: 2009 

- £28,028; 2010 – 29,111; 2011 – 30,122; 
2012 – 30,390; 2013 – 30,544. PWA 
9/7/13.

The year-to-date, overcrowding for 
each financial year from 2002-03 to 2011-
12 for prison establishments in England 
and Wales was: Year 2002-03, Average 
prison population – 71,498. Number of 
prisoners in overcrowded accommoda-
tion – 16,684 (23.3% of total).Year 2003-
04, Average prison population – 73,658. 
Number overcrowded – 18,300 (24.8%). 
Year 2004-05, Average prison population 
– 74,808. Number overcrowded  – 18,214 
(24.3%).Year 2005-06, Average prison 
population – 76,564. Number overcrowd-
ed – 18,356 (24%).Year 2006-07, Aver-
age prison population – 78,880. Number 
overcrowded – 19,438 (24.6%). Year 2007-
08, Average prison population – 80,676. 
Number overcrowded – 20,377(25.3%). 
Year 2008-09, Average prison population 
– 82,830. Number overcrowded – 20,452 
(24.7%). Year 2009-10, Average prison 
population – 83,971. Number overcrowd-
ed – 20,235 (24.1%). Year 2010-11, Aver-
age prison population – 84,920. Number 
overcrowded – 20,211(23.8%). Year 2011-
12, Average prison population – 86,638. 
Number overcrowded – 20,907 (24.1). 
PWA 11/7/13.

Population estimates for England 

and Wales, Components of change for 
net international migration for the year 
to mid-2002 to mid-2010: Year 2001-
02, Immigration – 375,000. Emigration 

– 271,000. Asylum seekers net migra-
tion – 67,000. Net migration – 171,000. 
Year 2002-03, Immigration – 402,000. 
Emigration – 288,000. Asylum seekers 
net migration – 59,000. Net migration 
– 173,000. Year 2003-04, Immigration 
– 457,000. Emigration – 292,000. Asylum 
seekers net migration – 25,000. Net mi-
gration – 190,000. 2004-05, Immigration 
– 569,000. Emigration – 283,000. Asylum 
seekers net migration – 15,000. Net mi-
gration – 302,000. Year 2005-06. Immi-
gration – 541,000. Emigration – 332,000. 
Asylum seekers net migration – 8,000. 
Net migration – 217,000. Year 2006-07, 
Immigration – 587,000. Emigration 
– 345,000. Asylum seekers net migra-
tion – 10,000. Net migration – 252,000. 
Year 2007-08, Immigration – 548,000. 
Emigration – 318,000. Asylum seekers 
net migration – 14,000. Net migration 
– 244,000. Year 2008-09, Immigration 
– 515,000. Emigration – 353,000. Asylum 
seekers net migration – 18,000. Net mi-
gration – 181,000. Year 2009-10, Immi-
gration – 510,000. Emigration – 300,000. 
Asylum seekers net migration – 11,000. 
Net migration – 220,000. Note. Net 
migration includes visitor and migrant 
switchers, plus asylum seeker net migra-
tion. PWA 16/7/13. 

The value of the political fund of 
the Unite trade union in each of the 
last five years is as follows: Year 2008 
- £2,989,000; 2009 - £4,484,000; 2010 
– £3,020,000; 2011 - £5,489,000; 2012 
- £9,339,000. PWA 17/7/13.

Home Office expenditure on legal 
fees in respect of the Abu Qatada deporta-
tion case, year on year since immigration 
proceedings began in 2005 is: Year 2005 

- £11,202. Year 2006 - £164,645. Year 
2007 - £32,646. Year 2008 - £241,418. 
Year 2009 - £97,713. Year 2010 - £64,472. 
Year 2011 - £7,232. Year 2012 - £333,372. 
Year 2013 (to May) – 115,948. Total - 
£1,068,648. PWA 17/7/13.

Long Term International Migration 
(LTIM) estimates to the UK, by coun-
try of last residence, for EU and non-EU 
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countries are: Year ending December 
2005, EU countries – 186,000. Non-EU 
countries – 381,000. Year ending Decem-
ber 2010, EU countries – 208,000. Non-
EU countries – 383,000. PWA 18/7/13.

Extracts from key speeches in the debate of 29 August will be pub-
lished in the October issue of Labour Affairs. In the meantime the 

following are the wording of the Government’s motion and Labour’s 
amendment, neither of which the press published in full.

