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Generational Politics
It has become fashionable to talk about 

politics as a battle between the generations, as 
if class politics has become obsolete. This suits 
politicians who wish to muddy the waters and 
prevent a clear perspective on the class realities 
of modern British politics. This is a trap which 
the Left should avoid falling into. Even talk 
in terms of abstractions such as ‘generation 
versus class’ is liable to lead into sterile and 
misleading discussions which avoid important 
and difficult practical political issues.

That said however, there are some very 
chunky issues indeed which concern British 
youth. Clegg’s recent comments about careers 
and jobs are a sign of the jumpiness over these 
questions which beset the Coalition. They 
are right to be concerned, particularly at the 
various fiascos of their own making, as well 
as the difficult problems that they inherited 
from Brown and Blair. The Coalition’s record 
on helping young people is truly abysmal. 
The abolition of the careers service, of the 
education maintenance allowance and the 
festering shambles of vocational education can 
be laid at their door. In addition the looming 
disaster of a failed student loan scheme has 
to be considered. The two sets of issues are 
closely connected.

Why do so many young Britons go to 
university and so few into good quality 
vocational education or apprenticeships? To 
answer this we must ask why are there so few 
good jobs in Britain. And the brief answer to 
this question is that too many employers are 
content to offer a low quality product produced 
by a poorly paid workforce and they are too 
ignorant, too complacent or too comfortable 
to do otherwise. No serious pressure is exerted 
on them to do better by government and the 

welfare system is at least as much a welfare 
system for poor employers as it is for workers 
and their families.

Lack of opportunities for young people leads 
to intense labour market competition. The 
route into adult life that schools and middle 
class parents understand is via university. It 
is a clear pathway with heavily subsidised 
financial support. It is also largely unplanned. 
Irrespective of the needs of the country, students 
can study pretty much anything they want if they 
have the right qualifications and universities 
try to respond to demand as best they can. This 
is very wasteful both for the students and their 
families and for the state and society.

We now have a situation in which there is a large 
mismatch between the abilities that employers require 
and the qualifications that young people have. In 
many cases a degree signals to an employer that a 
young person has a certain degree of diligence, while 
suggesting that those who do not have one, other 
things being equal, will not be such a good bet as 
an employee, even though the job on offer does not 
require the ability and knowledge that a degree is said 
to provide. Consequently, many graduates have and 
remain in ‘non-graduate’ jobs.

The consequences for non-graduates is that they 
are forced into less attractive jobs, while those with 
no qualifications find it hard to obtain even unskilled 
work. The youth labour market has become a kind of 
trap which one can only avoid by getting a degree. 
This is a dreadful situation which leads to a high rate 
of youth unemployment and the persistence of far too 
many low quality jobs.

But there is a further twist to this tale. Because all the 
political parties think that having a degree is a personal 
benefit to the student, they think that the beneficiary 
should pay full tuition fees and maintenance. So 
students have to take out loans of £50,000 to pay for 
a degree to get a job which may well not require one. 
These loans are funded by the state, which expects 
to recoup them with compound interest over a thirty 
year period. Until quite recently the expected default 
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rate was around 30%, now it is 
reliably estimated to be in the high 
forties, in effect making the loan 
scheme for financing university 
educationpoliticallyandfinancially 
unworkable. 

So far, no-one in government has 
admitted thisbutwecanbesure that 
they will find ways to save face and 
save money that is being poured 
into a black hole. Why on earth pay 
money for loans that will never be 
repaid instead of just paying for 
the university place? Labour has 
cottonedontothisandwillprobably 
make a proposal along these lines. 
The Coalition will have to respond 
as best they can.

But these problems are in any case 
the problems of a fundamentally 
mistaken policy. There is no good 
reason to suppose that anyone 
(apart from university employees) 
benefits from the extremely high 
rate of university participation. 
In fact, there are a lot of losers, 
including in many cases, graduates 
themselves. Universities have 
becomeaconvenientparkinglot for 
problems that the political parties 
are unable or too frightened to deal 
with, in particular the problem of 
providing a labour market with 
good jobs that will give young 
people an incentive to undertake 
good quality vocational education. 
This means obliging employers to 
take on some responsibility and to 
be less dependent on government 
for subsidies. This contradicts the 
conventional wisdom of our three 
liberal parties who collectively 
think that whatever the private 
sector wants they should get. 

Until Labour is pressurised by the 
trade unions into adopting a more 
critical stance towards employers 
it is unlikely that they are going 
to do much, even to the extent 
of providing apprenticeships in 
government services or obliging 
firms on government contracts to 
provideapprenticeships. If theyare 
at all interested in getting young 
people to vote then they should be 
addressing these issues. 

It is obvious that there are 
many difficult problems that hang 
together: too few good jobs; too 
much subsidy for bad jobs; too 
many graduates; too large loans 
to students; not enough good 

vocational education. These all 
need to be dealt with in relation to 
each other. For example, weaning 
poor employers off subsidies for 
poor jobs and encouraging those 
who are prepared to offer good 
jobs, without jeopardising current 
youth employment and finding a 
suitablewayoffinancinguniversity 
education without creating an 
oversupply of graduates, are both 
tricky questions which require 
careful thought and long term 
planning as well as a large dose of 
political courage. 

There is little in the behaviour 
of the Labour Party over the last 
thirtyyears thatwouldgiveusmuch 
causeforhopethatcareful thinking, 
long termplanningandcourageare 
likely to be on display in the near 
future. But anyone who professes 
any concern for the well-being of 
young people ought to admit that 
they are currently being treated 
shabbily and deserve a much better 
deal than they are getting. To say 
this and then do nothing about it is 
simply hypocrisy.

The final tricky issue in play 
here is migrant labour. As we have 
noted in the past, many migrant 
workers are well-qualified and it 
is too easy for British employers 
to take a ‘free lunch’ of someone 
else’s investment in vocational 
education.Thismakes it evenmore 
difficult forBritishyoungpeople to 
gaina foothold inemployment.But 
migrant labour is here to stay, the 
only way in which the position of 
our young people can be improved 
is by providing them with the high 
quality vocational education that 
their contemporaries in many parts 
of Europe enjoy. 

Again, it is noteworthy how few 
party politicians want to get to 
grips with this. Even Nigel Farage, 
who understands, unlike some 
Tories, that you cannot at the same 
time lambast British workers for 
laziness and then moan about too 
much immigrant labour, will not 
be prepared to tackle this issue, for 
the reasons mentioned above. Step 
forward our trade unions.
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The Radical Rightists of 1979
by Gwydion M. Williams

A review of Strange Rebels: 1979 and the Birth of the 21st Century, by Christian Caryl.  Basic Civitas Books 1979.

This book looks at  f ive 
simultaneous events: Thatcher’s 
election in Britain; the new Polish 
Pope and his influence on anti-
Russian sentiment in Poland; 
the Soviet invasion to overthrow 
an independent-minded leftist 
regime in Afghanistan; the rise of 
Ayatollah Khomeini in Iran and 
Deng Xiaoping’s move towards 
limited foreign investment and 
private enterprise in China.

