
No 244 February 2014 Price £2.00 (€ 3.00)

Labour Affairs
Incorporating the Labour and Trade Union Review

The Great British Water Robbery
Anyone who believes in the value of the 

state takes the view that its fundamental 
functions include the protection of citizens. This 
specifically includes the taking of precautions 
against danger such as invasion from hostile 
powers. Liberal theory, such as is to be found 
in the work of Locke, also maintains that no-
one has the right to degrade natural resources 
through their exploitation. They are there to be 
used by all and must be left in at least as good 
a condition as before they were first exploited. 
Fundamental amongst these is water. A state 
unable or unwilling to defend its citizens from 
depredations of their natural resources is failing 
in its most basic ‘night-watchman’ function.

Just as no serious state can claim that defence 
is not necessary as no attack is imminent, 
as an excuse for not maintaining a nation’s 
defences, it cannot be a defence of the lack 
of care over natural resources like water that 
the population is not actually dying of thirst 
or through infection. It’s not enough to say it 
isn’t happening – you need to make sure that 
it isn’t happening. Yet this seems to be what 
has been happening to the water supplies of 
England since the late 1980s when Thatcher 
privatised them. 

At the time we were told that privatising water 
would ensure much-needed investment in water and 
sewage pipes, as if this was not anyway a public 
duty of the state. Much more recently we have 
learned from a BBC Radio programme, File on 
Four, just how bad the stewardship of our water 
supplies by the privatised companies has been. 
Thames Water is a particularly 
shockingcaseofwhathasbeenhappeningtoourwater. 
Currently, bills are going up faster than inflation 
and some people are having to ration the water that 
they use. At National Debtline water bill related 
calls were actually higher in volume than those 
relating to rent or mortgage arrears, from 3% in 
2007 to 14% in 2012. Currently Thames Water 
wants bills to rise 11% above the rate of inflation.

The fundamental problem with privatised water is 
that it is regulated to suit the water companies, not 
the population who need clean and fresh water. The 
internal structureof thewatercompanies is senselessly 
complex, and so is their pricing structure. Or rather, it 
is senseless if the main intent is to supply clean fresh 
water. If the intent is to avoid tax and avoid public 
scrutiny, it all makes perfect sense. 

They are sold and resold to a variety of remote 
capitalist structures whose interest lies in maximising 
sharevalueandincome,not inprovidingagoodservice. 
Thames Water, for example, is a structure consisting 
of eight levels, at the top of which is a shareholding 
entity called Kemble Consortium, owned by an 
Australian bank, Macquarie, which manages a range 
of investors, including sovereign wealth funds in Abu 
Dhabi and China. These investors have no interest in 
providing a good water supply, just in a good rate of 
return. They can bail out of our water supply at any 
time that suits them. 

There is a requirement on the water companies to 
maintain an investment grade credit rating (which 
Thames does, but only just) but no regulations about 
the proportion of profits to be reinvested and there 
appears to be no regulations preventing shareholders and 
senior managers from, in effect, looting the company. 
All that they need do is cash in on the results of their 
own stewardship of the company. This is mostly 
quite legal. Even when improper conduct is suspected 
and alleged by mainstream financial journalists, it has 
proved almost impossible to punish top managers.

Future income from water supply is turned into a 
seriesoffinancial instruments, theconstructionofeach 
ofwhichcommandsafeewhich isacomponentonyour 
water bill. Other water companies such as Yorkshire 
Water, Southern Water and Anglian Water engage 
in the same kind of behaviour. There are only about 
40% of water companies in England and Wales whose 
company’s shares are traded on the stock exchange – 
foremost are United Utilities and Severn Trent.  

The problem of the abuse of our water supplies has 
now got so bad that a Tory MP, Charlie Elphicke, a 
former tax lawyer, has taken an interest. He has found 
out that some companies, such as Thames, have for 
some years being paying out more in dividends than 
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they are making in profits. Thames’ 
‘gearing’ – the ratio of its value 
to its debts, increased from 56% 
in 2005 to 93% in 2013. Paying 
large amounts of interest in debt 
also means that they can defer 
payment on corporation tax.  This 
level of debt is not due to the need 
for investment, but to the legal 
looting of the company.

It is possible to calculate what 
would have happened if Thames 
had paid out 50% of their profits in 
dividends since 2000 and invested 
therest fora largeprojectsuchasthe 
Thames super-sewer, the Tideway 
Tunnel. A consultant for the 
European Bank for Reconstruction 
and Development has calculated 
they would currently have at their 
disposal 50% of the funds needed 
for the project and shareholders 
would still have made a healthy 
8-9% return on their investment. 
Thameswants toraiseprices tofund 
the project. Borrowing is likely to 
be expensive because of the low 
credit rating that the company 
enjoys, itself a function of its rising 
debt levels.

A reasonable interpretation of 
what has been happening to our 
privatised water companies is that 
shareholdershavebeenrent-seeking 
through the possibilities offered 
through loose regulation. Senior 
executives, incentivised by share 
options, if they are unscrupulous, 
can also make serious money by 
puffing up the share price at the 
expenseof thecompany’s financial 
health and then cashing in on the 
results of their own stewardship of 
the company.

Water, a vital resource for British 
people, has not been properly 
looked after by the privatised 
companies. They have been given 
a free ride at the expense of the 
public and have abused this vital 
asset, potentially imperilling our 
health and causing many people 
difficulties in accessing adequate 
supplies of water. Successive 
governments have been negligent 
in not bringing these companies to 
heel. Welsh Water is owned by a 
not-for-profitcompany(asnoted in 
Labour Affairs January 2014) and 
Scottish and Northern Irish water 
are still publicly owned. 

It is only in England that this 

situation has been allowed to 
continue unchecked. The Labour 
Partyshouldpromise tobringwater 
back into common ownership in 
some form or other as soon as it 
gets back into government. Not 
only is it necessary but it will also 
beahighlypopularmove.Once the 
public realiseswhat isbeingdoneto 
their water they will back any such 
move strongly. The cost of buying 
thesecompaniesbackshouldreflect 
the neglect that they have suffered 
at the hands of their owners.

We live in a state governed by 
three liberal parties. Conservatism 
is ignoredby theConservativesand 
socialism is scorned by Labour. 
But liberals like Locke could see 
that there has to be stewardship of 
natural resources, even in a liberal 
state. One might have thought 
that liberal privatisers would have 
ensured that the regulation of 
utilities provided some protection 
for those who depend on them. 
This however is not the case. The 
regulatory bodies were set up to 
protect the private interests which 
own them. The interests of the 
populationweresubordinatedtothe 
need to establish these companies 
as profitable entities. But there is 
no countervailing force to make 
sure that they do not just address 
the needs of their shareholders 
but of those who depend on them 
for life and health. It is a scandal 
that Labour allowed this situation 
to continue and actually for the 
conditions of the companies to 
deteriorate during its thirteen years 
in office. If even some Tory MPs 
are worrying about the abuse of our 
water, it is high time that Labour 
promised to provide protection. 

Our merchants and master-
manufacturers complain much 
of the bad effects of high wages 
in raising the price, and thereby 
lessening the sale of their goods 
both at home and abroad. They say 
nothing concerning the bad effects 
of high profits. They are silent with 
regard to the pernicious effects of 
their own gains. They complain 
only of those of other people.

Adam Smith, The Wealth of 
Nations
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In an apparently selfless act, 
Deloitte, one of the Big Four 
Accountancy firms, have taken the 
trouble to trawl through official 
government data and reputable 
statistics, to produce a report 
titled “The State of the State 
2013. In search of affordable 
government.”

Before reading the report, I 
steadied myself with a quote from 
JK Galbraith, which I recommend 
to all - “The study of money, above 
all other fields in economics, is 
one in which complexity is used 
to disguise truth or evade truth, not 
to reveal it.” 

In the preamble to the report we 
are told - 

“Deloitte LLP offers professional 
services to the UK and European 
market . With over 14,500 
exceptional people in 28 offices 
in theUKandSwitzerland,Deloitte 
has the broadest and deepest 
range of skills of any business 
advisory organisation. We provide 
professional services and advice 
to many leading businesses, 
government departments and 
public sector bodies.”

The report is a joint enterprise 
with Reform, who are described 
thus- 

“Reform is a non-party think tank 
whose mission is to set out a better 
way to deliver public services and 
economic prosperity. Our aim is to 
produce research of an outstanding 
quality on the core issues of the 
economy, health education and 
law and order and on the right 
balance between government and 
individual. We are determinedly 
independent and strictly non-party 
in our approach.”  (my emphasis)

There really is no longer any 
need to describe yourself as 
“independent” and “non-party”, 
as the prevailing consensus across 
the Westminster political class is 
entirelyconsistentwith theanalysis 
of the Big Four, and in too many 
ways, is directed by them. We are a 
world apart from the era in history 
when in 1971, US President Nixon 
declared - “we’re all Keynesians 
now.”

Not keeping calm
Deloitte’s report, purports to 

give “independent and accessible 
analysis of the UK public sector.”

In its Foreword it states – 
“Government in the UK has grown 
significantly over the past 50 years, 
anddemandforpublicservicesisset 
to continue growing in the 50 years 
to come. With pressure from the 
global financial crisis, the UK state 
as we knew it became unaffordable 
and is now reshaping its limits; the 
Government -ofwhateverpolitical 
mix- cannot simply ‘keep calm and 
carry on.’

Having introduced panic in 
the foreword, the “Executive 
Summary”  explains - 

“The UK State is shrinking
In 2008, the global financial 

crisis hit the UK economy 
and public finances hard. Our 
deficit – the annual difference 
between government spending and 
government receipts – reached a 
post war high of £159 billion just 
ahead of the 2010 election. Three 
years later, theunderlyingfigurehas 
reduced to £120 billion and looks 
set to fall below £96 billion in the 
next three years.”

There isn’t any analysis of what 
caused the “global financial crisis”, 
it is simply treated as though it was 
some natural phenomenon and no 
remedial measures are suggested 
anywhere in the report tomakesure 
banks and financial services are 
reformed so we don’t have another 
one.  The report continues - 

“Seventy per cent of the 
Government’s fiscal consolidation 
measures have been drawn from 
inflation-adjusted spending cuts 
rather than tax rises. As a result, 
the UK state will shrink by ten 
per cent in the next five years as 
public spending as a proportion 
of our GDP goes down. That is a 
significant change in the size of 
our state, though other European 
countries need to do more; Greece 
is forecast to reduce by 19 per cent 
and Ireland by 27 per cent.”

So the state is shrinking, but 
what’s in this for Deloitte, PWC, 
Ernst and Young (EY) and KPMG 

et al?  Here’s their opening – 
“However our report argues 

that while the existing reforms are 
crucial first steps, more profound 
change is still required to create 
the necessary impact on the UK’s 
balance sheet. No area of state 
activitycanbeconsidered taboofor 
reform. That includespublic sector 
productivity, which has become a 
critical issue for the UK state.”

Enter stage right –  Dr 
Pangloss

At this point Deloitte hand over 
the narrative to Dr Pangloss, who 
gives us the good news, under the 
heading - “Leaders of our local 
public services are determined and 
focused on opportunities”.

It is therefore encouraging that 
local public sector leaders see 
opportunities in austerity. “ (sic)

But later Dr Pangloss seems 
to doubt himself, and states 
– “However the research also
cast light on their fears. Some 
interviewees suggested that the 
weakened state of local economies 
hadbecomeamorecentral concern 
for their organisation. A number 
of those interviewed expressed 
particular worries about the local 
impact of the national welfare 
reforms; they are concerned that 
lower incomes for vulnerable 
people will increase demand on 
local services.” 

And so we find there may indeed 
be something rotten in the state 
of Denmark, about which more 
later.  

Tax income and the widening 
gap

Following on from their notion of 
our “unaffordable state” Deloitte 
point out – 

“Immediately after the 2008 
globalfinancialcrisis,governments 
around the world spent £7.1 trillion 
to support financial institutions. 
After that, the ensuing economic 
downturn substantially reduced 
their tax income, widening the 
gaps that already existed between 
government spending and income 

The State of the State we’re in.
Michael Robinson
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in many states.” 
Now we are on familiar ground, 

for Deloitte know a lot about 
tax income. Not alone do they 
advise major corporations on 
tax “efficiency”, losing millions 
annually to the public realm, 
they have made such tax efficient 
arrangements for themselves. 
As Private Eye has explained, 
in their case this involves that 
old favourite - transfer pricing.  
The Big Four Partners have 
established themselves as self 
employed directors of limited 
liability partnerships (LLPs). This 
company vehicle allows them to 
separately employ thousands of 
staff in specially created “service 
companies”. The Limited Liability 
Partners then reimburse the costs 
of the service company and add 
a “mark-up” that gives a taxable 
profit. The key thing is that this 
profit is taxed at a lower rate than 
the partners would otherwise be 
liable to. What does this mean?  
Quite simply - Ernst and Young 
LLP“transferred” more than £90m 
taxable profit to Ernst and Young 
Services Ltd, saving the partners 
£18m in tax. PWC LLPtransferred 
more than£80m,nettingasaving in 
tax to its partners of £16m. KPMG 
LLP ran the same arrangement 
saving about £4m, with Deloitte 
transferring £38m, saving its 
partners around £7.5m. Not illegal 
of course, but see comments on the 
ethical aspects below.

But Deloitte don’t just employ 
“exceptional people”, they’re 
record breaking people too. The 
£14 million fine issued by the 
Financial Reporting Council for 
their conduct and failure to declare 
conflicts of interest in the MG 
Rover Group takeover fiasco, is 
the highest yet made. 

ACTION AID Report
Further evidence of concern 

about Deloitte, is contained in a 
recent report by Action Aid (www.
actionaid.org.uk). Their report 
is based on a report by Deloitte 
titled “Investing in Africa through 
Mauritius” which indicates how 
tax can be avoided, citing the 
example of Mozambique, where 
“withholding tax liabilities were 
reduced by 60% and capital gains 

tax can be reduced from as much 
as 32% to zero.”  

Commenting on the Action 
Aid report, Kofi Annan declared 
– “It is unconscionable that some
companies .... are using unethical 
tax avoidance, transfer pricing and 
anonymous company ownership 
to maximise their profits while 
millions of Africans go without 
adequate nutrition, health and 
education.”