The Syria Debate

The Government’s motion: “That 
this House: Deplores the use of chemi-
cal weapons in Syria on 21 August 2013 
by the Assad regime, which caused 
hundreds of deaths and thousands of 
injuries of Syrian civilians; Recalls the 
importance of upholding the worldwide 
prohibition on the use of chemical weap-
ons under international law; Agrees that 
a strong humanitarian response is re-
quired from the international community 
and that this may, if necessary, require 
military action that is legal, propor-
tionate and focusing on saving lives by 
preventing and deterring further use of 
chemical weapons; Notes the failure of 
the United Nations Security Council over 
the last two years to take united action 
in response to the Syrian crisis; Notes 
that the use of chemical weapons is a war 
crime under customary law and a crime 
against humanity, and that the principle 
of humanitarian intervention provides a 
sound legal basis for taking action; Notes 
the widespread international support for 
such a response, including the statement 
from the Arab League on 27 August 
which calls on the international commu-
nity, represented in the United Nations 
Security Council, to ‘overcome internal 
disagreement and take action against 
those who committed this crime, for 
which the Syrian regime is responsible’; 
Believes, in spite of the difficulties at the 
United Nations, that a United Nations 
process must be followed as far as pos-
sible to ensure the maximum legitimacy 
for any such action; Therefore welcomes 
the work of the United Nations investi-

gating team currently in Damascus, and, 
whilst noting that the team’s mandate is 
to confirm whether chemical weapons 
were used and not to apportion blame, 
agrees that the United Nations Secretary 
General should ensure a briefing to the 
United Nations Security Council imme-
diately upon the completion of the team’s 
initial mission; Believes that the United 
Nations Security Council must have the 
opportunity immediately to consider that 
briefing and that every effort should be 
made to secure a Security Council Reso-
lution backing military action before 
any such action is taken, and notes that 
before any direct British involvement in 
such action a further vote of the House 
of Commons will take place; and Notes 
that this Resolution refers solely to ef-
forts to alleviate humanitarian suffering 
by deterring use of chemical weapons 
and does not sanction any action in Syria 
with wider objectives.”

The motion was lost by 13 votes. 
Ayes 272 Noes 285. 

Labour’s amendment (b): “leave 
out from ‘House’ to end and add—“ex-
presses its revulsion at the killing of 
hundreds of civilians in Ghutah, Syria 
on 21 August 2013; believes that this was 
a moral outrage; recalls the importance 
of upholding the worldwide prohibition 
on the use of chemical weapons; makes 
clear that the use of chemical weapons 
is a grave breach of international law; 
agrees with the UN Secretary General 
that the UN weapons inspectors must be 
able to report to the UN Security Council 
and that the Security Council must live 
up to its resonsibilities to protect civil-
ians; supports steps to provide humani-
tarian protection to the people of Syria 
but will only support military action 
involving UK forces if and when the fol-

lowing conditions have been met  that: 

(a) the UN weapons inspectors, upon 
the conclusion of their mission in the 
Eastern Ghutah, are given the necessary 
opportunity to make a report to the Se-
curity Council on the evidence and their 
findings, and confirmation by them that 
chemical weapons have been used in 
Syria; 

(b) compelling evidence is produced 
that the Syrian regime was responsible 
for the use of these weapons;

 (c) the UN Security Council has 
considered and voted on this matter in 
the light of the reports of the weapons 
inspectors and the evidence submitted; 

(d) there is a clear legal basis in in-
ternational law for taking collective mili-
tary action to protect the Syrian people 
on humanitarian grounds;

(E) such action must have regard to 
the potential consequences in the region, 
and must therefore be legal, proportion-
ate, time-limted and have precise and 
achievable objectives designed to deter 
the future use of prohibited chemical 
weapons in Syria; and 

(f) the Prime Minister reports further 
to the House on the achievement of these 
conditions so that the House can vote 
on UK participation in such action, and 
that any such vote should relate solely 
to efforts to deter the use of chemical 
weapons and does not sanction any wider 
action in Syria.”

The amendment was defeated by 
112 votes. Ayes 220 Noes 332.
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He wins a decisive victory as his 
promise of radical economic reforms 
in a country struck by Western sanc-
tions renews hope among the unem-
ployed youth. 

THE ruling Zimbabwe Afri-
can National Union Patriotic Front 
(ZANU-PF) won a decisive victory in 
the presidential election held on July 
31. It was quite a comeback for Presi-
dent Robert Mugabe and his party 
after having had to share power with 
the opposition for the past five years. 
Mugabe won 61 per cent of the vote in 
the election in which over 60 per cent 
of the electorate participated. Morgan 
Tsvangirai, his principal opponent and 
leader of the pro-Western Movement 
for Democratic Change (MDC), got 
around 32 per cent of the vote. Follow-
ing the disputed 2008 elections, ZANU 
had reluctantly entered into a coalition 
with two factions of the MDC. Tsvan-
girai was appointed Prime Minister 
under the coalition agreement and 
important portfolios were given to key 
MDC functionaries. Tendai Biti, who 
is number three in the MDC, held the 
Finance portfolio. 