To see these as parallel movements 
is a bit odd. Shiite Iran and 
the mostly-Sunni resistance in 
Afghanistan became the West’s 
worstenemies,butarealsohostile to 
eachother.Thatcherunintentionally 
but foreseeably helped spread 
Islamism by insisting that the West 
must do everything possible to 
destroy the Baath regime in Iraq.  
And if Deng was indeed “following 
the capitalist road” away from 
Mao’s highly collectivised system, 
he also refused to follow it even as 
far as the Mixed-Economy or the 
KeynesianismsystemthatThatcher 
was out to overthrow in 1979.  

Keynesianism says that the state 
shouldintervenewhennecessaryand 
otherwiseletprivatecapitalflourish. 
In China, private capital has only as 
much freedom as the state chooses 
to allow it, and though agriculture 
is mostly family-based, the land 
remains state-owned. Deng never 
rejected the basics of socialism, and 
nor have his successors. In many 
ways Deng was the more orthodox 
Marxist than Mao, accepting the 
need for controlled capitalism as a 
transforming force in a very poor 
country. Deng stuck with the basics 
of socialism and China has been a 
brilliant success. 

The other four movements 
covered in the book tried to find an 
alternative tosocialism,wona lotof 
popular support but have achieved 
little. Thatcher failed to shrink 
the state, was unable to match the 
average growth-rate of the 1950s 
and 1960s, and presided over the 
collapse of most of what was left 
of traditional British conservative 

social values. Iran hasn’t been a 
huge success, but it has created a 
stable political system based on its 
version of Islam, and with regular 
elections that settle significant 
differences to politics.

So it’s five very different 
movements. And to my eyes – 
though it’s not what the book says – 
the connecting element to this set of 
odd happenings is the failure of the 
SovietUnion tobecomethenucleus 
of a World State. And the damage it 
did by continuing with this mission 
well after it should have seen that it 
was not going to come off.

No political movement can afford 
to bad-mouth its own past and upset 
its own believers. That was what 
Khrushchev did in 1956, without 
bothering to consult the rest of 
the global communist movement. 
If it had begun to resemble an 
expanded version of the Tsarist 
Empire under Stalin, it became 
much more so under Khrushchev 
and his successors.

In the long run, you could 
not have a viable Communist 
movementwhenMoscowstifledall 
alternatives, but showed no sign of 
adapting to the modern world. The 
official line down to Gorbachev 
was that Lenin was unalterable 
and that Stalin was both bad and 
inexplicable. Yet there was no 
major change in methods between 
Lenin and Stalin: the big shift was 
that Stalin was able to massively 
expand the economy, which had 
been stagnating in the 1920s.

As I see it, the correct conclusions 
would have been:

Revolutionary dictatorship gets 
things done but is also harsh and 
intolerant of rivals, including those 
with similar aims.

Moderate reformers can only get 
things done when there is general 
consensus, often produced by the 
existence of a harsher alternative 
that scares the vested interests.

A few of us said something like 
this back in the 1970s, when the 
entire world was wide open to 
change in a socialist direction. But 

in Western Europe, the prospect 
of serious left-wing reform got 
squeezed out between a Centre-Left 
that thought that everything could 
carry on much as before, and a 
Hard Left that believed they’d win 
power if they could successfully 
sabotage all attempts at moderate 
reform. The all-or-nothing attitudes 
of the Trotskyists and pro-Moscow 
communists resulted in nothing, 
much to their surprise.

A determined Hard Left and the 
rather inert Centre-Left managed 
between them to successfully 
sabotage all attempts at moderate 
reform.  This was frustrating for 
many people, and paved the way 
for Thatcher to take power with a 
hard-line program for reverting to 
an older form of capitalism.

Not that she really brought back 
the old world.  She successfully 
undermined the culture of the British 
working class, in part by allowing 
mass unemployment.  But for all the 
talk of “dealing with scroungers”, 
she allowed the development of 
an inert and reasonably contented 
stratum of unproductive people at 
the bottom of the society. They are 
useful for annoying the working 
poor, but without jobs for them 
to do, there is no prospect of this 
stratum vanishing.  It has moved in 
the direction of becoming a US-style 
Underclass, though social links with 
the wider society still remain much 
stronger than in the USA.

Regarding Poland and the Pope, I 
can’t help noticing the odd similarity 
between his election and a 1969 
Hollywood film called The Shoes of 
the Fisherman.  This has a Bishop 
from Ukraine’s Roman Catholic 
minority survive imprisonment as 
a dissident and become pope, and 
then resolves a rather improbable 
crisis that threatens World War. 
Could someone have seen how 
this could be adapted for Cold War 
purposes, encouraging dissent in 
Poland, always the most likely place 
for anti-Russian protest? The US 
intelligence services might have had 
enough “pull” with secret details 
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of sexual and financial scandals 
concerning cardinals to promote the 
election of a man who did in fact produce 
a small but definite revival for the global 
Catholic cause.

And what of Iran and Afghanistan?  Pro-
Moscow communism also blighted what 
were once a number of substantial socialist 
and secularist movements in the Arab 
and Islamic world. Trotskyist elements 
fancied themselves as a replacement but 
achieved nothing: no Trotskyist movement 
has ever had the political skills to grow 
beyond fringe politics. There was for a 
time a substantial pro-Beijing movement in 
South Yemen, which drove out the British, 
briefly revolutionised the society and was 
making progress until its merger with 
the larger and more tribal state of North 
Yemen.  There was also a strong guerrilla 
movement in Muscat & Oman, but this was 
defeated by outside intervention, much of 
it British.  The British Left did far too little 
to protest against this war, which could 
have produced a very different future and 
aborted the growth of Islamism.

The book correctly notes that the 
Islamic movement borrowed a lot from 
the methods and rhetoric of Revolutionary 
Marxism, while also being seen as home-
grown rather than a Western import and 
maybe a movement dependent on foreign 
powers. Islamism could combining 
revolutionary protest with traditional 
religious and nationalist feeling:

“What no one foresaw was how the odd 
fusion of Islam and late-twentieth-century 
revolutionary politics – a formula whose 
mostly Sunni version in Afghanistan had 
much in common with the fervour stirred 
up by Khomeini’s Shiite followers – 
would combust into a strange new kind of 
religious conflict…  Within the space of 
just a few years, this religious insurgency 
would supplant Marxist and secular 
nationalism as the dominant ideology of 
the Middle East.” 1

“A conservative can be defined as 
someone who wants to defend or restore 
the old order; a counter-revolutionary, 
by contrast, is a conservative who has 
learned from the revolution…Khomeini 
and his clerical allies appropriated 
Marxist rhetoric and ideas wherever they 
could, forging a new brand of religious 
militancy that railed against colonialism 
and inequality; socialist notions of 
nationalisation and state management 
later played a large role in the Islamist 
government’s postrevolutionary economic 
policy.” 2

Actually “counter-revolutionary” 
means simply an intention to reverse a 
revolution that has already happened. 
The correct term is Radical Right. This is 
probably avoided because the term is best 
known from Fascism and Nazism. But all 
of these movements are very different from 
Fascism, yet share the common element 
of being willing to overturn established 
social values with the intention of serving 
right-wing aims.