Unfortunately such concerns 
aren’tnew. InhisGuardiancolumn 
of 22 January 2012, Simon Jenkins 
observed – 

“Eight years ago, David Craig’s 
Plundering the Public Sector, 
calculated that 10 years of New 
Labour had seen £70bn vanish 
from taxes into management 
consultancy, PFI and IT fees, to 
no noticeable public gain. Most 
Whitehall IT projects had been 
fiascos, and there is a new one 
each week. The beneficiaries have 
been the rich:firms suchas KPMG, 
Deloitte, PwC, Capita, Serco, 
McKinsey and others. Today’s 
public accounts committee may 
howl about waste, but the stable 
is bare and the horses are over the 
horizon, laden with gold.”

Leading the way - Norway
There is some good news in the 

Deloitte report, but it’s not for us.  
Their comparative research shows 
that –

“Norway is one of the few 
advanced economies that bucks the 
global trend, with public spending 
set to rise by three percentage 
points. Finland also expects to 
see a modest increase of half a 
per cent. Both of these countries 
retain theNordic socialdemocratic 
modelofhigh taxesandhighpublic 
spending.

A ‘nordification’ of the UK 
state – with more taxes to pay for 
more government - is an unlikely 
proposition for the future of the 
UK given the scale of difference 
betweenthemodelsofgovernment. 
By way of contrast, our top rate 
of income tax is 45 per cent and 
public spending is 45 per cent of 
GDP. Nordic Denmark has a top 
rate of income tax of 60 per cent 
and spends 56 per cent of GDP on 
its public sector.”

This casual dismissal of the 
Nordicmodel isall themoregalling 
as we have recently learned that 
in contrast to Britain, Norway has 
been investing the proceeds from 
its North Sea oil and gas into a 
protected government pension 
fund, which is used for state 
infrastructure. The fund now owns 
over 1% of the world’s stocks, and 
includesproperties inParisandpart 
ofRegentStreet inLondon.Britain, 
underThatcher,usedoil revenues to 
cut income taxes, in a huge transfer 
of wealth to the already wealthy, 
with the Chancellor Nigel Lawson, 
slashing the toprateof tax from60p 
in the pound, to 40p in the pound 
by 1988.

In Norway today, the public own 
almost70%ofthestateoilcompany 
and its oil fields. In the UK we own 
the banker’s debts.

Wolf of Wall Street
Writing about the film The Wolf of 

Wall Street, in his Guardiancolumn 
“Loose Cannon” on 18 January 
2014, Giles Fraser stated - “the 
problem is not a few bad apples. 
The problem is systemic. Here is 
where size matters. For what was 
revealed for all to see back in the 
financial crisis of 2008 was that 
those banks that are too big to fail 
were able to get away with pretty 
much whatever they liked. Moral 
hazard begins with immunity from 
growingbust. Thefact that thestate 
bailed out various banks created 
the absurd reality of socialism for 
the rich, with profits counting as 
private gain and losses as a public 
responsibility.” 

From RAG to riches
Reporting against their 10 

indicators measuring government 
success in 2012, Deloitte use the 
Red, Amber, Green (RAG) traffic 
lightsystem. Oneof their indicators 
is “Fraud” and it is marked Red.  
They cite the National Fraud 
Authority as assessing that fraud 
in the year cost the government 
£20.6 billion. An overwhelming 
£14 Billion of this is tax fraud. Oh 
the irony.
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‘We’re going to save the world through exports’
Trade minister and former BT boss on mission to get firms to emulate German industrial machine

By Ruth Sunderland

take on the trade brief, he felt he 
had to agree.

‘I’m not a politician, I did not 
have ambitions to go into politics, 
but he said it is important for 
Britain.’

It is important. Livingston is 
speaking at an event bringing 
togetherBritishfirmswithmembers 
of the fabled German Mittelstand – 
that is, the medium-sized, mainly 
family-owned, export champions 
that form such an important part of 
that country’s industrial machine. 

The conference is taking place 
at the visitor centre of JCB, which 
is one of the few companies in the 
UK to succeed at the Mittelstand 
model – albeit that it is now large, 
rather than medium-sized. 

Lord (Anthony) Bamford, the 
chairman, of JCB, who poses with 
Livingston for photographs in 
front of a digger emblazoned with 
a Union Jack, says there are ‘lots 
of lessons’ the UK can learn from 
Germany. 

punitive taxation in the 1960s.‘I 
am fearful of returning to the trade 
uniondominanceandputting in the 
sort of policies that were so bad for 
Britain in the Fifties, Sixties and 
Seventies, such as high taxes and 
nationalisation.’ 

Livingston agrees that handing 
downfirmsthroughthegenerations 
hasnotbeen thesametraditionhere 
as ithas inGermany,partlybecause 
in the UK people have aspired to 
enter the professions. His own 
family could be seen as a case in 
point.Hisgreat-grandparentscame 
to Britain from Eastern Europe, 
penniless, and set up a clothing 
firm. 

‘They became prosperous, but 
prosperitymeant12people sharing 
a two-bedroom flat in Glasgow.’ 
Livingston’s father was the first in 
the family to go to university, while 
he trained to be an accountant. 

He says: ‘Being in business has 
beenseenas lessaspirational than it 
should be. Rather than just wanting 
tobeinvestmentbankersorlawyers, 

 Lord Livingston, the BT boss 
turned trade minister, is ensconced 
in an economy-class seat on the 
7.07am train from Euston to 
Stafford. 

Light is only just breaking 
through the rainyLondonskies,but 
for him it must feel like the middle 
of theday,ashehasalreadybeenup 
for hours to do two early morning 
radio programmes to evangelise 
about British exports. 

If he had continued in his former 
job as chief executive of BT, 
Livingstonwouldnotbesqueezing 
himself into a seat on a Virgin 
train, but rubbing shoulders with 
the most powerful people on the 
planet at Davos. 

!

But he insists he prefers his trip to 
the West Midlands, where he is on 
a mission to encourage mid-sized 
Britishfirmstoemulate theprowess 
of their German counterparts at 
exporting, to yet another sojourn in 
the expensive Swiss ski resort.

‘It is my first regional trip as trade 
minister and the first year in seven 
that I am not in Davos,’ he says. 
Can Stafford really be preferable to 
Davos? ‘Ohgoshyes.Wearegoing 
to save the world in our own way, 
and we are going to do it through 
exports.’  

His next trip is to Mexico and 
Colombia, he says – but only after 
Essex and Glasgow. Livingston 
was highly acclaimed as the chief 
executive of BT, and at just 49 
years old could have had plenty 
more years at the helm. Yet when 
the Prime Minister asked him to 

!

Continued on page 6

‘We need a long-term industrial 
policy.Germanyhasspent60years 
with an intense focus on being the 
best. We need a shared political 
understandingabouttheimportance 
of industry. There undoubtedly has 
been one in Germany.

‘The fundamental reason we 
have to do more on engineering 
and manufacturing is our balance 
of payments deficit. In Germany, 
they have a surplus every month, 
that is why they are so rich.’ 

One of the reasons, he says, that 
theUKlosta lotof familyfirmswas 

which are great professions in their 
own right, we should be talking up 
business as a career.’ 

One of his hobby horses is to 
encourage British firms to look 
to emerging markets such as 
China. Livingston points to recent 
deals including selling tea to the 
Chinese, from the Tregothnan 
plantation in Cornwall. He adds: 
‘Probably the strangest deal is to 
export £45million of pig semen 
to China.’
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Whether the UK can realistically 
hope to compete with Germany’s 
manufacturing and export muscle 
is questionable. Livingston cites 
a report by think-tank the CEBR 
suggesting the UK economy might 
overtake Germany by 2030. 

That report, I tell him, prompted 
Bob Bischof, the chief economic 
adviser to German Industry UK, to 
declare that pigs might fly. ‘Future 
pigs are flying,’ Livingston laughs 
– but it’s clear that when it comes
to exports, he is deadly serious. 

Continued from page 5

DVA EQIA - Public Consultation
by Michael Robinson

Following concerted pressure 
by the (former) DOE Minister 
Alex Attwood, the Department 
for Transport Minister with 
responsibility for Driver and 
Vehicle Licensing, Stephen 
Hammond MP, has launched a 
public consultation exercise on the 
proposed centralisation of services 
at the DVLASwansea. As we have 
reported previously, the proposals 
to encourage the public to use on-
line services and to re-direct those 
wanting face to face, same day 
service, from dedicated Vehicle 
Licensing offices to the post office 
network, will lead to a loss of up 
to 323 jobs in our local economy. 
NIPSA Challenges the savings 
claimed.

The consultation documents 
claim that with an investment of 
£18m in initial transformation 
costs, a subsequent annual 
saving of £12m will be made by 
these proposals. However, the 
Department for Transport has an 
annualbudgetofaround£13billion 
and the consequences for the local 
economy have been described 
by economists engaged by the 
Department of the Environment 
as follows – “It will not only affect 
the public sector, it could also have 
an impact on the private sector, 
given the multiplier effects. This is 
likely to be severely damaging to 
businesses inNI,particularlygiven 
the current economic landscape. 
Given how relatively weak the 
local labour market is, the timing 
of this proposal could not be worse 
and will be extremely damaging to 
the NI economy.”

The same economists calculate 
that when the “multiplier effect” is 
applied, a further 1.5 jobs will be 
lost in the private sector for every 
public sector job cut. That would 
bring the total estimated local job 
losses inColerainealone, toaround 
500. The economists have also 
established that extrapolating from 
the respectiveworkingpopulations 
inNIandGB,a lossof323jobshere 
would equate to a loss of 12,000 
jobs in GB, and up to 18,000 jobs 
when the multiplier effect, which 

captures the impact on the private 
sector of public sector job loss, is 
applied.

The economists have also 
indicated that economic inactivity 
and unemployment “is expensive 
for government, for taxpayers and 
for society as a whole.” Using “a 
conservative figure” they estimate 
that “a reduction in employment 
of 300 in NI would represent an 
additional cost to taxpayers of £3m 
ayear.”Whenthisfigure isadded to 
the figures for the job losses in GB, 
the additional costs to the taxpayer 
will heavily outweigh the savings 
claimed by the GB Minister.

The press release issued in 
support of the proposals claims 
motoristswill “haveaccess tomore 
vehicle registration and licensing 
services thaneverbeforeat150Post 
Office branches across Northern 
Ireland.”But it isnotat all clear that 
each post office will be equipped or 
indeed contracted to offer the same 
serviceandwehaveestablishedthat 
in GB the public can be redirected 
todifferentpostoffices fordifferent 
licensing services, with only the 
main post offices offering anything 
like a comprehensive service.

At present, under the limited 
relicensing services provided at 
our post offices, (to those who 
don’t go to a dedicated licensing 
office), there is still an error rate in 
the applications processed. NIPSA 
has learned that in 2009-10 there 
were 8,342 errors made, in 2010-
11 there were 5,552 errors made 
and in 2011-12 there were 6,911 
errors made. As a consequence of 
thisknownerror rate,DVAactually 
employs a number of staff, whose 
sole function is to correct these 
errors, many of which can lead 
to a loss of revenue which has 
to be recouped directly from the 
customer or from Post Office HQ. 
Extrapolatingfrommonthlyfigures 
available from last year, the loss in 
revenue would have amounted to 
almost £40,000 in a single year.

In contrast, as outlined in the 
NIPSA Briefing produced in June 
2012, for the lobby of Parliament, 

on an annual basis, DVA registers 
117,000 new vehicles, issues 1.4m 
vehicles licences, 229,000 driver 
licences, 4,000 taxi licences, 550 
roadfreightoperatorlicences,6,800 
road freightvehicle licences, 2,500 
bus licences and 200 bus operator 
licences.Itdoesthiswithacustomer 
satisfactionratingcurrentlyat98%. 
This customer satisfaction rating is 
certain tobecompromisedby these 
proposals.”

Since then, NIPSA has obtained 
a copy of the report by Customer 
Focus Post – “Consumer friendly 
post offices? Access, environment 
and service quality in Northern 
Ireland’s post office network”. 
Consumer Focus Post is part of 
a non-departmental public body 
of the Department of Business, 
Innovation and Skills in GB. Their 
report published in November 
2011, notes – Northern Ireland has 
only eight Crown Offices, less than 
2percentof theprovince’snetwork 
and the lowest proportion of any 
region in theUnitedKingdom.And 
further - The Post Office network 
in Northern Ireland is heavily 
reliant on the central Government 
subsidy for survival. However, 
the Government has indicated 
that they expect this subsidy to 
reduce considerably in the future. 
(“Environment” – page 18).

Continued on page 7
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Later in the report it is noted 
– “Queuing has been a problem
for many years for Post Office 
customers.Aslivesare increasingly 
busy, many are prepared to spend 
less time in queues, and will seek 
alternative ways to undertake their 
transactions. It is therefore an issue 
Post Office Limited must address 
urgently before further erosion of 
customer numbers. (“Queuing” – 
page 20). At the time of writing, the 
waiting time target for our vehicle 
licensing offices is 12 minutes. In 
2011-12 the target was 13 minutes, 
with our staff achieving an average 
waiting time of only 5.76 minutes. 
Worryingly, The Customer Focus 
report in examining “Customer 
interaction”, noted – Only seven 
in 10 counter staff were reported as 
allowing consumers time to make 
secure, sensitive documents or 
cash, after their transactions.

These proposals will particularly 
affect people needing to avail of 
face to face licensing services, 
including amongst others, the 
elderly, the traveller community 
and people for whom English is 
not a first language. The EQIA has 
establishedalreadythatthesegroups 
are the least likely to have internet 
access and yet the consultation is 
only available on-line at- www.
gov.uk/government/consultations/ 
future-of-vehicle-registration-and-
licensing-services-in-northern-
ireland We hope that our licensing 
staff will have your support in 
this matter and that you will bring 
these concerns to the attention of 
your constituents, so that they can 
have a better informed view of the 
consultation and the consequences 
of these proposals.