It was an uneasy cohabitation. But 
it was during this period that the coun-
try’s Constitution was rewritten, ap-
proved in a national referendum, and 
passed by the two Houses of Parlia-
ment. The new Constitution stipulates 
that the armed forces and the judiciary 
must be independent from the execu-
tive and remain impartial. 

In the July elections, the ZANU-
PF won more than two-thirds of the 
seats in Parliament. The scale of the 
victory not only allows the party to 
form a government on its own but also 
gives it the power to rewrite the Con-
stitution. 

A survey in 2012 by the United 
States-based Freedom House revealed 
that popular support for Tsvangirai 
and the MDC faction headed by him 

Mugabe marches on
By John Cherian

had decreased to 20 per cent. In the 
previous year, Tsvangirai had 38 per 
cent of the popular vote. His taste for 
the high life coupled with a scandal 
plaguing his personal life did not help 
matters. In the recent elections, the 
MDC lost votes to older parties such 
as the Zimbabwe African People’s 
Union (ZAPU), which has its base in 
Matabeland in the northern part of the 
country. ZAPU, which, under Joshua 
Nkomo, had initially spearheaded the 
liberation movement, merged with 
ZANU in 1988. It was relaunched in 
2008 but has not been able to make 
much of an impact in Zimbabwean 
politics. 

Even before the polling ended, 
Tsvangirai alleged that the elections 
were rigged despite the presence of a 
strong contingent of election observers 
sent by the African Union (A.U.) and 
the Southern African Development 
Council (SADC). Olusegun Obas-
anjo, the former Nigerian President 
who headed the A.U. election-moni-
toring team, had no doubts about the 
fairness of the elections. He told the 
media that it was “peaceful, orderly, 
free and fair”. Bernard Membe, who 
headed the SADC observer mission, 
also described the elections as “very 
free and very fair”. However, Tsvan-
girai denounced the elections as “null 
and void” and called on his supporters 
to come out on to the streets to stage 
demonstrations. His call had very few 
takers, even among the MDC support-
ers. There was no repeat of the wide-
spread violence that followed in the 
wake of the disputed 2008 elections. 
The Zimbabwe Electoral Commission 
(ZEC) was chosen carefully, with the 
nominees appointed with the concur-
rence of all the political parties. 

Justice Minister Patrick China-
masa advised Tsvangirai to take his 
complaints to the judiciary. “If anyone 

is dissatisfied, the courts are there. I 
invite Tsvangirai to go to the court if 
he has any grounds to justify what he 
has been saying.” Chinamasa accused 
the West of trying to bring about a re-
gime change in his country by pump-
ing in more than $2 billion to non-
governmental organisations (NGOs) 
and financing “pirate radios”. South 
African President Jacob Zuma, who 
sent his “profound congratulations” to 
his Zimbabwean counterpart on his 
victory, has challenged Tsvangirai to 
produce evidence of rigging. 

The West has chosen to go along 
with the accusations of Tsvangirai 
and the MDC. U.S. Secretary of State 
John Kerry categorically stated that 
the results of the July elections “do 
not represent a credible expression of 
the will of the Zimbabwean people”. 
The former colonial power, Britain, 
expressed its “grave concerns” on the 
conduct of the elections. British For-
eign Secretary William Hague said 
that the irregularities reported by the 
opposition “call into serious question 
the credibility of the elections”. The 
European Union (E.U.) chipped in by 
claiming that “identifiable weaknesses 
in the electoral process and a lack of 
transparency” had marred the voting. 

Regional Endorsement

 

The regional endorsement of Mu-
gabe’s re-election has superseded 
Western criticisms. Many observers 
of the southern African scene are of 
the opinion that it will be difficult for 
the West to continue with its sanctions 
against Zimbabwe after the ringing 
endorsement of the elections by the 
A.U. and the SADC. E.U. members 
such as Belgium are reportedly keen 
to do open business with Zimbabwe, 
with an eye on the growing diamond 
industry. The West is also not happy 
to see China consolidate its position in 
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Zimbabwe and the wider region. Chi-
na is now the biggest investor in the 
country. It played an important role 
in bailing out Zimbabwe’s economy. 
The Chinese government was quick to 
congratulate Mugabe on his resound-

ing victory. 

British legislators are already 
pointing out that the E.U. must follow 
guidelines and not go against deci-
sions made by regional grouping such 
as the A.U. and the SADC and contin-
ue with the unilateral sanctions. They 
fear that the Western double standards 
towards the African continent will be 
further exposed if they reject the elec-
tion results. Unlike the E.U. and the 
U.S., the A.U. has characterised the 
regime change in Egypt as a military 
coup and has demanded the restora-
tion of civilian rule. Kerry and Hague 
obviously have different yardsticks to 
measure democracy on the African 
continent. 