Whether the Radical Right can succeed 
in the long run remains to be seen. 
European Fascism failed because it was 

militarily defeated after trying to take on 
too many foes at one time. I’d say that New 
Right values are heading for a collapse in 
Europe, but they might even strengthen 
in the USA as the USA slides down the 
rankings in global power.  And Islamism is 
going from strength to strength, helped by 
a damn-fool Western policy of knocking 
over secular dictatorships that have been 
mildly anti-Western.

The Iranian and wider Islamist 
development was very different from 
what Thatcher did, or what Reagan did, 
or what happened in Poland. Khomeini’s 
Iran and Afghanistan under the Taliban 
did reverse Westernisation and produced 
a radical puritanical version of Islam that 
seems entirely viable in the modern world. 
Thatcher borrowed the rhetoric of reform 
and used it to restore older policies that had 
been abandoned for very good reasons; but 
she failed to halt the spread of liberal-left 
social values.  Reagan played on populist 
resentment at an “east coast elite”, while 
covertly undermining the interests of the 
blue-collar elements who voted for him. 
He too failed to reverse the progress of 
liberal-left social values, supposing he was 
sincere in promising this, which is moot. 
Poland was something else: in Poland, 
Roman Catholicism was closely allied to 
nationalism, asserting a Polish identity 
against Russian rule.  But the growth of 
the Solidarity trade union did include some 
left-wing notions, most of which were not 
realised after the Soviet collapse.

In Britain, most religious people were 
centre-left and against Thatcher. Reagan 
had the support of a strong Religious Right 
in the USA, which however was based 
mostly on independent congregations. 
Independent Christian congregations 
sound like a wonderful idea, but have not 
worked well in practice. When the fervour 
declines, such bodies are chronically short 
of money except where they prostituted 
themselves to the service of the rich. 

19th century Puritanism was mostly 
radical and concerned with the welfare 
of the poor. In both the USA and Britain. 
In England and Wales, it mostly collapsed 
in the 20th century. The former Puritans 
either became secular or joined the 
established and well-funded Church of 
England, or occasionally switched over 
to Roman Catholicism. (The mother of 
J R R Tolkien was one such convert, and 
one of her relatives of an older generation 
had seriously considered it.) Meantime in 
the USA, there was nowhere much to go 
except to a secular liberalism that turned 
out to be rather weak and empty.  Some 
independent Christians stayed radical and 
concerned with social justice, but a much 
larger number discovered the benefits 
of serving Mammon under a veneer of 
serving God.

It’s a curious fact that the USA failed to 
notice the danger of Islamism even after 
the Iranian Revolution. The Islamists were 
immediately useful against secular and 
left-wing forces, but it was foreseeable that 
they would eventually become enemies. 
Saudi Arabia had been strongly Islamic 

but broadly obedient to US interests, but 
this was because the regime retained many 
aspects of tribalism and was weak, scared 
of its secular Arab neighbours until the 
USA helpfully destroyed most of them. But 
I think the USA was misled by the extreme 
docility of its own “Fundamentalists”, 
applying the same name to utterly different 
social phenomena among Muslims.

What actually happened in the 1970s 
was a disintegration of the Modernist world 
outlook. The liberal vision of “Inevitable 
Progress” had been damaged by the First 
World War, with Leninism rising as a 
serious replacement. But with Moscow’s 
version of Leninism decaying, there was 
a lack of any strong replacement. China 
under Mao tried to be that replacement, 
but Chinese culture is very different from 
most of the rest of the world. And China 
has a clash of nationalisms with both Japan 
and Vietnam, the main countries (along 
with Korea) that have strong cultural 
connections.

Mao by the early 1970s had effectively 
abandoned the idea of Beijing as a 
replacement for Moscow.  Nothing much 
had come of it, and he needed the USA as 
a balance against a hostile Soviet Union.  
It would have been an excellent time for 
the Soviet Union to have “mended fences”, 
but they presumably still nurtured the idea 
of being the core of a future World State. 
Perhaps they also hoped for chaos in China 
after Mao died.

The current Western “China Experts” 
either aren’t aware of or chose not to 
mention the widespread expectations of 
both some sort of Sino-Soviet War in the 
1970s. Or else they expected a relapse into 
division and chaos in China after Mao’s 
death. When it became clear that Deng had 
emerged as a very powerful leader, some 
of them switched to expecting chaos after 
Deng died, not expecting Jiang Zemin to 
be able to hold things together. In fact 
Jiang Zemin successfully bridged the gap 
between the first two charismatic leaders 
of People’s China and the current system 
of an orderly hand-over of power every ten 
years. He’s not been credited with this by 
Western sources, none that I’ve seen.

The 1979 book is routine in its 
comments on China. Concerning the 
reasons for Thatcherism, it has some 
half-sensible remarks. Positively, it does 
mention the success of the system that 
Thatcher set herself to overthrow: “The 
1970s marked the end of a long period 
of extraordinary growth. Virtually all 
of the countries of Western Europe as 
well as the United States experienced 
an enormous surge in prosperity for the 
thirty years after the end of World War 
Two.”  But after the oil shock there was 
a prolonged crisis.  ‘Stagflation,’ as this 
new phenomenon was called, defined all 
expert prognosis”.3

This leaves out the even more remarkable 
rise of first Japan and then the East Asian 
tigers. And fails to mention that for much 
of this period, the Soviet Union was doing 
just as well, only falling into stagnation 
and relative decline in the 1980s. China too 
was growing quite fast under Mao, faster 
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than the UK or USA, and in an economy 
that had been stagnant for centuries. And 
Mao did this in the face of US hostility and 
considerable restrictions in such outside 
trade as Mao wished to continue with.

The system that had worked very 
nicely between the end of World War 
Two and the crisis of the 1970s needed 
re-balancing, not the sort of wholesale 
repeal that Thatcher and Reagan attempted.  
Remarkably, though the 1970s was a step 
down from three decades of success, it was 
no worse overall in terms of economic 
growth than the Thatcherite 1980s. (And 
Thatcher had a gigantic boost from North 
Sea Oil.)  Subsequent decades have been 
rather worse in the UK, leading onto the 
stagnation that began with the financial 
crisis of 2008 and shows no signs of 
ending.

The system that Thatcher rejected had 
been hit by a “double whammy”, both an 
economic crisis and a radical opposition 
that had a habit of bad-mouthing the post-
war Western system without paying much 
attention to the possibility of a radical-right 
movement cashing in on this negative 
approach.