Continued from page 6

Book Review by Mark Langhammer

The Entrepreneurial State: Debunking Public Vs. Private Sector Myths 
Mariana Mazzucato, 2013, Anthem Press www.anthempress.com ISBN 978-0-85728-252-1

The Labour Party under Miliband 
and Balls appears to follow a 
low risk, ‘don’t scare the horses’ 
economic strategy in favour 
of ‘playing the political game’ 
- responding to daily micro-
movements in the 24 hour news 
cycle, to focus group feedback, 
and aiming to ‘triangulate’ its 
way back to Downing Street. 
Miliband’s Labour is gambling on 
inertia, gambling that the Tories 
fail to generate a consistent return 
to economic growth. But with 
the Tories using ‘Help to Buy’ 
to create another mini-bubble in 
the South East, and with the City 
getting back to ‘business as usual’ 
on the speculative financial front, 
a winning Conservative economic 
strategy may, just about, be 
electorally plausible. Labour can’t 
afford ‘more of the same’. Labour 
needs to be bolder.

In the midst of this pitiful, 
inadequate Labour economic 
narrative, totally lacking in 
ambition, self-belief or ‘real-
life’ punch or traction, a body of 
mainstream, centrist, and centre-
left economic thought has been 
developing, setting out a solid 
economicplatform-anarchitecture 
of what needs to be done.

Labour Affairs reviewed the 
Elliot & Atkinson analysis “Going 
South” in the last edition. Ha-Joon 
Chang’s2010book“23ThingsThey 
Don’t Tell You About Capitalism” 
makes a similar analysis. The 
centre-left Compass group have 
set out a comprehensive “Plan B” 
(see http://www.compassonline. 
org.uk/ ), whilst Richard Murphy, 
John Christianson and others 
have mapped out the reform 
agenda for fair taxation. Now, 
The Entrepreneurial State by 
Mariana Mazzucato represents a 
further worthwhile contribution 
favouring a more radical economic 
architecture for innovation and 
growth.

Mariana Mazzucato was born in 
Italy and brought up in Princeton 
US, and has had a varied career – 
seehttp://www.marianamazzucato.

com/ She specialises in industrial 
economics and the economics of 
growth as R.M.Phillips Professor 
in the Economics of Innovation at 
the University of Sussex (SPRU), 
Visiting Professor in Economics of 
Innovation at the Open University 
(UK), as Economics Director of 
the ESRC Centre for Social and 
Economic Research of Innovation 
in Genomics (Innogen); and as 
Scientific Coordinator of a 3 
year EC FP7 project on Finance, 
Innovation and Growth (FINNOV, 
2009-2012). It would appear that 
Lord Adonis, the former Blairite 
Minister, is amongst a coterie of 
influential supporters. He was a 
speaker at the launch event of this 
book – but don’t let that put you 
off – as Adonis will soon report 
on his labour policy commission 
on industrial development. Look 
there to see if Mazzucatto’s ideas 
find their way beyond the timidity 
of the current Labour front bench 
approach.

An Active Entrepreneurial 
State: Mazzucato argues that the 

economic crisis is unlikely to be 
overcome by a combination of 
austerity and enabling banks to 
return to ‘business as usual’ – that 
thecrisis requires responsesasbold 
as Bretton Woods or the post war 
welfare state and full employment 
consensus. She argues for an active 
role for the state in developing 
innovationandnewproducts, a role 
well beyond that set out by the neo-
liberal strictures of ‘market failure’ 
arguing that innovation requires 
timeandpatience, includingpatient 
finance. A confident state, capable 
ofplanning toputmanonthemoon, 
is central to the innovation process. 
The US, for instance, is a most 
interventionist state in innovation. 
A key part of DARPA’s secret 
(the agency which invented and 
commercialised the internet with 
the US Department of Defence) 
has been its ability to attract talent 
and create excitement through its 
various missions. Other visionary 
state investments cited include 
interventionist State investment 
banksinChinaandBrazil. InBrazil, 
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the state investment bank, BNDES  
allows for bold risk taking in new 
sectors like biotech and clean-tech 
to occur.

Mazzucato tackles the narrow 
view of the state (as ‘crowding out’ 
entrepreneurialactivity)developed  
by Friedman, setting out a view 
that “there are in practice, many 
parts of the risk landscape where 
private business fears treading and 
government leads the way.”

“ M a j o r  s o c i o - e c o n o m i c 
challenges such as climate change 
and ageing require an active State 
making the need for a better 
understanding of its role within  
public-private partnerships more 
important than ever.”

She  argues  for  a  more 
thoroughgoing understanding 
(or honest admission) of the 
divisionof innovativelabourwithin 
capitalism. Inparticular, sheargues 
that the inability of the State to 
argueitsownpositionas the leading 
player in innovation and product 
development over a risk-averse, 
essentially parasitical, private 
sector debilitates the State, leads it 
towards timidity,easilycapturedby 
lobbies seeking less regulation or 
‘red tape’, more tax breaks or more 
lobbying seeking public resources 
for private gain. 

How many people, for instance, 
know that the algorithm leading to 
Google’s success was funded by 
a public sector grant from the US 
National Science Foundation? Or 
themolecularanti-bodiesproviding 
the foundation for biotechnology 
were discovered in public Medical 
Research Council labs in the 
UK?

Evidence abounds of the State’s 
pivotal role in the history of the 
computer industry, the Internet, the 
pharmaceutical-biotech industry, 
nanotech and the emerging green 
sector. “In all these cases, the 
State dared to think – against 
the odds – about the impossible; 
creating a new technological 
opportunity;makingtheinitial large 
necessary investments; enabling a 
decentralized network of actors to 
carry out risky research; and then 
allowing the commercialisation 
process to occur in a dynamic 
way.”

Acknowledging this basic 

understanding within public 
discourse will help the public 
awareness that venture capital 
and the private sector arrive later 
(15+ years later in the case of 
bio-technology, nanotechnology 
and the Internet) after the most 
important investments made by 
public sector funds. Who is the risk 
taker?Mazzucato isclear that“Risk 
capital is scarce in the seed stage of 
firmgrowthbecause there isamuch 
higher degree of risk in this early 
stage.” and that, far from venture 
capital demonstrating the ‘animal 
spirits’ of capitalism, “Venture 
Capital funds are concentrated in 
areas of high potential growth, low 
technological complexity and low 
capital intensity, since the latter 
raises the costs significantly.”

Effects of Financialisation: 
M a z z u c a t o a r g u e s t h a t 
financialisation of the corporate 
sector from the 1980s onwards has 
further stripped away what private 
sector research and development 
(R&D) there is.Effectively,private 
sector R&D had both reduced in 
scale and in depth with increasing 
financialisationoftheprivatesector. 
WhilstreducingR&D,corporations 
have been increasing their spend to 
repurchase their own shares – in 
tawdry “buy back” schemes aimed 
at boosting stock prices which 
will directly increase top executive 
pay and rewards linked to stock 
prices. She argues that this sort of 
‘free-riding’does not create value, 
but facilitates its extraction – that 
whilst the state increases R&D, 
the private sector reduces R&D in 
favour of short term rewards for 
shareholders and senior executives 
making for a parasitic relationship 
between State and private sector. 
Share buybacks are increasing in 
big Pharma and, depressingly, in 
the clean technology sector.

Mazzucato argues therefore 
that “we need to take care to build 
the type of partnerships which 
increase the stakes of all involved, 
and which do not lead to similar 
problems that financialisation of 
theeconomyled to: socialisationof 
risk, privatisation of reward.”

The Apple case study – sharing 
the rewards? There are valuable 
chapters on Wind and Solar Power, 
the green revolution and one 

particularly interesting chapter 
- The State behind the i-Phone 
-.on the development of the Apple 
corporation – which focusses not 
just on the development of a mass  
market in personal computing and 
electronics – but on who takes on 
the risks and who reaps benefits 
fromtherewards.“Whatisuniquely 
apparent in the case of Apple 
however is that the company’s 
executives and shareholders are 
not the sole (nor the largest) 
bearers of risk that was part of 
developing innovative products 
such as the i-Pod, the iPhone and 
iPad. Rather…the success of these 
technologies is overwhelmingly 
due to the foresight of the US 
Government in envisioning radical 
innovation in the electronics and 
communications fields going back 
to the 1960’s and 1970’s.”

Mazzucato stresses that Apple 
incrementally incorporated in each 
new generation of iPods, iPhones 
andiPads technologies that thestate 
sowed,cultivatedandripened–and 
the point is that “Apple understood 
thisgame:creativelypioneeringthe 
fieldofconsumerelectronicdreams 
by stepping up to the plate and 
playingoff thepositiveexternalities 
left behind by the government’s 
heavy hitters.”

“Apple is far from the ‘market’ 
example it is often used to 
depict. It is a company that 
not only received early stage 
finance from the government 
(through the SBIC programme) 
but also ‘ingeniously’ made use 
of publicly funded technology to 
create ‘smart’ products. In fact 
there is not a single key technology 
behind the iPhone that has not 
been state funded. Besides the 
communications technologies, 
the iPhone is smart because of 
features such as the Internet, GPS, 
a touch screen display and the 
latest new voice activated personal 
assistant, (SIRI)….the fact that the 
iPhone/iPad empire was built on 
these state funded technologies 
provides a far more accurate tale of 
technologicalandeconomicchange 
that what is offered in mainstream 
discussions.”

Mazzucato goes further –  that 
our failure to explain and stand-up 
for the positive, pioneering role of 
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the State allows the public narrative 
to be dominated by self serving  
‘Private good, Public bad’rhetoric, 
leading toaparasitic relationship in 
termsof riskandrewards.Theseare 
all present in the Apple case study, 
with Apple under the spotlight 
on aggressive tax avoidance and 
criticisedfor itsoffshoreproduction 
and manufacturing strategies. 
Outsourcing is a key strategy with 
less than 20% of jobs created in 
the enterprise directly employed 
by Apple. Extreme inequities 
in pay rewards within Apple as 
well as labour disputes in Chinese 
production facilities are rarely 
scrutinized.

Apple sets up various subsidiaries 
in corporate tax havens such 
as Luxembourg, Ireland, the 
Netherlands and the British Virgin 
Islands in order to shuffle profits 
around. A complicated web of 
companies and subsidiaries has 
the net effect of reducing Apple’s 
obligations topay tax,mostnotably 
in the US where the public purse 
took the risk to develop all the 
technologies that Apple has so 
skilfully exploited. The balance 
of risk and reward is never better 
demonstrated by Mazzucato in this 
fascinating case study.

Mazzucato compared the 
‘Old Economy’ Business model 
which dominated the US in the 
immediate post-war era which 
was “characterised by stable 
employment opportunities, in 
hierarchical corporations, with 
generous and equitable earnings, 
subsidized medical coverage and 
substantialdefined-benefitpension 
schemes upon retirement.” As 
compared to‘NewModel’business 
models widely adopted by most 
new technology companies had  
“no or low commitment on the 
part of corporations to offer stable 
employment, skill formation and 
predictable and rewarding careers. 
On the other hand, employees not 
only do not expect to develop a life-
long career in a single enterprise, 
but highly value the benefits of 
inter-firm mobility.”

Who dares wins? The final 
chapters of Mazzucato’s book 
consider the need to socialize risk, 
but also achieve for the public 
a better return. “In finance, it is 

commonly accepted that there is 
a relationship between risk and 
return. After the financial crisis, 
many have rightly noted that 
finance has increasingly privatised 
the rewardsof theiractivitieswhilst 
socialising the risks…The bailouts 
highlighted the financial sector 
as a potentially parasitic drain on 
the economy that we are forced to 
accept.”

“In new economy sectors, 
companies like Apple reap 
the benefits from State funded 
technologies,aswellasstatefunded 
risk finance, and then pay hardly 
any tax which could be used to 
fund future ‘smart’ technologies. 
Where is the future insuchasystem 
of socialised risk and privatized 
rewards?”

Where indeed? Mazzucato goes 
ontoproposeafairerriskframework 
– market intervention and shaping
to reflect better the actual risks 
and rewards, a framework which 
includes fair taxation, robust tax 
collection, royalty extraction by 
the state through golden shares, 
development banking with income 
contingent loans.

Mazzucato concludes with three 
broad principles:

First, that it is not enough to talk 
ofanentrepreneurial state, there isa 
need tobuild itwithconcrete, stable 
institutions and organisations in 
governmentable to create long-run 
growth strategies and to embrace 
or ‘welcome’ the inevitable failure 
that this will, on occasion, entail.

Second, if the State is being 
asked to engage in the world of 
uncertainty, with inevitable wins 
and losses, then it is only right that 
when the ‘wins’arrive there is also 
a return commensurate to cover the 
losses/downside.

Third, by focussing on the role 
the state plays in the bumpy risk 
landscape, acting actively and 
courageously rather than just 
‘de-risking’ the private sector or 
correctingmarket failures, theneed 
is for informed balanced policy 
directed towards all actors in the 
innovation ‘eco-system’.

*
Labour “too frit”!   Oh, but for 

a Labour spokesperson who could 
“step up to the plate” and outline, 
in plain language, such a bold, 

balanced agenda! Any remotely 
adequateLaboureconomicstrategy 
will contain elements set out in 
Mazzucato’s book.

These include the reform of 
banking, patient finance through 
industrially focussed banking 
and regional banking; reform of 
companylawtostresswidersocietal 
obligations than mere shareholder 
returns; rebalancing the share of 
GDP going to wages as compared 
to profits; implementation of fair 
taxation; an active, interventionist, 
industrialstrategy; thedevelopment 
of “Green New Deal”, measures 
to develop industrial democracy 
with active tri-partite sectoral 
bodies taking a strategic role in 
economic development and in 
workforce planning, skills and 
apprenticeships.

These are basic, rudimentary, 
buildingblocksimplicitineconomic 
recovery in the UK. Mariana 
Mazzucato does us all a service in 
setting out an ambitious, necessary 
and centrist role for an active state. 
Will it go heeded? On current 
evidence,andtouseMrsThatcher’s 
term, the Miliband and Balls axis 
is too “frit” to set out a populist, 
workaday, economic narrative as 
suggested by Mazzucato – their 
current response isn’t remotely of 
the scale (or direction) required to 
tackle the collapse of Anglo-Saxon 
financialised capitalism.