Committed to socialist ideology

  

Mugabe, 89, has been at the helm of 
affairs ever since the country gained 
independence in 1980 after a brutal 
liberation war. He remains committed 
to a socialist ideology unlike other po-
litical leaders in the region who have 
given up on the principles that guided 
the liberation struggles in southern Af-
rica. The election results are, therefore, 
a political vindication for the veteran 
revolutionary. For long Mugabe has 
been one of the West’s international 
bete noires. Asked whether he was fit 
enough to run the country for another 
five years, the Zimbabwean leader, 
who is endearingly called “Comrade 
Bob” by his supporters and “old man” 
by others, replied that though he had 
been “declared dead many times by 
the West” he was fighting fit. He had 
declared earlier that he would quit 
gracefully if he was defeated in the 
elections. 

Mugabe is also the last surviving 
active leader who personally led a 
guerilla army to liberate his country 
from colonial rule. The Zimbabweans 
got their freedom the hard way by 

waging a war against a brutal white 
colonial settler regime. In contrast, 
independence for South Africa came 
virtually on a platter. The main ra-
tionale behind the liberation war in 
Zimbabwe was ownership of land by 
the native people. Britain pledged to 
finance land redistribution at the Lan-
caster House talks in 1979. The talks 
resulted in independence for the coun-
try from colonial rule with the rebel 
groups agreeing to a peaceful transfer 
of power in the following year. 

Zimbabwe has been reeling under 
sanctions imposed by the West, which 
played a big role in the country’s eco-
nomic meltdown in the last decade. 
It was denied access to international 
loans and credits, and its currency 
lost all its value. The Central Bank 
was even forced to print $1 trillion 
Zimbabwean dollar notes. The U.S. 
dollar has now become the de facto 
currency of the country. Inflation has 
been brought to manageable levels, 
but unemployment, especially among 
the youth, remains very high. Many 
educated Zimbabweans left the coun-
try during its worst years of privation. 
Since the beginning of this decade, 
things are looking much better for the 
country. The discovery of vast depos-
its of diamonds and metals, including 
gold, chromium and uranium, and 
their commercial exploitation have 
given a boost to the economy. 

Land Reform

The land reforms initiated by the 
ZANU-PF, which were much derided 
in the West, have not only brought po-
litical dividends for the ruling party 
but have now become a role model 
for other countries in the region. Ag-
riculture has once again started con-
tributing to the Zimbabwean economy. 
Farmers tilling their own land now 
grow 40 per cent of the country’s to-
bacco and 49 per cent of maize. Before 
the government undertook serious 
land reforms, 1 per cent of the white 
population owned more than 70 per 
cent of the best land in the country. In 
neighbouring South Africa, there has 
been an increasing clamour for the 
redistribution of farm land, which is 
still predominantly under white own-

ership. 

Mugabe’s key talking points dur-
ing the election campaign were local 
ownership of land and indigenous 
control of the economy. He promised 
to undertake further reforms to bring 
foreign-owned companies operat-
ing in Zimbabwe under “indigenous 
control”. An advertisement put out 
recently by the ZANU-PF promised 
to implement a five-year-plan that 
would move Zimbabwe towards “a 
unique wealth transfer model that will 
see ordinary people take charge of the 
economy”. This promise has given 
many youth hope for a better future. 
Tsvangirai and the MDC, on the other 
hand, have been batting for the inte-
gration of the Zimbabwean economy 
with the West’s, particularly, its neo-
liberal economic policies. 

Speaking in the second week of 
August for the first time after his re-
election, Mugabe rejected the Western 
criticism of the elections. “We are very 
happy that we have dealt the enemy a 
blow, and the enemy is not Tsvangi-
rai,” he told the media. “Tsvangirai is 
a mere part of the enemy. The enemy 
is he who is behind Tsvangirai. Who 
is behind the MDC? The British and 
their allies. Those are the ones who 
are the real enemies.” Mugabe reiter-
ated his pledge to go ahead with the 
radical economic reforms. The West 
had indicated that sanctions would be 
lifted if the elections were held in a fair 
and free manner. It is now clear that 
this is not going to happen in the near 
future. Mugabe said while he was re-
ceiving congratulatory messages from 
all over Africa, the West was criticis-
ing the elections. “Even as the whole 
of Africa is sending congratulatory 
messages saying ‘well done’, they say 
the elections were not free. And where 
are they talking? London, Washington 
and Ottawa,” he remarked, adding that 
the “policy of indigenisation and em-
powerment” would continue despite 
the disapproval of the West. Foreign-
owned banks and mining companies 
may be forced to cede control to local 
entrepreneurs. The new President said 
the immediate task of the government 
was “to raise the standard of living of 
our people”. 
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