“In one (conservative) view, it was 
only in the 1970s that the radical notions 
advanced by the 1960s and cultural and 
political elites translated into a broad social 
upheaval. The antiauthoritarianism of the 
sixties activists translated into a pervasive 
loss of faith in leaders, institutions and 
ideals across classes.”4

This actually repeats the New Right 
trick of blurring the differences between 
the dominant elite and left-wing rebels 
against that elite. The technocratic elite 
that had dominated in the 1950s and 1960s 
lost control of their intended successors 
among the more gifted students in the 
1960s. A lot of the protest was hedonistic, 
often selfish and frequently rather mindless 
in its opposition to authority.  There was 
also a genuine fear of a revival of Fascism, 
a fear not justified by the rather pathetic 
showing of such fascist groups as existed 
at the time. There was no anticipation that 
a very different sort of Radical Rightist 
creed might grow up in the West, one 
that was in many ways the inverse of 
fascism, mobilising popular resentment 
at state power and holding up finance as 
an admirable source of fortunes for lucky 
investors: ‘it could be you’.

Even among conventional socialists, 
there was a pervasive fear of “corporatism”.  
In as far as the Western system of the 1940s 
to 1970s could be called corporatist, it 
was a huge advance on the older more 
strongly capitalist system.  But this was 
very seldom said, with socialists oddly 
eager to distance themselves from socialist 
successes and put all their emphasis on 
what hadn’t been achieved.

There was also an alienation of 
traditional working-class supporters from 
the left in Britain and the USA, as parties on 
the left felt obliged to support the liberal-
left agenda of more sexual freedom and 
an end to “patriarchal” values.  It didn’t 
help that this process also produced a 
spread of drug addiction, unfamiliar and 

frightening –  and much more destructive 
than alcohol abuse.5

The growth of Islamism was very 
different from the Thatcher – Reagan 
development of a New Right. It was and 
is in many ways analogous to European 
Fascism. But it had the advantage of 
being able to plausibly present itself as the 
authentic version of Islam in opposition 
to conservative or moderate Muslims who 
had compromised with the West. It lacked 
the uneasy relationship with popular faith 
that was one of the weaknesses of European 
Fascism, where the leaders were skeptics 
or occasionally neo-pagans.

Islamism has managed what the New 
Right promised but failed to deliver: it 
reversed the spread of liberal-left social 
values. Of course it had the advantage 
of being able to label these things as 
Western imports, as well as a leadership 
that mostly did conform in private to what 
they preached in public.

As an account of the parallel processes 
in Britain, Poland, Iran, Afghanistan and 
China, the book is quite good. It tries to 
be fair-minded, mentioning the massive 
inequalities brought about by Thatcher 
and Reagan: “The year 1979 marked the 
moment when income equality in the 
United States began to increase for the 
first time since 1945 – the beginning of 
a trend that has continued to the present 
day.” 6  

Regarding the difference between 
reforms in China and the Soviet Union, 
it says “it is worth noting that Deng was 
broaching these ideas ten years after 
the Soviet leadership had abandoned 
the cautious decentralising reforms of 
Nikita Khrushchev. In November 1978 
the government of Leonid Brezhnev was 
two years into its Tenth Five-Year Plan, 
which doggedly maintained the supremacy 
of central planning even as it implicitly 
acknowledged that the USSR was falling 
behind in technological innovation.” 7  
The Soviet system was far from doomed 
in the 1960s: it was Brezhnev’s decision 
to stick with a part-reformed system that 
was fatal.

What the book does not consider is 
whether the unreformed “work-points” 
system of Stalin and Mao might have 
continued to flourish if left in being. Both 
systems were doing quite well overall at 
the time reforms began. Even the problem 
with food in Mao’s China was related to 
the population having been allowed to 
double from what it had been in 1949. Deng 
enforced a ruthless one-child policy to limit 
this, a measure that caused remarkably 
little protest in the West, which at the time 
supposed he was on their side. But I’ve 
seen it argued that Deng’s harsh measures 
weren’t as significant as most people think. 
The big limitation on fertility all over the 
world has been education for girls, which 
had happened under Mao.

The book title speaks of “the Birth of 
the 21st Century”, sharing the New Right 
notion that socialist ideas had been made 
obsolete. Very much moot. The heirs of 
Thatcher and Reagan in the Anglosphere 
are waging war with the Islamists, and 

increasingly losing that war. Poland and 
most of the rest of Continental Europe 
is rallying to Social Market ideas. China 
may be re-affirming its Maoist legacy 
under the new leadership, condemning 
the Cultural Revolution as mistaken but 
affirming Mao’s role as creator of modern 
China. Meantime Islamist governments 
havenotdoneparticularlywellwhere they 
have power, and the Sunni-Shia split now 
seems unbridgeable. 

More broadly, the world is still adjusting 
to the shift from agriculture to a more 
modern way of life. Leninism was 
adapted to an intermediate stage, a world 
of vast factories and a fairly uneducated 
workforce. It was not able to recognise 
or take credit for the collapse of actual 
bourgeois power, which seems separate 
fromcapitalism.Marxhadthesamevision, 
which was fine for his time but is even 
less of a guide to the modern world. But 
most of the left chose to idolise Marx and 
Lenin, while distancing themselves from 
any association with various socialists 
or communists who had produced solid 
results that were of benefit to ordinary 
people. And then they are baffled that they 
have lost popularity!

My own belief is that the years since 
1979 have been probably the last gasp of 
non-socialist radicalism, at least in the 
West. Small independent property has not 
survivedthepoliticaldominanceofacreed 
that was officially intended to preserve 
it. The promises of the New Right were 
not met and they have actually operated 
a modified Corporatism that is tuned to 
give maximum benefit to a small number 
of very rich people. This is not a stable 
configuration. I feel tempted to write 
a book about it, The Strange Death of 
Functional Conservatism, which I would 
alsodate to1979.Withcertainty, theyhave 
not done much more than boost the rich 
at the expense of the rest of us.

The time seems ripe for the emergence 
of wholly new politics better suited for the 
actualities of the 21st century.

( E n d n o t e s )
1 Strange Rebels: 1979 and the Birth of 

the 21st Century, page xi.
2 Ibid., page xiv
3 Ibid., page 2
4 Ibid., page 1
5 This is in terms of mental problems 

and death per thousand users.  Since alcohol has 
many more users, quoting the raw figures without 
adjustment for number of users can be very 
misleading.

6 Ibid., page 4
7 Ibid., page 133

If the world is eternally moving and 
developing matter (as the Marxists 
think), reflected by the developing human 
consciousness,what is there“static”here?The 
point at issue is not the immutable essence of 
things,oranimmutableconsciousness,but the 
correspondence between the consciousness 
which reflects nature and the nature which 
is reflected by consciousness.