Science is as yet in its infancy, 
and we can foretell little of the future 
save that the thing that has not been is 
the thing that shall be; that no beliefs, 
no values, no institutions are safe. So 
far from being an isolated phenomenon 
the late war is only an example of the 
disruptive result that we may constantly 
expect from the progress of science. The 
future will be no primrose path. It will 
have its own problems.  Some will be the 
secular problems of the past, giant flowers 
of evil blossoming at last to their own 
destruction. Others will be wholly new.  
Whether in the end man will survive his 
ascensions of power we cannot tell. But 
the problem is no new one. It is the old 
paradox of freedom re-enacted w i t h 
mankind for actor and the earth for stage.

J. B. S. Haldane, Daedalus or 
Science and the Future
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Notes on the News
By Gwydion M. Williams

Thatcher started squeezing 
the Squeezed Middle

Even many people on the 
left accept the Tory notion that 
something drastic had to be done 
in the 1980s to cure the problems 
of the 1970s. They believe that 
Thatcher turned round a sickly 
economy.  But did she?

We’re all better off than we 
were in the 1970s, obviously. But 
post-war wealth creation had been 
about the same, up until the crisis 
that began in 2008. This graph 
shows it:

(This uses figures from Angus 
Maddison’s The World Economy: 
Historical Statistics (OECD2003), 
which is generally accepted as 
the best source. It uses 1990 US 
dollars, with GDP per head shown 
as thousands. GDP growth per 
5-year interval is shown, which is 
obviously much greater than the 
annual growth, and means that the 
two sets of numbers plot neatly 
together.)1

Wealth per head – the black 
bars – rises fairly steadily from the 
1950s, the “disastrous” period of 
the Mixed Economy, the so-called 
Keynesian Era. Thatcher’s years 
in office are mostly inferior, even 
though she had a tremendous boost 
from North Sea Oil.

Life would have gone on getting 

better without Thatcher.  What she 
did was shift the benefits of the 
existing system so that the rich got 
a much bigger share.

If someone were to work out the 
incomes per head of the working 
mainstream, leaving out the richest 
10% and the poorest 10%, the 
negativeeffectsof theThatcherEra 
wouldbemuchclearer. Theycould 
also calculate how much better this 
middle 80% would be if there had 
been no Thatcherism: something a 
Trade Union research department 
could easily do.

!

Looking further back into history, 
the“purer”capitalismbeforeWorld 
War Two or World War One was 
always worse at wealth creation.  
The USA and Germany were 
overtaking Britain because Britain 
still favoured a small state.

Honour Our Donkey Generals?

When Michael Gove said that the 
“First World War may have been 
a uniquely horrific war, but it was 
also plainly a just war”,2 lots of 
people took him up on it. But I’ve 
not yet seen a reply that I’d count 
as adequate. Among other things, 
they manage to avoid mentioning 
the assassination of the Austrian 
Archduke, heir to the throne, shot 
along with his wife. Or that this 

assassination was strongly related 
to the Serbian claim to Bosnia-
Herzegovina – the same claim that 
Britain re-classified as criminal 
wickedness in Grove makes a 
whole slew of different claims and 
criticisms. Aserious analysis must 
disentangle the various items:

a) The courage and skill of
British troops is sneered at.

By who?  I’m not aware of anyone 
at all who criticised the courage or 
skill of the ordinary British soldier, 
in this or any other war. It’s quite 
different from saying that the war 
was pointless, or fought for the 
wrongreasons. Or that thegenerals 
were brutal bunglers, which a lot of 
the ordinary soldiers said.

It’s worth quoting what Siegfried 
Sassoon said about it in his famous 
poem, The General:
“’Good morning, good morning!’ the 
General said 
“When we met him last week on our 
way to the line. 
“Now the soldiers he smiled at are 
most of ‘em dead, 
“And we’re cursing his staff for 
incompetent swine. 
“’He’s a cheery old card,’ muttered 
Harry to Jack 
“As they slogged up to Arras with rifle 
and pack.
“But he did for them both with his plan 
of attack.”3

b) Criticism of Britain’s Great
War participation has been imposed 
on the rest of the society by a few 
leftists.

Blatantly false.  When the war 
ended and while memories were 
still fresh, there was massive 
rejection of the war from right 
across the political spectrum. It’s 
only now, with most participants 
dead, that a lot of historians prefer 
to smooth over the past, and may 
also genuinely confuse the two 
wars. The left are more interested 
inkeeping thecriticismaliveaspart 
ofageneralanti-establishment line.  
But you don’t find many defending 
the war as such.
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Nor was it really a British victory.  
The line-up of France, Tsarist 
Russia and the British Empire 
should have been much stronger 
than the alliance of Germany and 
Austria-Hungary. In fact it was 
weaker. Bringing in Italy on the 
Alliedsidedidn’tendthestalemate.  
It needed the help of the USA 
to win, and the price of that was 
dependence on the USA.

The German Army was indeed 
not “defeated in the field” before 
they agreed to an Armistice that 
was later treated as if it has been 
a surrender. It everywhere stood 
on enemy soil. And in World War 
Two, it proved vastly easier to push 
the Germans out of France than to 
push on into Germany.

What finished the war was the 
presence of vast numbers of US 
troops, plus the general exhaustion 
of Germany. A major cause of this 
was the British Navy preventing 
overseas food supplies reaching 
Germany. This was intended to 
cause starvation, and it did just 
that.

The blockade on Germany was 
continued after the Armistice, and 
was used to force Germany to sign 
the Versailles Treaty, which was 
blatantly unfair.

c) The British High Command
has been unfairly criticised.

Again, while memories of 
the war were still fresh, a view 
they were brutal bunglers was 
held right across the political 
spectrum. TheNewRightevidently 
includes a few characters trying 
to rehabilitate them, but it doesn’t 
seem convincing.  

The phrase “lions led by 
donkeys” in relation to British 
generalship was circulated in 
the memoirs of Evelyn, Princess 
Blucher, who reported hearing it 
said (presumably in its German 
equivalent) in the headquarters of 
General Ludendorff, 4 Hitler’s ally 
in the Munich Putch after the war.  
It more recent times it was used 
most notably by Alan Clark, Tory 
MPand juniorminister inMargaret 
Thatcher’s governments, in his 
1961 book “The Donkeys”.

In the 1960s, very few Britons 
wanted to fight any more wars.  
But after British public opinion 
enthusiastically backed the 

Falklands War, saving Thatcherism, 
the advantage of a warlike outlook 
was seen. The failure of most left-
wingers to distinguish between 
sensible wars and unjust wars was 
a gift to them.

The BBC’s 1964 documentary 
The Great War series wasn’t 
leftist. but was very clear about the 
ambiguous causes. And about the 
incompetence of British generals 
whohad learned their tradefighting 
lightly-armed tribesmen. But these 
days, the BBC prefers to defend 
those bunglers, saying things like 
“one undeniable fact is that Britain 
and its allies, not Germany, won 
the First World War.”5 Which is 
an instance of “Bliaring”, giving 
a misleading impression without 
telling any actual lies, a trick that 
merits being named after Tony 
Blair forhisnotorious“45minutes” 
claimandothermisleadingremarks 
aimed at starting a disastrous 
war. For as I said earlier, the 
military potential of “Britain and 
its allies” should have secured an 
easy victory, not a stalemate with 
Germany everywhere standing on 
enemysoil. Since the troops fought 
well, who else but the generals can 
be blamed?

d) Starting the war was
unavoidable, because of Germany’s 
appalling intentions for general 
expansion.

Very doubtful.  As I said, the 
immediate trigger was Bosnia-
Herzegovina. The deeper reason 
was the strong alliance between 
Tsarist Russia and Republican 
France, an alliance of opposites 
thatmadenosenseunlessGermany 
was the target.

Had Germany been seriously 
interested in dominating Europe, 
they would have attacked 
Tsarist Russia during the Russo-
Japanese War of 1904-5, or in the 
revolutionary chaos after Russia 
lost that war. At that time, Britain 
was deeply hostile to Russia and 
Germany would almost certainly 
have won such a war.

e)  Continuing the war to the bitter
end was unavoidable, because of 
Germany’s appalling intentions for 
general expansion.

Definitely wrong.  When its initial 
advances bogged down, Germany 
was quite ready to go back to the 

position as it was in August 1914.  
Andnear theend,Germanywasnot 
allowed to make peace on basis of 
14 Points that Wilson had floated 
after joining the war, in defiance 
of what the electorate thought they 
had voted for.

Since Wilson also let the 14 
Points be ignored at the Versailles 
Peace Talks, a reasonable belief 
is that they were war propaganda 
rather than his serious beliefs.  
It was open to him to walk out 
of the talks, even to send food 
to Germany under US military 
escort. That would have produced 
a very different future, with Hitler 
insignificant ifhehadevenbecome 
involved in politics.

There is a view that poor well-
meaning Wilson was duped by 
the wicked Europeans. I’ve read 
Wilson’s own History of the USA: 
he does not sound gullible. And he 
several times expresses admiration 
for trickery for what he sees as a 
good end – such as getting the US 
Constitution adopted.

f) It was for democracy.
Every single European participant 

in the Great War had a Parliament 
elected by a majority of adult 
males in their European mother-
countries. All of them had multi-
party democracy and a press with 
considerable rights to criticise 
government policy. All of them 
needed and got a vote from those 
Parliaments to join the war.

Between the two World Wars, 
almost all of the new nation-
states created by the Versailles 
Peace moved to some form of 
popular autocratic government.  
Dictatorshipswerealsoestablished 
in Italy, Spain and Greece.

It’s clear enough why Mr Gove 
would prefer that people ignore 
the nasty facts about the war and 
produce patriotic gush. But it can’t 
be allowed.

Getting More Irrational?

For much of the 20th century, 
many intellectuals have been 
moaning about the “defeat of 
reason” or a “lack of faith in 
rationality”.

What has actually been defeated 
is abuse of rational arguments.  
Which can also cast a slur on 
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valid arguments.  But admitting 
the trickery is necessary to get the 
record straight.

Most of what passes for Rationality 
shouldbecalledSimplified-Reality 
Rationalism. This is particularly 
trueofconventionaleconomics, the 
sort of thing Adam Smith began.

“Rational” economics treat 
links between humans as existing 
automatically. Some of the time, 
complete selfishness is assumed.  
But this can also be switched to the 
levelofgroup,corporateornational 
self-interest, depending on what 
they want the answer to be.

This sort of “rationality” 
ignores the immense complexity 
of individual feelings, self and 
probably a number of different 
groups, large and small. It loses 
touch with reality. It sneers at 
ceremonies and traditions that are 
useful for strengthening such ties, 
and can reasonably be supposed to 
have been developed for just that 
reason.

It also conveniently dodges the 
awkward fact that people can be 
mistaken and can be intentionally 
misled. The pretence is that such 
things will even out in the long 
run. What’s much more likely is 
that a few smart and unscrupulous 
individuals will fool the rest.

The current Labour Affairs 
editorial details how privatised 
waterhasbeenrunfor thebenefitof 
financially sophisticated investors.  
Managers might have some notion 
of serving their customers, but they 
know that it is the sophisticated 
investors who hire and fire them.  
That it is short-termprofits thatwill 
make or break their careers.

Simplified-Reality Rationalism 
can work. Newton was able to 
work out the dynamics of the Solar 
System by assuming that the sun, 
moon and planets could be treated 
as if theyweredimensionlesspoints 
rather than spheres of finite size 
(though he also noted the actual 
size of the Earth to explain how 
the moon creates tides). He was 
right on this, and also in assuming 
that each planet’s orbit is based 
just on its interaction with the 
sun, ignoring other planets.6 Only 
when measurements got much 
better did such things have to be 
allowedfor, successfullypredicting 

Neptune from oddities in the 
orbit of Uranus and requiring the 
development of General Relativity 
to explain subtle oddities in the 
orbit of Mercury. (There was also 
a mistaken belief that Neptune was 
being influences by some large 
outer planet, supposedly explained 
by Pluto but now shown to be due 
to faulty measurements.)

Economics looks to Newtonian 
Mechanics for its justification, 
ignoring the key point that it 
triumphedbecause itwasbrilliantly 
accurate. If Simplified-Reality 
Rationalism predicts something 
that blatantly does not exist, then 
the theory is at best incomplete. It 
may well be totally wrong.

Economic “rationalism” looks 
just at selfish desires and does not 
include miscalculations, greed or 
expectations of honesty. (Which 
would anyway be hard - honest 
by whose standards?) It wholly 
ignores the existence of sympathy 
and generosity and a sense of duty.  
Adam Smith does have a lot about 
these things in his other big book, 
The Theory of Moral Sentiments.  
But the two blatantly contradict 
each other in their underlying 
structure, and he ignores this 
contradiction. Like Hobbs in 
Leviathan, he manipulated the 
logic to get the desired outcome 
to produce a result that his readers 
will want to believe.

Note also that false logic may 
include true facts. One might say 
“Kangaroos are marsupials and 
the Duke of Wellington was born 
in Ireland, therefore Sofia is the 
capital of Bulgaria”. In this case, 
the facts and “conclusion” are 
all true, but there is blatantly no 
relations between them. But had I 
chosen facts that were much closer 
to the supposed conclusion, the 
argument might have past muster.  
A great deal of rubbishy logic 
does just that, and it gets people 
suspicious of rationality.

Logic is a good tool for thought, 
but all too easy to abuse. In the 
20th century and particularly since 
the 1960s, there has been a vicious 
circle of increasing mistrust which 
has included mistrust of all rational 
thought,goodorbad. Thatchermay 
have genuinely believed she was 
curing it. But it widened during 

her time as Prime Minister, and has 
got worse under New Labour and 
under her Tory successors.

The broad rebelliousness of the 
1960ssuccessfullychangedWestern 
culture, undermining Christianity 
as it was then understood, and in 
many cases overturning values 
that had stood since the Neolithic.  
If it was sometimes extreme or 
unreasonable, therehavebeenvery 
few successful cultural changes 
that have not involved extremism.  
Moderation mostly serves as a 
defence of existing abuses, even 
when the moderates sincerely wish 
to bring about changes by their 
own mild methods. (Mostly they 
succeed when conservative forces 
are intimidates by extremists and 
look to the moderate reformers to 
save them.)