Vladimir Lenin, 
Materialism and Empirio-Criticism
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UK should imitate Germany, not think of overtaking it
Supporting the British Mittelstand, by Robert Bischof

The prediction by a leading 
Londonresearchfirmthat theBritish 
economycouldovertakeGermany’s 
within20yearsfallsintothecategory 
of fantasy forecasting. Indeed, the 
UK must redouble its efforts to 
make sure the gap with Europe’s 
economic powerhouse does not 
widen further. To do that, it needs 
to ditch the short-term thinking that 
grips both the Government and the 
City of London.

The Centre for Economics 
and Business Research (CEBR) 
grabbedheadlineswithareportover 
Christmas that Britain will soon 
leapfrog France and stands a good 
chance of surpassing Germany to 
become Europe’s largest economy 
by 2030.

As a German living in the UK, 
I do not find the CEBR’s outlook 
credible.

Germany’s output in 2013 was 
worth $3.65tn, followed by France 
on$2.65tnandtheUKwith$2.45tn. 
To catch up with France within the 
next four years, Britain would need 
around $50bn in additional output 
a year. That would translate into a 
growth rate roughly 2 percentage 
points higher than France’s. Given 
the woes of the French economy, 
that is not out of the question.

But narrowing the gap with 
Germany looks tougher. German 
GDP is 45% per cent greater than 
Britain’s. Its workforce of 40m is 
10m bigger and is over 10% more 
productive.

The consultancy argues that a 
weak euro will make it harder for 
Germany to stay ahead, as sheer 
currency conversion would give 
the UK an edge assuming sterling 
is strong. But this challenges the 
consensus that a weak currency 
helps Germany’s exports.

Even a chronically low birth 
rate is unlikely to have much of an 
impact. Germany in the past has 
relied on an influx of Gastarbeiter, 
or guest workers from abroad, to 
bolster the labour force. It is doing 
so now, with migrants arriving in 
increasing numbers from eastern 
and southern Europe.

Instead of asking whether Britain 
can catch up with Germany, it 

makes more sense to examine how 
to stop the gap from widening. 
The danger with selling illusions 
about the future is that it can breed 
complacency among businessmen 
and politicians alike.

Britain could easily do better 
and should do so. But it has to be 
realistic. The UK needs a huge 
effort to turn around its balance 
of payments deficit, to increase 
business investment and to make 
sure its youngsters have the right 
education and skills. Britain must 
improve its infrastructure, raise 
productivity and cease relying on 
rising house prices to fuel another 
consumption-led boom.

All these issues need to be 
addressed at a time when the 
government is still trying to get the 
deficitdown.Germany,bycontrast, 
will have a balanced budget this 
year.

Can the UK pull it off? I believe 
it can, but it needs a shift towards 
long-term strategies in business 
and government. Selling British 
businesses and assets to create 
short-term value for shareholders 
and calling it ‘inward investment’ 
is not the answer.

Mergers and acquisitions are 
no match for organic growth. 
Paying out more in dividends as a 

percentage of profits than any other 
developed economy is not a long-
term strategy for success either.

The UK has an abundance of 
entrepreneurs but cannot emulate 
the Mittelstand – the small and 
medium-sized enterprises that 
are the backbone of the German 
economy. Instead of the silly-
soundingacronymSME,whydon’t 
we simply say we wish to support 
the British Mittelstand?

All too often starved of adequate 
bank finance, those British 
companies that make it over the 
first hurdle are soon driven into the 
arms of private equity or the stock 
market. Too many are swallowed 
up and disappear.

Lord Bamford, who chairs the 
construction machinery manufacturer 
JCB, his family firm, said to me not 
long ago: ‘If my dad or I had gone to 
the stock market for money, we would 
not be here any more.’

His words should haunt British 
politicians. If the UK wants to reduce 
its dependence on the City and succeed 
in international competition it should 
do something about developing more 
SMEs into JCBs. It’s the real economy, 
stupid!

Robert Bischof is Chairman of SCCO 
International and a member of the 
OMFIF Advisory Board.

Tax paid by the wealthy

Long-term trends in British taxation and spending. 
Report by the Institute for Fiscal Studies
!
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Welsh Water: The Community Company
By Dick Barry

In 1989 the water and sewerage 
systems inEnglandandWaleswere 
transferred wholly into the private 
sector. The Thatcher government 
hadwanted toprivatise the industry 
in 1984 but abandoned its plans 
after strong public opposition. 
Water privatisation was to be part 
of a broader strategy to roll back 
thestate throughtheprivatisationof 
public assets, which also included  
telecommunications, gas and 
electricity. The 1989 privatisation 
involved ten unitary regionalwater 
authorities which had been created 
in 1974. It should be noted at this 
point that there were over 20 small 
water-only companies established 
by statute that had been in private 
ownership for many years.

The ten regional water and 
sewage companies were: Anglian, 
Northumbria, North West, Severn 
Trent, South West, Thames,Welsh, 
Wessex, andYorkshire.Allof these 
companies, with the exception of 
Welsh Water which is now a not-for-
profit company, are substantially 
owned by institutional investors, 
many of them foreign based. 
However only a few remain as 
PLCs as most have been bought 
by private equity consortia. In 
Northern Ireland and Scotland, 
water remains publicly owned. In 
the latter, consumers pay roughly 
half for water use than those in 
England. Something for Scottish 
voters to contemplate in the 
forthcoming referendum.

Welsh Water,  owned by 
Glas Cymru, was privatised by 
stockmarket flotation along with 
the other nine regional companies. 
In the early 1990s it diversified into 
other sectors, including electricity. 
After acquiring the local electricity 
company SWALEC (South Wales 
Electricity Company) in 1996 it 
renamed itself Hyder, becoming 
an electricity and water multi-
utility. Following a number of 
set backs, including the Labour 
Government’s windfall tax on 
utility profits and the 1999 Ofwat 
price review, it got into financial 
difficulties and was taken over by 

Western Power Distribution, a US 
owned electricity company. Like 
other foreign companies operating 
in the UK’s utility market it 
looked to make a quick profit and 
subsequently sold its holding in 
WelshWater toGlasCymru inMay 
2001.Theacquisitionwasfinanced 
by a £1.9 billion (the debt inherited 
from Hyder) bond issue 

Welsh Water is the sixth largest 
of the ten regulated water and 
sewerage companies in England 
and Wales. It provides water and 
sewerage services to over three 
million people living and working 
in Wales as well as some adjoining 
parts of England, specifically in the 
areasofHerefordshireandDeeside. 
DeeValleyWater,asmallprivatised 
water only company, supplies part 
of north-east Wales and part of 
north-west England. While Severn 
Trent Water, a privatised regional 
company, supplies mid-Wales and 
benefits from its water resources. It 
has a 99-year contract with Welsh 
Water to supply non-drinkable 
water. The contract ends in 2073. 

In total Welsh Water has over 
1.3 million household customers 
and more than 100,000 business 
customers. Customers are helped 
in a number of ways but there are 
special ‘assistance schemes’ that 
focus on the very needy. These 
are, people on benefits, those with 
a health condition requiring the use 
ofextrawater, andhouseholdswith 
threeormorechildrenunder theage 
of 19 in full time education living 
at home. Customers tariffs are 
reviewed on a regular basis and in 
caseswherecircumstanceswarrant 
it, customers will be switched to a 
reduced Social Tariff.

The company’s website says that 
Glas Cymru is unique in the UK 
utility industry in that it is:

a private company with no•
shareholders,
financed in the capital•
markets, with no government 
support,
not allowed to diversify•
into other activities or 
geographies, and

all financial surpluses are•
used for the benefit of its 
customers.

The website also tells us that 
“Glas Cymru is a ‘company 
limited by guarantee’; it has no 
shareholders and so its corporate  
governance functions are the 
responsibility of its Board, which 
has a majority of independent 
non-executive directors, and its 
members, around 70 individuals 
appointed following a process 
undertaken by an independent 
membership panel. Members are 
not representatives of outside 
stakeholder groups but rather are 
unpaid individuals whose duty is 
to promote the good running of the 
company, in the best interests of its 
customers. The business operates 
as a fully commercial undertaking, 
complying with the Combined 
Code.”

The website goes on to say that 
“Successes of the group to date 
include”:

some £3 billion invested•
to improve drinking water 
quality, environmental 
protection and customer 
service – at no cost to the 
taxpayer,
financial gearing reduced•
from 93% to 65%, reflected 
in improved credit ratings 
(A/A3/A) which are the 
strongest in the UK water 
sector,

£150 million returned to 
customers in the form of ‘customer 
dividends’and some£10 million of 
support for disadvantaged groups 
via social tariffs and an assistance 
fund,

lower average customer bills 
in real terms than in 2000, in part 
due to the best record in the sector 
in cost reduction and improved 
efficiency.

It is, by a long way, the most 
accessible, comprehensive, and 
easy to follow website of all ten 
regional water and sewerage 
companies.

Welsh Water’s business model 
based on bond financed capital 
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investment and retained financial 
surpluses (profits) enable the 
company to reduce its asset 
financing cost, which it says is its 
biggest cost. The company claims 
that “financing efficiency savings 
to date have largely been used to 
build up reserves to insulate Welsh 
Water and its customers from 
any unexpected costs and also to 
improvecreditqualitysothatWelsh 
Water’s cost finance can be kept as 
low as possible in the years ahead.” 
Over the period 2010 to 2015, the 
companyis investing£1.3billion in 
its water and sewage network.

Welsh Water is unique in another 
sense.Thestrategicdirectionof the 
company is the responsibility of 
ten Directors, three of whom have 
Executive positions and seven Non-
Executive positions, including the 
Chairman.TheBoard isassistedby 
four Committees: Audit, Quality 
and Environment, Nominations 
(whose Chairman Bob Ayling, is 
also Chairman of the Board of 
Directors), and Remunerations. 
This structure is not confined to 
Welsh Water. Uniquely, however, 
the Company has 57 independent 
Members, who have the key role 
of ensuring that “the business 
remains focused on its primary 
purpose of providing high quality 
water and sewerage services to 
the communities served by Welsh 
Water.”

The company emphasises 
strongly that all Members are 
independent.Theyarenotappointed 
to represent any particular group 
or stakeholder interest. There 
is, therefore, no direct trade 
union representation on either the 
Board of Directors and its four 
supporting Committees or among 
theappointed57Members.Without 
wishing to doubt Welsh Water’s 
claim of genuine independence in 
these matters, there is what appears 
to be an odd appointment in the 
presence of the current President 
of the National Farmers Union 
Cymru. This ‘anomaly’ is only 
partlybalancedby theappointment 
of a retired trade union official.

In the absence of any sign of a 
return to public ownership of the 
whole industry, thekindofbusiness 
model employed by Welsh Water 
appears tobe the idealalternative to 

privatisation. However its operating 
model is far from perfect. Almost 
all of its operational activities 
to supply drinking water and to 
collect, treat and dispose of waste 
water are contracted out to other 
private companies some of whom 
are other UK Water Companies 
like Thames Water. The success of 
this model depends on Dwr Cymru 
putting in place a rigorous system 
ofcontractcompliance tosupervise 
andmonitor theperformanceof the 
contractors.

The pro privateers argued that 
privatisation would reduce costs 
and improve customer services. 
But the Welsh Water model, 
despite its drawbacks, has been 
highly successful in these and 
other areas, without having to 
satisfy shareholder expectations. 
However, governments were 
conscious that privatisation was, 
effectively, a switch from a public 
to a private monopoly, albeit on 
a regional basis. So for a decade 
or more, efforts have been made 
to introduce competition to the 
network. 

In recent years there have been 
two consultations on the issue. In 
July 2007 Ofwat, the industry’s 
regulator for England and Wales, 
published the first of a series of 
consultation papers on the options 
for promoting the development 
of competition in the sector. 
And in September 2009, the 
then Labour government began 
a 12 week consultation on an 
independent reviewofcompetition 
and innovation undertaken by a 
ProfessorMartinCave.WelshWater 
responded to both consultations.

The company was broadly 
sceptical of any alleged benefits 
from competition in water and 
sewerage services. Its views on 
this and other related matters had 
beensetoutas longagoasFebruary 
2002 in ‘Competition in the Water 
Industry. Position Paper prepared 
by Glas Cymru.’ This was Welsh 
Water’s response to the intentions 
of the Labour government in 2001 
to extend a form of competition to 
the industry.Theconsultationpaper 
tellsusthat“Anewlicensingregime 
wouldenableentrants tocompete in 
‘production’ and ‘retail’ activities, 
whilst leaving theexisting regional 

companies, including Welsh Water, 
as vertically integrated statutory 
undertakings.”

The paper concluded that “Any 
Government initiativeswhichoffer 
tangiblenetbenefits toWelshWater 
customers will be welcomed and 
supported by Glas Cymru. Glas 
Cymru does not, however, believe 
thatthenetbenefitsfromdeveloping 
competition along the lines set out 
by the Government in March 2001 
have been demonstrated, nor that 
they can be asserted or assumed 
on the basis of experience in other 
sectors. The institutional and 
regulatory regime within which 
water companies have operated 
since 1989, together with various 
existing forms of competition, 
have already delivered significant 
benefits.”

A l t h o u g h  s c e p t i c a l  o f 
Government initiatives to introduce 
further competition to the industry, 
Welsh Water is not in principle 
opposed to competition where 
there are tangible net gains. The 
consultation paper and other 
sourcessaythatakeyelementof the 
GlasCymrumodel is“significantly 
extending competition to the 
business of water and sewerage 
services in Welsh Water’s region 
through a process of competitive 
tendering as a result of which over 
80% of Welsh Water’s costs are 
now established through a highly 
competitive process.” (page 3 of 
‘Competition in theWater Industry. 
Position Paper prepared by Glas 
Cymru.).