It wasn’t just the West that had a 
crisisofbelief. LeninisminEurope 
wasdisintegratingafterKhrushchev 
destroyed faith in what existed and 
then failed to replace it. (China 
later showed how it could be done, 
by allowing Mao to be criticised 
without letting him be seriously 
bad-mouthed or called criminal.)  
In the West, both the Trotskyist 
movement and the Libertarians 
fed into a loss of confidence in 
socialist achievements. This was 
logicalenoughforLibertarians,but 
very foolish for the left to emphasis 
failures and let it be forgotten how 
much was achieved. Possibly it 
made sense for Trotskyists, whose 
actual history since emerging in 
the 1920s has been “Permanent 
Non-Achievement” rather than 
Permanent Revolution. But it was 
foolish for so many people to take 
the Trotskyists seriously.

Meantime Libertarians easily 
connected with business interests 
and gave them a Grand Strategy, 
saying the West had taken a 
wrong turn in the 1940s. This 
was turned into practical politics 
by an emergent New Right, which 
picked up a lot of the ex-rebels, 
including some who had gone via 
Trotskyism

The weakness of the New Right 
has been their inability to be much 
more than a complaint against 
Socialism. They haven’t actually 
dismantled the Corporatism that 
sprang up in the 1940s, they have 
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simply added a layer of profit-
makingtostructures thataremostly 
still state-subsidised. Whatever 
they intended, they have spread 
a vicious circle of mistrust within 
the society.

Why Not Restore Boredom to 
Banking?

Banks should be a safe place to 
put money, and a good source of 
loans forpeoplewhohaveaserious 
need for them. This is dull and it 
is successful. When people try to 
make it exciting, things go wrong.  
Because the “exciting” stuff does 
not generate much real wealth.  
And because it depends on “silly 
money” to make the losses that 
balance the profits made by the 
Smart Money.

Alliance & Leicester, Abbey 
National, Bradford & Bingley are 
just three of the former Building 
Societies that became banks under 
Thatcherite influence. And have 
now vanished as independent 
entities – all three are now merged 
into the Spanish banking group 
Santander. It’s an odd sort of 
Conservatism that allows this.

The perils should have been 
obvious from the earlier failure of 
theirUSequivalent. TheWikipedia 
describes it thus:

“The savings and loan crisis of 
the 1980s and 1990s (commonly 
dubbed the S&L crisis) was the 
failureofabout747outof the3,234 
savingsand loanassociations in the 
UnitedStates.Asavingsand loanor 
‘thrift’ is a financial institution that 
acceptssavingsdepositsandmakes 
mortgage, car and other personal 
loans to individual members – a 
cooperative venture known in the 
United Kingdom as a building 
society. In 1995, the RTC had 
closed747failedinstitutions,worth 
a book value of $402 billion, with 
an estimated cost of $160 billion. 
In 1996, the General Accounting 
Office estimated the total cost to be 
$370billion, including$341billion 
taken from taxpayers.”7

The rich stratum of people to 
whom that lost $341 billion would 
have flowed very much liked it, of 
course. And have so far been very 
successful in promoting more of 
the same. Brilliant at shifting the 
blame.

The Dung-Beetles of Wall 
Street 

I’ve not yet seen the latest 
Hollywood offering, “The Wolf of 
Wall Street”. But even mainstream 
reviewers find the film too relaxed 
about blatant dishonesty, trickery 
that damaged the real economy.  
“Wolf” is hardly the right word: 
wolves are brave. Jackal or hyena 
might be more fitting. But what I’d 
chose if I had power over it would 
be a film called “The Dung-Beetles 
of Wall Street”.  

Just as real-world Dung-Beetles 
feed on shit and also collect it 
as a safe hatching place for their 
offspring, so thosecharactersmake 
huge collections of dirty money, 
and sometimes justify it as for the 
benefit of their children. Real-
world Dung-Beetles are useful, 
though distasteful. This lot have 
damaged the real economy and 
given nothing back.

Serious commercial lending 
needs a lot of skill. I doubt most 
of the Wall-Street Dung-Beetles 
have it. Warren Buffet has it, and 
is scornful of the fancy finance.

Hedge Funds have been a major 
factor. And happen to be another 
illustration of the interesting fact 
that a disproportionate number 
of highly creative and successful 
people are either lifelong Marxists 
or else have been serious Marxists 
at some stage in their lives. One 
examplewastheinventorofmodern 
HedgeFund,AlfredWinslowJones, 
who studied and finally rejected the 
Marxist world-view.8 It evidently 
gave him a clear view of the overall 
system. Probably also a contempt 
for“respectability”,whichactually 
seems tobeanecessarycomponent 
of successful capitalism.

The Dung-Beetles might also 
havegot their ideasfromProudhon, 
“Property Is Theft”. His idea was 
well-divided small property, but he 
never had a serious notion of how 
to preserve it. And the New Right 
have massively undermined the 
basis of functional conservatism.

Chinese leaders use British 
Virgins!

Not as interesting as it sound: The 
Guardian recently highlighted a 
story about Chinese use of a British-

supported tax haven.  “Relatives of 
political leaders including China’s 
current president and former 
premier named in trove of leaked 
documents from the British Virgin 
Islands.”9

They don’t seem to wonder about 
how so much got leaked from a 
place that is normally leak-proof.  
My guess is that someone behind 
the scenes arranged it as more 
ammunition for dissident Chinese.  
People who are out to bust their 
ownsystemwithoutworryingabout 
whether theycanreplace it. Despite 
the example of Russia, which got 
steadily poorer and weaken when 
it followed Western advice, the 
possible hazards seem never to 
cross the minds of the Chinese 
dissidents.

China flourishes because it has 
what many poor nations lack, a 
functional and efficient political 
system. And no more corrupt 
than Britain or the USA were in 
comparablestagesofdevelopment, 
or Japan and the East Asian Tigers 
during their spectacular advance.  
Under an autocratic system, the 
overall wealth of ordinary Chinese 
has gone up vastly. Not like Africa, 
where elections are insisted upon 
and many leaders have a policy of 
looting when they get the chance.

Why, though, should there 
be micro-states like the British 
Virgin Islands which are havens 
for irregular commerce? Britain 
intentionally maintains these 
places, to let rich peopleavoid their 
fair share of taxes.

Various centres for dirty 
money should be declared “unfit 
to participate in international 
commerce”. This should include 
Switzerland. One could also give 
the poorer places a subsidy that 
would match their “skim” from 
the dirty money. And the world 
would become a cleaner and fairer 
place.

Snippets.

In the eyes of the Western media, 
Democracy means people the West 
likes being liked by a majority of 
the voters. Afailure of Democracy 
mostly means people the West 
dislikes being liked by a majority 
of the voters.  
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Failure in Iraq and a clear failure 
of the Arab Spring outside of 
Tunisia doesn’t seem to teach them 
anything. Nor the awkward fact 
that a vast number of people in the 
West now believe that politicians 
don’t keep their promises and there 
is no point in voting.

At least cynicism doesn’t get 
people killed. Enthusiasm does 
that. Gullible foreigners are told 
that if they only had Democracy, 
all would be well. When they 
managed to get a serious system of 
Representative Democracy going 
and anti-Western elements win a 
clear majority, this is evaded with 
hazy references to relatively minor 
irregularities. And when it leads to 
civil war, this too is not the fault of 
Western advice.

S u c c e s s f u l  s y s t e m s  o f 
RepresentativeDemocracyusually 
startoutasRepresentativeElectoral 
systems thatonly include the richer 
citizens,andoftensharepowerwith 
monarchs and aristocrats.

In Thailand, the elite want to roll 
back the process and restrict voting 
to the elite. The West has been 
notably soft on the matter.

***
In Britain, we had another round 

of floods in December. Flood 
Precautions have mysteriously 
been delayed.

I’d suspect the government 
of shadow-boxing, intentionally 
delaying to make more profits for 
the construction industry. Only 
pretending to be concerned about 
themiddle-classhouse-ownerswho 
vote Tory but are no longer valued 
exceptas idiotswhovote foraparty 
of the very rich.

In the same spirit, they are cutting 
supposedly unnecessary jobs in 
the government department that 
should be curbing bad practices 
by builders.

***
Meantime the USA has been 

abnormal cold. Part of climate 
change, which is much more 
complexthanearlier talkof“Global 
Warming” would have suggested.

To put it crudely, a warmer arctic 
hasbrokendownthe“polarvortex” 
thatnormallykeepstheverycoldair 
confined there. This hits the USA, 
but can have the opposite effect in 
the wider world. For Scandinavia, 

the winter weather is relatively 
mild.1011 Australiahas aheatwave12 
and so does Argentina13.

***
A nice summary of how the US 

recession is being mishandled at 
[http://www.alternet.org/economy/
how-fix-economy-13-easy-charts].  
Or rather, how it is being handled 
on the basis of politics that give 
priority to protecting the rich. And 
by politicians who see all public 
spending as highly dubious.

***
A dog could run China’s 

banking system, says the former 
chief economist and spokesman 
of China’s National Bureau of 
Statistics. 14 It’s a criticism of 
the system for not using the sort 
of sophistications that you find in 
Western banking. But given the 
mess we now have in our economy, 
if that dog has puppies, please send 
us one.

Seriously, responding to the 
demands of various regional 
governments has worked out quite 
well. They are imperfect but also 
committed to the welfare of their 
region. And the overall result has 
beenmuchbetter thanplaceswhere 
conventional banking practice 
applies.
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No society can surely be flourishing and happy, of which the greater 
part of the members are poor and miserable. It is but equity, besides, 
that they who feed, cloath and lodge the whole body of the people, 
should have such a share of the produce of their own labour as to be 
themselves tolerably well fed, clothed, and lodged.

Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations

Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; 
they do not make it under self-selected circumstances, but under 
circumstances existing already, given and transmitted from the past. 
The tradition of all dead generations weighs like a nightmare on 
the brains of the living. And just as they seem to be occupied with 
revolutionizing themselves and things, creating something that did 
not exist before, precisely in such epochs of revolutionary crisis they 
anxiously conjure up the spirits of the past to their service, borrowing 
from them names, battle slogans, and costumes in order to present 
this new scene in world history in time-honored disguise and bor-
rowed language. Thus Luther put on the mask of the Apostle Paul, 
the Revolution of 1789-1814 draped itself alternately in the guise of 
the Roman Republic and the Roman Empire, and the Revolution of 
1848 knew nothing better to do than to parody, now 1789, now the 
revolutionary tradition of 1793-95.

Karl Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Peugeot
 Froggy reported in 

December the difficulties 
faced by the Peugeot car 
firm.  It had to close one of 
its plants in France in 2013, 
which was a shock.  Now it 
is opening its capital to the 
French State and to a Chinese 
firm, which will result in 
Peugeot having three main 
shareholders (the Peugeot 
family, the Chinese firm and 
the French State).  Peugeot 
plans to raise €3bn in cash 
by selling shares to Chinese 
carmaker Dongfeng, the 
French government as well 
as to the wider market.   
Dongfeng Motor is a state 
owned carmaker,  and 
already makes Peugeot cars 
in China.

The Minister of the Interior, 
Manuel Valls, encouraged 
Peugeot to accept the Chinese 
as shareholders; the family 
was divided on the subject.  
This is a new situation for 
Peugeot, which still is a family 
firm used to run its own affairs.  
It may be that the Peugeot 
family will lose control of 
the firm, founded in the 19th 
century. 

 When the news was 
announced on 20 January, RTL 
radio interviewed workers at 
the Sochaux plant.  Sochaux, 
a small town near the Swiss 
border, is the historical site 
of Peugeot and still the site 

of its main plant in France.  
The lion, symbol of Peugeot 
cars, comes the town’s coat of 
arms; Sochaux football club is 
associated with the firm.    

Three  workers  were 
interviewed about what they 
thought of new capital for their 
firm.  One said “I don’t care, 
cars, cannons, as long as we 
make something”; the second 
said “We need to produce as 
much as we can, as cheaply 
as we can”.  The third, an FO 
trade union representative, 
said that the family being put 
in a minority situation worried 
them because it was the family 
that protected the Sochaux 
site. He hoped the State would 
arbitrate and that Peugeot 
would remain French.

T h e  “ P a c t  o f 
Responsibility”

This is the jargon term used 
by François Hollande in his 
New Year wishes to the nation 
speech in which he presents a 
measure to reduce the cost of 
labour. 

The difficulties of Peugeot 
show that there is a need to 
improve competitiveness.  
Peugeot has quality and 
reputation; it needs a market 
for its products.  Hollande is 
offering to remove from firms’ 
account one particular cost: that 
of employers’ contributions to 
child benefit.

Child benefit will continue 
to be paid to families, but it will 

be financed by the State, who 
will find the extra money by 
reducing public expenditure.  
This will happen gradually 
between now and 2017.  
Hollande has not made clear 
if this measure will replace 
or be as well as the previous 
measure of tax credits for firms 
when they create new jobs.

There were mixed reactions 
to the announcement of this 
‘pact’.  L’Humanité titled 
“Hollande lackey of the 
bosses”; others demanded 
guarantees from employers 
that they would improve 
employment prospects in 
response to this largesse; 
since it was a ‘pact’, then 
employers had to be tied 
down to guarantees that they 
would do their part.  The 
Employers’ federation said 
that the measure was not 
enough and they were still 
burdened by too much tax; and 
they could not be tied down to 
any precise targets.  

The deputy leader of the 
UMP said it was a measure 
of marginal importance, since 
it would not take effect 
before 2017 and it was not 
clear whether it was instead 
of a previous tax reducing 
measure, which would make 
it even less significant. 

 The French are not united 
in the fight to preserve 
industry.
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The Anelka scandal
The gesture made by the 

footballer Nicolas Anelka on 
camera is a gesture invented by 
a French political comedian, 
Dieudonné.  

Many of his pieces are on 
YouTube, but all in French and 
largely untranslatable.  One, in 
early 2012, was about French 
courts making it illegal to 
deny the Armenian holocaust.  
Dieudonné asked: what about 
holocausts conducted by the 
French in Africa?  They are 
not worth a mention.  I have 
origins in Cameroon, but I’m 
not asking for reparations!  
I’m not spending my time 
describing this sort of events, 
I have too much decency; 
but there are proofs of these 
African massacres, as there are 
proofs of the other holocausts 
(wink wink).  

He attacked Bernard Henri-
Levy, who encouraged Sarkozy 
to attack Libya, saying ‘he did 
that as a Jew and for Israel’. 