Responsibility for the industry in 
Wales is a complicated matter. While 
Welsh Ministers can make particular 
secondary legislation in relation to 
the whole of Dwr Cymru or Dee 
Valley Water’s supply area it cannot 
necessarily make primary legislation 
on the same matter. A Research Note 
publishedbytheNationalAssemblyfor 
Wales sets out its current competence: 
“TheWelshGovernmentisresponsible 
forsettingthestrategicpolicyforwater 
in Wales, within which the following 
organisations operate:

Water companies wholly or • 
mainly in Wales – Dwr Cymru 
and Dee Valley Water;
The economic market regulator•
– Ofwat;

Continued on page 9
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Notes on the News
By Gwydion M. Williams

A False Recovery?

“Living standards in Britain 
have suffered their most prolonged 
decline for at least half a century, 
according to official data that has 
beenseizedonbyLabouras further 
proof of a cost of living crisis under 
the coalition.

“A report from the Office for 
National Statistics found that 
real wages have been falling 
consistentlysince2010, the longest 
such period since at least 1964, 
when comparable records began. 
Statisticians put the deterioration 
down to several factors such as 
a change in the number of hours 
people work as well as a fall in 
productivity.”1

This happened because Western 
governmentsgaveprioritytosaving 
the complex and deregulated 
financial structures that had 
developed over the last 40 years. 
They had an easy run, because 
of the deep-seated fear of state 
power that was a legacy of 1960s 
radicalism. Most protests go no 
further than saying “it should not 
happen”, rather than demands 
for re-regulation. People remain 
equally suspicious of the state 
and big business, meaning that 
big business gets to decide what 
the state should and should not 
regulate.

It’s not that large numbers of 
people like the outcome of the 
deregulationist and anti-state 
pattern that Thatcher and Reagan 
began. Inequality is correctly seen 
a source of endless quarrelling and 
ill-feeling, unless there is some 
clear and fair basis for it. No one 
minds a modest extra for people 
whohaveearnedit,donesomething 
that deserves a proportionate 
reward. But people increasingly 
think that managers are vastly 
overpaid, while many bankers get 
ludicrously large rewards fordoing 
the wrong things. 

Well-qualified individuals like 

doctors, scientists or airline pilots 
manage fine on two or three times 
the average income, maybe 40K 
to 70K in Britain. So why do a 
few managers and speculators 
need to get vastly more? Very few 
people would rate them as being 
ten or twenty times as valuable 
and deserving as a worker on 
the average wage. Never mind 
hundreds or thousands of times 
more valuable and deserving, 
which would be the logic of saying 
that they’d earned it.  

Speculators and dealers are mostly 
getting vast rewards for legalised 
financial crimes. Things that were 
banned after the Wall Street Crash 
and Great Depression, and which 
the finance industry successfully 
lobbied to get restored.

Of course the New Right won 
almost by default in the Age 
of Coolhearts, the era when 
1950s technocracy and 1960s 

radicalism both lost favour. In 
Britain, the organised working 
class in theTradeUnionmovement 
was dominant in the 1970s. But 
the newly popular “coolheart” 
outlook was deeply hostile to 
translating this into any sort of 
formal arrangement. The Bullock 
Report offered extensive Workers 
Control, worker representatives on 
the Board of Directors. The left 
much preferred an endless round 
of formless militancy, and were 
utterly astonished when this led to 
Thatcherism.

Thatcherism appealed to a 
widespreadgamblingspirit, people 
hoping to be among the few who 
got the big prizes. The legalised 
financial crimes of the new finance 
did make a few people very rich 
from humble beginnings. More 
importantly, it gave false hopes to 
many more.

The housing market did the same 

The environment regulator –•
National Resources Wales;
T h e  D r i n k i n g  Wa t e r•
Inspectorate; and
Local authorities.•

Legislative competence for the 
industry does not therefore lie wholly 
with the National Assembly for 
Wales. An attempt was made to 
rectify this perceived anomaly in 
January when the Commons debated 
a new clause to the Water Bill, first 
introduced in June last year, which has 
almost completed its passage through 
Parliament:asignificantpurposeof the 
Bill is to allow businesses and other 
non-household customers to switch 
supplier if they so wish. New Clause 
1 of the Bill moved by Plaid Cymru’s 
Hywel Williams on 6 January stated: 
‘The National Assembly for Wales 
shall have legislative competence for 
waterup to thegeographicalboundary 
with England.’ It was defeated by 282 
votes to6, theayesbeingmadeupwith 
Conservative and Lib Dem Members 

plus Ian Paisley Jr of the Democratic 
Unionist Party. Hywel Williams lost 
the vote but won a victory of sorts 
highlighting the genuine advantages 
of Welsh Water’s not-for-profit model 
for delivering high quality water and 
sewerageservicesata fairprice– there 
have been below-inflation price rises 
for thepast threeyears - to itsdomestic 
and business customers.

The present UK coalition government 
is intent on breaking up the existing water 
industry as it believes it is complacent 
and inefficient. Initially all companies are 
being required to separate off their retail 
functions and this will allow other retail 
companies to bid against the incumbent 
company for the provision of water 
and waste services. The government’s 
intention is to first subject the commercial 
andbusiness sector tocompetition leaving 
the domestic customers to some future as 
yet unspecified date. Even if the Labour 
Party win the next general election it is 
far from clear what the policy position is 
for the UK’s water industry.

Continued from page 8



Labour Affairs  10

No 245 March 2014

thing at a broader and more 
respectable level.Peoplesawthe 
values of their houses shoot up, 
in some cases. It got a lot more 
people fancying that they were 
part of capitalism and would 
flourish within it. A lot of them 
lose money, of course. Small 
investors mostly do: they are 
the ‘silly money’ that allows the 
‘smart money’ to make a profit 
while doing nothing useful. And 
it detached the market from its 
original purpose of providing 
decent places to live:

“In Spain more than 3.4m 
homes lie vacant, in excess of 
2m homes are empty in each 
of France and Italy, 1.8m in 
Germanyandmore than700,000 
in the UK.

“There are also a large numbers 
of vacant homes in Ireland, 
Greece, Portugal and several 
other countries, according to 
information collated by the 
Guardian.

“Many of the homes are in 
vast holiday resorts built in the 
feverish housing boom in the 
run up to the 2007-08 financial 
crisis – and have never been 
occupied.

“On top of the 11m empty 
homes – many of which were 
boughtas investmentsbypeople 
who never intended to live in 
them – hundreds of thousands 
of half-built homes have been 
bulldozed in an attempt to 
shore up the prices of existing 
properties.”2

But while people complain, 
they don’t call for legislation 
to make speculative building 
unprofitable if it fails to meet 
human need. Nor do they call 
for a resumption of the broadly 
successful policy of public 
housing, Council Houses in 
Britain. There were mistakes 
made in such systems, of course. 
Tower blocks that Britons found 
uninhabitable, though other 
nationalities seem fine with 
them. And housing estates that 
were solid houses without the 
normal shops, pubs etc. But 
the whole program could be 
resumedwith thecorrect lessons 
learned.