Nicolas Sarkozy was 
encouraged into his foreign 
adventures by Henri-Levy.  
The French are subjected to 
a regular regime of being 
made to feel guilty over the 
treatment of the Jews in the 
war; Sarkozy in 2007 wanted 
every primary school child to 
be paired with a dead war time 
Jewish child.  (Even the Jewish 
organisation CRIF thought that 
was clumsy).  The holocaust is 
part of the compulsory history 
curriculum for both primary 
and secondary schools.  None 
of this goes down well with the 
immigrant North African and 
African population, who feel 
that their history of oppression 
and murder is neglected in 
comparison with that of the 
Jews.

They would probably say 

that the television programme 
of 22 January was typical: 
one evening, Arte, (a worthy 
channel) had 3 new films, 
made in France, on aspects 
of the holocaust, of nearly an 
hour each, followed late by one 
small film on children of French 
soldiers in Indochina.

Henri-Levy himself said 
on France Inter radio that the 
Dieudonné  affair was about a 
‘competition of victimhood’.  

Conseil d’Etat
Last month Froggy half 

praised the Conseil d’Etat, the 
hitherto very respectable body 
that advises the government on 
legislation and acts as court 
on administrative matters, for 
nearly allowing mothers to wear 
a scarf when accompanying 
school trips.  Unfortunately 
the Conseil d’Etat has now 
lost any reputation for cool 
headed impartiality.

Dieudonné became more 
and more provocative in his 
shows; like many comedians 
in England and America 
he favours ‘gross’ and 
‘transgressive’; his audience 
of young men is the right 
audience for this sort of thing.  
His invention of that famous 
gesture allowed him to gain 
an international audience for 
the first time, thanks to Anelka 
who showed the world what it 
was.  It was time for the State 
to act.

Intellectuals like Badiou 
and Hazan had spoken about 
the excesses of the accusation 
of anti-Semitism, brandished 
out of season to condemn 
anyone criticising Israel, and 
also to maintain the idea of 
Jews as victims.  But their 
2011 book on the subject had 
a very moderate influence.  
Dieudonné was becoming 

known, he was starting a 
tour round France and had 
to be stopped.  Fines for 
anti-Semitic language had 
not stopped him.  His shows 
had to be banned.  Le Monde 
newspaper, fiercely opposed 
to the comedian but seeing 
what was coming, pleaded on 
1 January against a ban.  

Mayors  and Prefects 
regularly try to ban shows they 
don’t like, usually right-wing 
mayors and prefects incensed 
by trendy avant-guarde theatre.  
The Conseil d’Etat steps in to 
stop these reactionaries, with 
the argument that public order 
is not endangered and the 
shows must go ahead.

This time the Prefect of 
Nantes region banned the 
Dieudonné  show.  The 
administrative court of the 
region overturned the ban, at 
2pm on the day of the show.  
By 6pm the Conseil d’Etat had 
overruled the regional court, 
and the show was banned.   The 
5800 tickets sold (43 Euros 
each) had to be refunded.

T h i s  h a s t e  w a s 
unprecedented, but what is 
more serious is the reason put 
forward by the Conseil d’Etat 
for its ruling: that the show was 
an attack on the dignity of the 
human person.  If there was 
any logic, this ruling should 
allow any Mayor or Prefect to 
ban almost any modern show 
(and for television to shut 
down altogether).  

Le Monde was not happy about 
this Conseil d’Etat ruling; it 
published an article by Jack Lang 
saying that the Conseil d’Etat had 
made a mistake by banning the 
show.  Le Monde approved the 
ruling nevertheless in its editorial, 
given how outrageous Dieudonné 
is, but said that ‘it must not happen 
again’ that such a ruling is made.
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A new approach to the 
teaching of history

L’Humanité does not like 
Dieudonné; it however had 
a long piece on 8 January 
by someone from the 
France-Palestine Solidarity 
Association reacting to the 
furore.  The author pointed 
out that in February 2010 the 
then minister for justice had 
produced a circular to the effect 
that any appeal to boycott 
produce from any country 
amounted to an incitement 
to hatred of that country and 
was illegal; this circular is 
still in force.  The author 
points out that the appeal for 
the boycott of produce from 
the Israeli occupied territories 
is made with a view to force 
Israel to withdraw from 
these territories, following 
international law, and not 
against Israel as such; it is 
therefore not racist and anti-
Semitic, and the accusation 
of anti-Semitism is not valid.  
According to the article, 
accusations of anti-semitism 
of this sort encourage people 
like Dieudonné, who need to 
be discouraged.

France Inter radio had a 
programme on 27 January 
with a panel of three speakers, 
titled: ‘the truth about Jews 
in France’; ‘everything you 
wanted to know about Jews 
but didn’t dare ask’.  It 
was not enough to oppose 
Dieudonné with contempt 
and silence, things should be 
discussed, the presenter said.  
The topics raised were: is the 
holocaust the new sacred? 
Should French politicians 
attend the annual dinner 
of the CRIF (organisation 
grouping around 60 Jewish 
organisations)?  Should the 
anniversary of the foundation 

Dear Editor
The Today programme on Radio 4 of 2nd January was extraordinary. It 

can still be listened to at http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b03mhyzh. 
It had items on, amongst other things:

(06:30) The evils of the arms trade
(06:45) The iniquity of the UN system, in particular, the Security 

Council veto (by Dennis Halliday, who resigned from a UN post in the 
1990s over sanctions against Iraq)

(07:45) John Pilger on what the mainstream media fail to tell us 
(beginning with the poll finding that thanks to the BBC and others, a 
majority of people in Britain believe that less than 10,000 people have 
been killed in Iraq since the US/UK invasion)

(08:15) The reality of life for wounded ex-service men, compared with 
the sanatised images portrayed by mainstream media (ending with Joan 
Baez singing Johnny I hardly knew ya)

(08:30) Britain ’s record of torture with Phil Shiner (the lawyer who 
has caused the British government endless trouble re torture in Iraq ) 
and Ian Cobain (Guardian journalist who has recently written a book on 
Britain ’s record of torture, namely, Cruel Britannia: A Secret History 
of Torture)

(08:50) Julian Assange
This extraordinary edition of Today came about because at this time 

of the year the programme has “guest editors”, who select a few topics 
to cover. This has been going on for a few years but I don’t remember 
any items due to guest editors being in any way interesting, let alone 
disturbing to the BBC or the wider British establishment. But this time 
every item broadcast at the behest of the guest editor wouldn’t have had 
a hope of seeing the light of day in a normal Today programme, not least 
because most of them were in the form of essays by individuals chosen 
by the guest editor, not interviews by Today presenters.

The guest editor responsible for this was the singer, PJ Harvey. Having 
been chosen by the BBC, she must have threatened to quit and make a 
terrible fuss if she wasn’t allowed to broadcast what she wanted. The 
BBC will be more careful next year in choosing guest editors. Perhaps, 
the fact that she accepted an MBE last June (for services to music) led 
them to believe that it was safe to choose her.

David Morrison

Letter to the Editor

of CRIF be celebrated at 
the Elysée Palace?  Are 
there too many Jews in the 
media?  How should one 
criticise Israel’s policies in its 
colonies?  Should the teaching 
of history be changed, in view 
of Dieudonné?

The overall answer was that 
everythingwasmoreor lessall right 
and didn’t need changing, except 
for the teaching of history. The 
historian on the panel immediately 
said ‘yes, that must change. Less 
emotion, more politics.’ (She 
gave as an example of excessively 
emotional treatment the teachingof 
the first world war, ‘where soldiers 

are presented as victims’.)
Dieudonné is not the one who 

created the situation where Israel 
cannot be criticised, or where Jews 
are presented as perpetual victims.  
Intellectualshadwarnedagainst the 
consequences of this attitude, but 
unfortunately it is not the voice of 
reason thatwas heard, but thevoice 
of derision. 

Unfortunately, because comedy 
flies in all directions, hitting 
useful and not so useful targets.  
There is now a very unpleasant 
and unhealthy atmosphere as 
discussions center on Dieudonné 
rather than on ideas.  
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Assad The Bad
UKIP leader Nigel Farage 

surprised everyone recently 
when he said that Britain 
should take in Syrian refugees, 
but he quickly corrected 
himself saying he meant 
only Christians. No Muslims, 
thank you. But he’s not 
the only politician to be 
concerned about Christians 
in Syria. Tory backbencher 
Laurence Robertson asked 
Foreign Office Minister Hugh 
Robertson on 13 January, 
“what assessment he has made 
of the situation of Christians 
in Syria, and if he will make 
a statement.” According to 
Robertson of the FO the 
plight of Christians and other 
minorities in Syria is all the 
fault of Bashar al-Assad: “We 
have serious concerns about 
increasing sectarian tensions 
and believe that President 
Assad has deliberately tried 
to stir up such tensions in an 
increasingly desperate attempt 
to hold onto power. The 
British Goverrnment places 
great importance on the right 
to freedom of religion for all. 
We condemn all instances of 
violence and discrimination 
against individuals and groups 
because of their faith or belief. 
We will continue to work with 
the Syrian people, countries in 
the region and our international 
partners to support a peaceful 
and democratic transition 
to a more open society that 
respects the rights of all its 
citizens, regardless of their 

religion. (my emphases). 
Assad may be stirring up 

sectarian tensions, but did he 
create them in the first place? 
We would need more solid 
evidence before pointing 
the finger, but Robertson 
appears to believe that he 
is guilty of both. The final 
sentence clearly suggests that 
Robertson and the FO believe 
that Syria under Assad was not 
an open society where citizens’ 
rights, including the freedom 
to practice religion, were 
respected, which is one reason 
why they were prepared to use 
force to overthrow him. Now 
that Parliament has rejected 
war mongering, for the time 
being at least, and their ally 
Obama was humiliated by 
Putin, the Government support 
a peaceful and democratic 
transition to a more open 
society. And, of course, they’ll 
get their wish if Assad goes, 
won’t they?

Iran’s role in Syria and the 
apparent killing and torture of 
11,000 people were the subject 
of a short debate on 21 January. 
Western hatred (fear?) of Iran 
and Russia, (referred to as the 
Soviet Union to disguise the 
hatred of Russia?) crept into 
a question by Tory Robert 
Halfon addressed to William 
Hague. “As the Soviet Union 
of the middle east, Iran 
continues to prop up the 
Assad regime. What steps is 
my right hon. Friend taking to 
try to stop Iranian influence 
in Syria?” Hague was in no 

doubt that Assad is responsible 
for most, if not all, of the 
violence in Syria: “Of course 
we want Iran to desist from 
supporting the brutality of the 
Assad regime, which has been 
highlighted again overnight 
by shocking evidence of the 
torture, abuse and murder 
of people in detention at the 
regime’s hands. We will try 
persuasion, but in the end it 
is in Iran’s interests for there 
to be peace in Syria. We 
therefore ask Iran to embrace 
the opportunity.”

According to Labour’s 
Douglas Alexander, the 
shocking evidence of the 
torture, abuse and murder of 
people in detention was 
collected and published by 
a London-based law firm: 
“This morning’s reports in The 
Guardian of the systematic 
killing and torture by Syrian 
Government forces of 11,000 
detainees are deeply disturbing. 
The important work done 
to collect and publish that 
material was essentially a 
privately funded initiative by a 
London-based law firm. In the 
light of that will the Foreign 
Secretary set out what steps the 
international community, and 
UK Government in particular, 
are taking to help catalogue 
and document evidence about 
gross violations of human 
rights?”

William Hague: “We have 
done a great deal, and the right 
hon. Gentleman is right to 
highlight the evidence that was 
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published last night. That was 
done with the assistance of the 
Qatari Government, so it was 
not entirely a private initiative. 
I have seen a lot of the 
evidence. It is compelling and 
horrific, and it is important that 
those who have perpetrated 
those crimes are one day 
held to account. The United 
Kingdom has done a great 
deal in the documentation of 
human rights abuses, and part 
of the support we have given 
to moderate political forces in 
Syria is to train human rights 
activists in the recording and 
documentation of crimes, 
many of which have therefore 
come to the world’s attention. 
We will do more of that.” 
(my emphasis). The Qatar 
Government has a vested 
interest in undermining Assad. 
It seeks his overthrow, which 
is why it, and Saudi Arabia, is 
supporting and equipping the 
rebels. Naturally, Alexander 
and Hague failed to mention 
this.

On 13 January however, 
Hague confirmed that Qatar 
and Saudi Arabia supported 
the rebels, but insisted that both 
gulf states were on the side 
of the moderates. Labour’s 
Mike Gapes, Chair of the 
Commons Select Committee 
on Foreign Affairs, asked: 
“Will the Foreign Secretary 
tell the House who he thinks 
is arming the jihadist al-
Qaeda- linked groups in Syria 
and what discussions he has 
had with the Governments of 
Saudi Arabia and Qatar about 
shifting their emphasis towards 
humanitarian assistance rather 
than arming al-Qaeda- linked 
groups?” 

William Hague: “Gulf states 
also provide humanitarian 
assistance. For instance, 
Saudi 

Arabia has provided $373 
million to the UN appeals, 
and of course in Kuwait on 
Wednesday we will be looking 
to some of the Gulf states to 
make huge contributions to 
the humanitarian appeal, so 
we will be reinforcing this 
point. At the meeting we 
had in Paris yesterday, those 
states – including Qatar, 
Saudi Arabia and the United 
Arab Emirates – were very 
clear about channelling their 
support through the National 
Coalition and making sure it is 
fighting for people who want a 
democratic and pluralist Syria, 
and that is what we always 
look to it to do.” And if you 
believe that, you’ll believe 
anything.

Banking On Food Banks
The right-wing press, 

in gleeful support of the 
Government ’s  we l fa re 
reforms, constantly reports 
‘examples’ of feckless people 
living a life of luxury on 
benefits. But it has never 
reported on the link between 
the welfare reforms and 
increasing poverty, of which 
there are countless real 
examples. On 13 January, 
Labour’s Michael Meacher 
attempted to set the record 
straight when he introduced 
a backbench debate on this. 
Meacher’s motion reads: 
“That this House believes 
that a commission of inquiry 
should be established to 
investigate the impact of the 
Government’s welfare reforms 
on the incidence of poverty”. 
His speech in support of 
the motion is replete with 
statistics gleaned from bodies 
such as the Joseph Rowntree 
Foundation, the Northern 
Housing Consortium and the 

Trussel Trust. Meacher even 
throws in data published by 
the Department for Work and 
Pensions to support his case 
against the Government. 

Michael Meacher: 
“It is clear that something 

terrible is happening across the 
face of Britain. We are seeing 
the return of absolute poverty, 
which has not existed in this 
country since the Victorian 
age, more than a century ago. 
Absolute poverty is when 
people do not have the money 
to pay for even their most 
basic needs. The evidence of 
that is all around us. There are 
at least 345 food banks and, 
according to the Trussell Trust, 
emergency food aid was given 
to 345,000 households for at 
least three days in the last year. 
The Red Cross is setting up 
centres to help the destitute, 
just as it does in developing 
countries. A study that was 
published two months ago 
shows that even in prosperous 
areas of the country, such as 
London, more than a quarter 
of the population is living in 
poverty. This point is really 
scary: according to the Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, for 
the first time, the number of 
people in working families 
who are living in poverty, at 
6.7 million, is greater than the 
number of people in workless 
and retired families who 
are living in poverty, at 6.3 
million.”

“The Department for Work 
and Pensions published new 
data two months ago – it was 
pretty reluctant to do this, and 
one can see why – showing 
that the use of sanctions, which 
means depriving people of 
all their benefits for several 
weeks at a time, had increased 
by 126% since 2010 and, 
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most strikingly of all, that 
120 disabled people who had been 
receiving jobseeker’s allowance 
had been given a three-year 
fixed duration sanction in the 
previous year. Figures from the 
Department for Communities and 
Local Government – these are 
the last that I will quote, although 
there are many more that I could 
quote – show that there are now 
more than 2,000 families who have 
been placed in emergency bed-and-
breakfast accommodation after 
losing their homes. The 5% rise in 
the overall homelessness figures 
last year included nearly 9,000 
families with children, which is the 
equivalentofonefamilylosingtheir 
home every 15 minutes.”

“What impact have the so-called 
welfare reforms, which would 
be more accurately be described 
as social security knockbacks, 
had on the families who have 
been affected? The best evidence 
comes from the Northern Housing 
Consortium, which carried out 
a survey three months ago of a 
representative sample of people 
living in social housing. It found 
that a third of families spent less 
than£20aweekonfoodandthat the 
average spend on food per person 
per day was £2.10. That is a third 
less than those families were able 
to afford three months before that. 
The proportion of households that 
had to make debt repayments of 
more than £40 a week had doubled 
and the average level of debt was 
£2,250. That might not sound a 
lot to us, but to people with that 
standardof living, it is anenormous 
and daunting sum. A third of 
families had council tax debt, and 
households were having to spend 
16% more on gas and electricity. 
Those are deplorable figures of 
profound impoverishment in an 
economythat isstill thesixthlargest 
in the world.”

David T. C. Davies (Con.): 
“Does he not agree that it is vital 

that those who are not looking 
for work are made to realise that 
there will be consequences to 
those actions, particularly at a 
time when 1 million people have 
been able to come into this country 
from eastern Europe and find work 
here?” Michael Meacher: “Those 

who come to this country are more 
likely to be employed and take out 
less in benefits than many of the 
indigenous population. The real 
point is that thesepeoplewantwork 
– of course the hon. Gentleman is
right that people should get work if 
they can, but there are 2.5 million 
peoplewhohavebeenunemployed 
for the best part of two years, and 
there are 562,000 vacancies – I 
checked that figure today – so 
four out five of those who are 
unemployed simply cannot get a 
job whatever they do.”

Hugh Bayley (Lab.): 
“The hon. Member for Monmouth 

(David T. C. Davies) does not seem 
to realise that many of the people 
who claim benefits, including 
jobseeker’s allowance, are people 
who work. I have a constituent on 
a very low income. He delivers 
newspapers to my constituency 
office. He has dyslexia, but he 
works because he wants the pride 
ofkeepinghimself.Hestillneeds to 
claimJSA,buthe losthisallowance 
because his dyslexia meant that in 
one fortnightly period he applied 
for nine jobs, not 10. Can that 
possibly be right, when this man 
is already working and trying to 
pay his way?” Michael Meacher: 
“My hon. Friend is entirely right. 
I have already made the point that 
the greatest number of people in 
poverty are actually in working 
families. That is a real indictment 
of economic and social policy. The 
sanctions are very harsh. I accept 
that there must be some sanctions, 
but the scale is out of all proportion 
and remarkably harsh. They are 
often applied for trivial reasons, 
such as turning up five minutes 
late for a job interview or a Work 
programme. Of course, people 
should not turn up five minutes 
late, but to deny them benefits for 
a whole month for that reason is 
totally disproportionate.”

“The latest DWP figures are from 
two months ago – it would be handy 
if we had more up-to-date figures – 
andshowless than580,000persons 
sanctioned in the eight months to 
June last year. If the same rate 
has continued since then – it has 
probably increased – that means 
that more than 1 million have been 
sanctioned in the past 15 months 

and deprived of all benefit and all 
income.Giventhat thepenaltiesare 
outofallproportion to the triviality 
of many of the infringements, and 
given that, as I have said, four 
out of five people cannot get a 
job whatever they do, the use of 
sanctioning on this scale with the 
result of utter destitution, is – one 
struggles for words – brutalising 
and profoundly unjust.”

“There are other reasons for this 
deeply worrying rise in absolute 
poverty.One is thedelays inbenefit 
payments – the delays, not the 
benefit payments, unfortunately. 
Another reason is the impossibility 
for many poor and vulnerable 
people to comply with the new 
rules, even though they want to, 
that are being imposed. I will quote 
just one case from my surgery a 
few weeks ago. He is a disabled 
man who had his benefits reduced 
due to the one-year employment 
and support allowance rule, so his 
income is now £71 a week. He 
has been left in a three-bedroom 
house because his mother and 
other people looking after him 
have died and so has to pay £23 
in bedroom tax, plus £6 a week in 
council tax due to the new council 
tax rules, leaving him with £42 a 
week. He asked to downsize to a 
smaller property, which is what 
the Government would expect 
him to do, but the local housing 
association, ironically called 
First Choice Homes, demanded 
that he pay two weeks’ full rent 
upfront, £197, before getting any 
housing benefit. He cannot do that, 
of course, and he is stuck in an 
impossible situation.”

“Another reason for the rise in 
absolute poverty is the impact of 
the bedroom tax, which applies to 
two thirds of a million households. 
I think everyone, probably even 
GoverrnmentMembers,will admit 
that it is Dickensian in its sheer 
social divisiveness. The housing 
benefit cap has now been imposed 
on a further 33,000 households. 
Bothof thosemeasureshaveforced 
tens of thousands of people out of 
theirhomes,eventhoughtwothirds 
of those affected by the bedroom 
tax are disabled. It is reckoned that 
more than 90% do not have smaller 
scale housing to move into.”
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“I will cite just one more reason 
for the unnecessary and cruel 
impositionofpoverty,andIsay that 
advisedly: the way in which tens 
of thousands of severely disabled 
persons have been judged by Atos, 
the French IT company, as fit for 
work – and therefore forced on 
to JSA at just £71 a week – when 
they are patently unfit for work. 
Very often, their GP has not been 
consulted to inquire whether 
there are other factors that need 
to be taken into account. The 
Chancellor’s policy of keeping 2.5 
million people unemployed makes 
it impossible for them to find work, 
even if there were employers who 
would be willing to take them, and 
the 40% success rate of appeals 
showshowunfair thewholeprocess 
is.”

“I conclude by asking just 
one simple question: is all 
this brutality towards the poor 
really neccessary? Is there any 
justification i n i ntensifying the 
misery, as the Chancellor clearly 
intends, by winding up the social 
fund and, particularly, by imposing 
another £25 billion of cuts in the 
next Parliament, half of that from 
working-age benefits? The whole 
objective of the massive cuts 
programme – to reduce the deficit 
- is one that I think we would all 
support. There is no disagreement 
about that across the House, yet 
after £80 billion of public spending 
cuts, with about £23 billion of cuts 
in this Parliament so far, the deficit 
has been reduced only at a glacial 
pace, from £118 billion in 2011 to 
£115 billion in 2013. Frankly, the 
Chancellor is like one of those first 
world war generals who urged his 
men forward, over the top, in order 
to recover300yardsofbombed-out 
ground, but lost 20,000 men in the 
process. How can it be justified 
to carry on imposing abject and 
unnecessary destitution on such 
a huge scale when the benefits in 
terms of deficit reduction are so 
small as to be almost derisory?”

The motion was carried by 125 
votes to 2. Three Conservatives, 
Peter Bottomley, David T. C. 
Davies and Jeremy Lefroy, made 
substantial speeches, but none 
challenged Meacher’s statistics. 
Bottomley and Davies didn’t vote. 

Lefroy is recorded in Hansard as 
having voted yes, although his 
speech suggested otherwise. The 
two no votes were cast by David 
Nuttall and Jacob Rees-Mogg. But 
Nuttall also appears in Hansard 
as voting yes! And Tory Philip 
Hollobone is also listed among the 
yes votes.

Nuttall won his seat, Bury North, 
in 2010. Wikipedia records that 
“Nuttall made his maiden speech 
on 10 June 2010 during a debate on 
“TacklingPovertyintheUK”.Inhis 
speech Nuttall said “I intend to be 
a strong and independent advocate 
for my constituents. His first 
question in the House of Commons 
attracted some local comment 
when, in the week that cuts in 
spending and public sector job cuts 
were announced, Nuttall chose to 
express regret over the freezing of 
the spending on the civil list and 
the implications for the Queen’s 
diamond jubilee.” “In 2013 Nuttall 
was one of 4 MPS who camped 
outside Parliament in a move to 
facilitate parliamentary debate on 
what they called an ‘Alternative 
Queen’s Speech’ – an attept to 
show what a future Conservative 
government might deliver. Some 
42 policies were listed including 
reintroduction of the death penalty 
and conscription, privatizing the 
BBC, banning the burka in public 
places and preparation to leave the 
European Union.”

Jacob Rees-Mogg, Member 
for Somerset North, is the son of 
the late William Rees-Mogg, a 
former editor of The Times. He 
was educated at Eton and Trinity 
College, Oxford. According to 
Wikipedia “he is a member of an 
old established Somerset family 
of coal owners. Rees-Mogg set 
up his own company, Somerset 
Capital Management in 2007.” 
“In 1997 he was Tory candidate 
for the Labour seat of Central Fife. 
He canvassed a largely working 
class neighbourhood with his 
nanny, coming third with 9% of 
the votes cast – and slightly less 
than half the votes of the previous 
Conservative candidate. He 
described rumours that he took the 
Bentley as “scurrilous”. He insists 
it was just the Mercedes.”

Le Rosbif Wellington?
Arthur Wellesley, the 1st Duke 

of Wellington, was born in Dublin 
in 1769 to Anglo-Irish aristocratic 
parents. He was once alleged to 
have said, “being born in a stable 
doesn’t make one a horse.” This 
is believed to be a reference to his 
dislike of being Irish, although 
it is also thought to be a subtle 
riposte to criticism of a drinking 
problem associated with an Irish 
Regiment. 

The 200th anniversary of 
Wellington’s victory over the 
French at Waterloo in 1815 is to be 
commemorated next year. On 15 
January, Helen Grant, the Minister 
for Culture, Media and Sport, told  
John Spellar, a Defence Minister 
in the last Labour Government: 
“Planning for thecommemoration, 
in 2015, of the 200th anniversary 
of the Battle of Waterloo is being 
carried out by Waterloo 200, an 
umbrella organisation which is 
overseeing the anniversary. More 
information can be found on its 
website at the following link: 
www.waterloo200.org In the June 
budget, the Chancellor announced 
funding circa £1 million will be 
allocated to restore the site of the 
battle.”

Victory at Waterloo, over 
Napolean Bonaparte who had 
escaped from exile on the isle of 
Elba in 1814, was assured with the 
help of Blucher’s Prussian forces. 
Wellington is believed to have said 
the battle was “the nearest-run 
thing you ever saw in your life.” 
The site of the battle, near the 
town of Waterloo in Belgium – at 
the time it was part of a greater 
Netherlands – is dominated by a 
largemonument, theLion’sMound. 
It is this crumbling site that is to 
be restored. Wellington, of course, 
went on to be Tory Prime Minister 
(1828-30and1834)andtheplanned 
commemoration is probably a 
reflection of this as well as ‘his’ 
victory.

Next year will be the 600th 
anniversary of the Battle of 
Agincourt, a significant victory 
in the Hundred Year’s War and 
yet there appear to be no plans 
to commemorate it; at least no 
MP has suggested it should be. 
Perhaps it’s felt that Agincourt, 
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on top of Waterloo and the First 
World War, is a commemoration 
too far. Understandably, the 700th 
anniversary this year of the victory 
of the Scots over the English at 
Bannockburn in 1314 will be 
commemorated in Scotland. Yet 
there was no commemoration last 
year of the victory of the English 
over the Scots at Flodden in 1513. 
Was this a rare example of English 
sensitivity towards their close 
neighbours?

E n g l i s h  r e l u c t a n c e  t o 
commemorate lost battles doesn’t 
apply to Hastings where in 1066 
Duke William II of Normandy 
defeated the Anglo-Saxon King 
Harold II. The 900th anniversary 
was commemorated in 1966 with 
a service at Battle Abbey in Sussex 
and the issue of a set of 3 gold 
medallions, and plans are under 
way to commemorate the 950th 
anniversary in 2016. Perhaps the 
commemorations are related to the 
fact that the Norman-French were 
instrumental in formingtheEnglish 
nation and state. But then, perhaps 
not. It may be that the English just 
enjoycommemorating(should that 
be celebrating?) battles and wars.

Inter-City East Coast: A Victory 
For Political Ideology

On 17 January,  Stephen 
Hammond, the Parliamentary 
Under-Secretary of State for 
Transport, announced the list of 
companies who have successfully 
pre-qualified to bid as part of the 
inter-city east coast franchise 
competition. The list is: (1) East 
Coast Trains Ltd (First Group 
plc) – not to be confused with 
East Coast, the current publicly 
owned company, operating the 
line – (2) Keolis/Eurostar East 
Coast Ltd (Keolis (UK) Ltd and 
Eurostar InternationalLtd; (3) Inter 
City Railways Ltd (Stagecoach 
Transport Holdings Ltd and Virgin 
Holdings Ltd). 

Hammond told MPs: “In order 
to pass the pre-qualification 
evaluation each of the bidders had 
to demonstrate that they have the 
financial strength, legal, safety and 
operational experience to run this 
premier franchise. This is a further 
key milestone in our franchising 
programme in line with our 

published timetable and marks the 
nextstep insecuring improvements 
for passengers on inter-city east 
coast services. The Department 
plans to issue the invitation to 
tender to these companies by the 
end of February and they will then 
have three months to consider 
and develop their bids that will 
deliver benefits for passengers and 
long-term value for the taxpayer. 
The Government expect the new 
franchise to commence services in 
February 2015.”

The Department’s press release 
for 17 January referred to the 
significantgovernment investment 
already made along the route, 
“including £240 million in 
infrastructure projects over the 
next 5 years to improve capacity 
and reduce journey times.” The 
statement boasted that investment 
generally is impressive, “with over 
£35 billion being spent to enhance 
and run our rail network over the 
next 5 years.” Here we have what 
amounts toamassivesubsidy to the 
privatesector,fromwhichmanagers 
and shareholders will benefit 
substantially.Freemarket,anyone?  
But if passengers' experience of 
privatisation so far is a guide, then 
they are in for a further rough ride 
with high fares, overcrowding, late 
running of trains and poor on-train 
catering.Hammond’sconfidencein 
privately-run rail services is totally 
misplaced. He is obviously not a 
frequent traveller.

The press release admitted that, 
“the East Coast franchise has 
been stabilised under government 
ownership since 2009”, while 
adding, “the route now needs a 
long term private sector operator 
to plan for the future and meet the 
increasingdemands formore trains 
serving even more destinations.” 
This is a thoroughly dishonest 
statement.Underpublicownership 
since 2009 the East Coast line has 
been transformed, with the lowest 
level of subsidy and over £600 
million returned to the Treasury. 
On time train services have 
improved and public satisfaction 
has risen. Returning the line to the 
private sector is nothing more than 
economic vandalism.

A press release on 24 January 
by the Wolverhampton Express 

and Star, one of a number of 
local newspapers to comment on 
Hammond’s statement, included 
the reactions of two rail union 
general secretaries. Bob Crow of 
the Rail, Marine and Transport 
union, said: “The truth is that out 
of pure ideology, this Government 
is prepared to take a third gamble 
on their big-business friends in a 
desparate bid to privatise the East 
Coast mainline before the election, 
even though they are well aware 
that thewholerecklessexercisewill 
cost the British public hundreds of 
millions of pounds in lost income.” 
Mick Whelan of the train driver’s 
union Aslef observed: “We are 
disappointed – but not surprised 
– that the coalition is rushing to
reprivatise the successful, and 
publicly-owned, East Coast main 
line before a general election they 
fear they will lose. In their rush to 
reprivatise, the Government has 
trampled over the views of the 
people who live along the East 
Coast route, who they promised 
to consult, and the stakeholders, 
who want to keep the East Coast 
in public ownership, and they will 
lose a public sector comparator 
against which we can judge 
the performance of the private 
operators.” Amen to that. 

For The Benefit Of?
On 17 January Tory backbencher 

Christopher Chope moved the 
Second Reading of the Benefit 
Entitlement (Restriction) Bill, 
whichaimstorestricttheentitlement 
to benefits of EU citizens. In his 
opening remarks he reminded 
MembersthatitwashispersonalBill 
and was therefore not Government 
policy. Chope clearly didn’t expect 
towinsufficient support for theBill 
to move to a third reading. That 
wasn’t his purpose. His purpose 
was to highlight what he and other 
Tories regard as interference by the 
EU in what they believe should be 
matters for the UK government 
alone. The Bill is an anti-EU tactic. 
However,Labour’sStephenTimms 
didn’t latch on to this, focusing 
instead on some its (unforeseen?) 
consequences.

Stephen Timms: “The Bill is, of 
course, directly incompatible with 
our membership of the European 
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Union (Hon. Members: “Hear, 
hear!”) The hon. Member for 
Christchurch (MrChope)proposes 
that European Union citizens who 
are working in the UK should not 
be entitled, for example, to help 
with their housing costs, which 
UK citizens are entitled to. That 
direct discrimination against EU 
citizensisclearlyincompatiblewith 
our obligations as a member state 
– I noted the enthusiasm for that
proposition on the Conservative 
benches. One puzzling aspect of 
the Bill is that under its terms, 
contrary to what the hon. Member 
for Shipley (Philip Davies) said, 
people from outside Europe would 
continue to receive the help that 
citizens of the European Union 
wouldbepreventedfromreceiving. 
He said that he wanted anyone who 
is not a UK citizen to be denied 
access to benefits, and I think he 
is under the impression that that 
is what the Bill would do. In fact, 
it would have that effect only on 
EU citizens, not on citizens from 
elsewhere in the world.”

“Two million citizens of other 
Europeancountriesare living in the 
UK.Manywillhavelivedin theUK 
for a long time, and some will be in 
receiptofhousingbenefitorcouncil 
tax benefit, alongside other UK 
residents whose circumstances are 
similar. Under clause 2 they would 
suddenly stop receiving that help. 
Some will be in receipt of other 
non-contributory benefits such as 
pension credit, so we are talking 
about some pensioners being 
affected, perhaps after a lifetime 
of working in the UK. Some are 
in receipt of child benefit, which is 
not insurance based, or tax credits, 
but under clause 4 they would 
suddenly lose them. European 
Union citizens would suddenly be 
disadvantaged not only relative to 
UK citizens, but also relative to 
citizensofnon-Europeancountries. 
The hon. Gentleman has told the 
House that that is not his intention, 
but that is the effect of the Bill he 
supports.”

Christopher Chope: “If, as the 
right hon. Gentleman suggested, 
a citizen of another country has 
been in the United Kingdom for a 
lifetimeofwork, theywouldbeable 
to qualify for British nationality if 

they have been resident here for 
more than five years.” Stephen 
Timms: “They may be entitled to 
do that, but many do not. Is it not 
the case that London has one of the 
largest French populations in the 
world? I think only two or three 
cities in France have more French 
citizens living in themthanLondon 
does.Thehon.Gentlemanmayfeel 
that they should all apply for UK 
citizenship, but that seems to me 
an unreasonable demand.”

Stephen Timms: “It would be 
interesting to know whether the 
hon. Member for Christchurch 
has made an assessment of the 
Bill’s impact on the large number 
of UK citizens living elsewhere 
in Europe, if such a policy were 
adopted in other member states. 
There are 1 million UK citizens 
living elsewhere in the European 
Union, and if other countries 
adopted the policy set out in the 
Bill, many would find themselves 
worseoff.Somepensioners inother 
European countries would find 
their pensions drastically reduced, 
and I wonder what the impact on 
the Exchequer would be if large 
numbers of retired Britons, who 
currentlydependonhealthservices 
in other European member states, 
suddenly returned to the UK and 
became dependent on the national 
healthservice.Thereare,ofcourse, 
perfectly justified reasons for 
concern about how the benefits 
system works in respect of other 
European countries. We certainly 
agree that the Government should 
actnowtodealwith theexploitation 
of migrant workers from the EU 
and provide apprenticeships and 

training for unemployed young 
people targeted specifically at 
sectors recruiting from abroad. 
It is also perfectly appropriate to 
make sensible changes to the rules 
for jobseeker’s allowance, so that 
it is clear that people should not 
simply claim benefits on arrival, 
butcontributefirst.Wealsosupport 
reforms at EU level so that family 
benefits, such as child tax credit 
and child benefit, are not sent 
abroad.”

In his reply, Mike Penning, 
Minister of State at the Department 
for Work and Pensions, said that 
the Government sympathised with 
much of the intention of the Bill 
but couldn’t support it as it will be 
seeking to renegotiate the terms of 
UK membership of the EU prior to 
a referendum in 2017. This cut no 
icewithChopewhoinhissumming 
up was sceptical about the UK’s 
ability to command a majority in 
Europe to negotiate the changes 
the Government seek. Christopher 
Chope: “When I asked the Prime 
Minister whether this issue would 
be one on which we would be 
renegotiating, my question was 
passed to the Foreign Office and it 
replied by setting out priorities for 
renegotiation that did not include 
anything to do with the subject 
matter of the Bill. I hope that 
my hon. Friend the Minister has 
therefore been announcing new 
policy today in saying that this 
subject will be right at the forefront 
of our terms of engagement with 
the European Union. If that is so, I 
have not been putting forward this 
Bill and arguing in vain.” 

In scientific thought we adopt the simplest theory which will explain 
all the facts under consideration and enable us to predict new facts of the 
same kind. The catch in this criterion lies in the word "simplest." It is re-
ally an aesthetic canon such as we find implicit in our criticisms of poetry 
or painting.
J. B. S. Haldane, Possible Worlds and Other Papers

In fact of course, this 'productive' worker cares as much about the crappy 
shit he has to make as does the capitalist himself who employs him, and 
who also couldn't give a damn for the junk.
Karl Marx, Grundrisse

In every stock-jobbing swindle everyone knows that some time or other 
the crash must come, but every one hopes that it may fall on the head of 
his neighbour, after he himself has caught the shower of gold and placed 
it in safety.

Karl Marx, Capital
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It’s A Fact
The number of visas issued for 

application from Chinese, Indian 
andRussiannationals in2010,2011 
and 2012 was

China 2010 – 215,045
2011 – 266,958
2012 – 285,536. 
India 2010 – 420,013
2011 – 407,762
2012 – 380,479. 
Russia 2010 – 142,586
2011 – 175,414
2012 – 189,575. 
Parliamentary Written Answer 

7/1/14.

The number of households 
deemed overcrowded in the social 
and private rented sectors was

Three year average to 2010-11, 
Social sector  – 278,000 (7.3% 

of households). 
Private sector – 187,000 (5.6% 

of households). 
Three year average to 2011-12, 
Social sector – 249,000 (6.6% of 

households). 
Private sector – 207,000 (5.7% 

of households). 
PWA 8/1/14.

The percentage of the UK stock 
market owned by individuals 
between 1963 and 2012 (selected 
years ) was

1963 – 54.0%
1969 – 47.4%
1975 – 37.5%
1981 – 28.2%
1989 – 20.6%
1990 – 20.3%
1991 – 19.9%
1992 – 20.4%
1993 – 17.7%
1994 – 20.3%
1997 – 16.5%
1998 – 16.7%
1999 – 15.3%
2000 – 16.0%
2001 – 14.8%
2002 – 14.3%
2003 – 14.9%
2004 – 14.1%
2006 – 12.8%
2008 – 10.2%
2010 – 10.2%
2012 – 10.7%. 
PWA 13/1/14.

The proportion of UK electricity 
generation from wind between 
2008 and 2012 was

2008 – 1.8%
2009 –  2.5%
2010- 2.7%
2011 – 4.2%
2012 – 5.4%. PWA 13/1/14.

The Department for Work and 
Pensionsestimates that theremoval 
of the spare room subsidy policy 
will save approximately £490 
million across Great Britain in 
2013-14. PWA 16/1/14.

The number and percentage 
of jobs paid below the national 
minimum wage in the UK 2011 to 
2013 was

Age 16-17, 
April 2011 – 15,000 (5.7%)
April 2012 – 18,000 (6.6%)
April 2013 – 19,000 (7.3%)
Age 18-20, 
April 2011 – 49,000 (4.4%)
April 2012 – 56,000 (5.1)
April 2013 – 57,000 (5.5%)
Age 21 and over, 
April 2011 – 207,000 (0.8)
April 2012 – 207,000 (0.8)
April 2013 – 203,000 (0.8%)
PWA 16/1/14.

The percentage of market share 
of the big six gas and electricity 
suppliers in Great Britain in 
March 2003, December 2007 and 
December 2012 was

GAS -  British Gas 
March 2003 –  63%
December 2007 – 44%
December 2012 – 40%
ScottishandSouthernElectricity 

(SSE)
March 2003 – 6%
December 2007 – 15%
December 2012 – 15%
E.On (Powergen in 2003)
March 2003 – 12%
December 2007 – 13%
December 2012 – 13%
RWE nPower 
March 2003 – 9%
December 2007 – 12%
December 2012 – 12%
Edf (LE Group in 2003)
March 2003 – 5%
December 2007 – 7%
December 2012 – 9%
Scottish Power 
March 2003 – 5%

December 2007 – 6%
December 2012 – 10%
ELECTRICITY – British Gas 
March 2003 – 23%
December 2007 – 22%
December 2012 – 25%
SSE March 2003 – 14%
December 2007 – 19%
December 2012 – 18%
E.On (Powergen in 2003)
March 2003 – 22%
December 2007 – 18%
December 2012 – 17%
RWE npower 
March 2003 – 16%
December 2007 – 15%
December 2012 – 14%
Edf (LE Group in 2003)
March 2003 – 15%
December 2007 – 13%
December 2012 – 13%
Scottish Power 
March 2003 – 10%
December 2007 – 12%
December 2012 – 12%
PWA 17/1/14.

Shares and other equity as a 
proportionof totalhouseholdsector 
financialassets forOECDcountries 
in 2012

Australia – 10.5%
Austria – 21.7%
Belgium – 31.2%
Canada – 35.5%
Chile – 26.4%
Czech Republic – 25.5%
Denmark – 29.1%
Estonia – 68.9%
Finland – 40.1%
France – 24.5%
Germany – 18.8%
Greece – 8.9%
Hungary – 35.6%
Ireland – 17.7%
Israel – 25.5%
Italy – 29.7%
Japan – 10.8%
Korea – 20.1%
Luxembourg – 22.4%
Netherlands – 12.9%
Norway – 13.2%
Poland – 27.4%
Portugal – 27.4%
Slovak Republic – 7.6%
Slovenia – 29.8%
Spain – 28.9%
Sweden – 39.7%
Switzerland – 20.3%
United Kingdom – 15.3%
United States – 43.4%. 
PWA 22/1/14.