What’s happening just now is 

the reverse. New benefit rules amount 
to a wealth-based “ethnic cleansing”. 
It’s not quite a matter of class, the new 
elite accept social mobility at most 
levels, though the Old Etonians and 
similar are back on top. But they’d be 
happy to see the poor squeezed out of 
London.

Meantime student loans seem not to 
be working, at least in the sense that 
much of the money nominally loaned 
will probably never be recovered:

“Concerns about the cost of uncollected 
student debt, currently totalling £46bn, have 
grown following the rise in tuition fees for 
British students to £9,000 a year that increased 
the financial burden on graduates.

“Ministers admitted in December that an 
initial estimate that 30 per cent of loans would 
bewrittenoffhadbeenraised to35-40percent. 
The public accounts committee said on Friday 
the figure could be as high as 48 per cent.”

“Margaret Hodge, who chairs the committee, 
has accused the Student Loans Company of 
being ‘in the dark’ on the intentions of more 
than 350,000 borrowers who are not repaying 
but are classified in the repayment category. 
She sees the information available on overseas 
students as even more dubious.”3

But was recovery of the money ever the 
main intention? I’ve heard it suggested that 
“the main function of the thing was to bring 
about a cultural change in the attitude towards 
debt. What better way than making debt 
compulsory among the most immature and 
impressionable sector of the community? It 
was ‘sold’on the basis that a higher education 
qualification will guarantee a higher income in 
the future and the debtor could have jam today 
with the promise of more jam tomorrow. The 
same reasoning was involved in the policy 
of the council house sell-off. The old idea 
that debt was to be avoided if at all possible 
was destroyed on the back of council-house 
mortgages and student loans. Neither makes 
any sense in social terms but makes absolute 
sense in terms of the requirements of financial 
capitalism in the 80s and 90s”.

I share this view. Student Loans encourage 
the view of life as a burden on money, and 
money as the main measure of human worth. 

People accept this, or else chose an 
ineffective anarchic drop-out mentality. 
Anything to get away from the Mixed 
Economy view that the state can do a lot 
to foster human wealth, ignoring profit 
and loss.

We in the Ernest Bevin Society are 
almost theonlypeople inBritainor Ireland 
who still say this without qualifications or 
evasions. Which is discouraging, but the 
othermethodsarevisiblynotworking.And 
in the wider world, this is still the norm.

A big loss of confidence in Anglo values 
is quite likely in the long term. One feature 
of the Age of Coolhearts has been a lack 
of belief that there is anything worth 
suffering for or dying for. This has very 
much included the hard-core New Right, 
though they have been quite successful 
in getting others to die on their behalf. A 
“Book of New Right Martyrs” would be 
remarkably short of people you could put 
in it. (Which is not true of other right-wing 
causes,ofcourse, includingsomethatmost 
of today’s West Europeans would view 
as obnoxious.) So the whole thing could 
collapse much more rapidly than it rose.

The Capitalist Restoration
Commerce long ago learned to put a 

nice name on whatever you’re trying to 
sell. So plans for a capitalist restoration 
in the 1980s were called “reforms”. They 
were an attempt at reverting to what had 
existed in the 1920s and should have 
been called “reactionary”. But this didn’t 
happen. Most left-wing critics made 
silly comparisons with Nazism, which 
didn’t stick.

The New Right should have been 
taken on over their belief in “Miraculous 
Mammonism”, the notion that people 
pursuing private profit would produce an 
ideal result through market mechanisms. 
Now this can happen sometimes, just not 
often enough. The arguments ignoring 
all the times when it fails and the state 
knows better.

What’s resulted has been a growth of 
inequality without any improvement in 
average economic growth, meaning that 
everyone has lost out except the very rich. 
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because of a warming Arctic 
then the jet stream weakens and, 
again, like a river on a flat bed, it 
will meander every time it comes 
across an obstacle. This results 
in weather patterns tending to 
becoming stuck over areas for 
weeks on end. It also drives cold 
weather further south and warm 
weather further north. Examples 
of the latter are Alaska and parts 
of Scandinavia, which have had 
exceptionally warm conditions 
this winter.”5

And the cause?  It was long ago 
predicted that Greenhouse Gases 
would cause a general warming 
trend, plus more weather extremes. 
Climate models showed most of 
the world getting warmer but a 
few areas getting colder. Climate 
models are not yet powerful 
enough to predict in detail how 
weather patterns would shift or 
which climate extremes would 
actually happen. But it was 
overwhelmingly likely that things 
would get worse.

All of this was bad news to 
the rich, because a fix would cost 
money that the rich would rather 
spend on themselves. It would 
also damage their general view of 
themselves as Heavenly Creatures, 
beings far above the “plebs”6 and 
in control of the world.  It would 
be convenient to say “the fault lies 
in our local star, not in ourselves”.  
But it would also be amazingly 
foolish, since the changes that we 
see are the sort of thing that was 
predicted, whereas many attempts 
have failed to prove a reliable link 
between minor changes in the sun 
and the weather here on Earth.

Yes, the sun is behaving slightly 
oddly. But it’s moot if this matters. 
The best guess is that it has had a 
slight cooling effect, to set against 
the overall warming. Which means 
things will get even worse if the 
sun gets back to normal.

All of this impacts directly on 
the issues of Fracking and Shale 
Oil. New techniques suggest 
that the Age of Petrol could be 
extended for a few more decades, 
if the issue of Greenhouse Gases 
could be ignored. This would 
suit the New Right, whereas an 
acceptance that we mostly cause 
our own bad weather would 
suggest global regulation and 
less choice for private capital. 
And there are billions to be made 
from Fracking and Shale Oil, if 
governments allow them to be 
freely developed.

In Britain, unlike the USA, the working 
mainstream are better off than they were 
in the 1970s, certainly. But no more than if 
the Mixed Economy had been fixed rather 
than repudiated after its 1970s crisis.

To make this clear, I decided to go back 
as far as there are reliable figures. And to 
look at GDP growth from one decade to 
the next, rather than year by year, which 
can be too variable.  Britain astonished the 
world with its initial Industrial Revolution, 
beginning in the 1760s. But by the 1830s, 
which is when the figures start, the rest of 
Western Europe was adjusting.

What you see is fairly steady advance 
for the United Kingdom. But Germany 
starts to surge ahead.  Damaged by losing 
two World Wars, they surge ahead again 
in the era of Mixed Economy, so-called 
Keynesianism. This is much the same 
whether you look at the whole economy 
or wealth per person

(Based on figures from The World 
Economy: Historical Statistics by Angus 
Maddison.)4

An Extremely Inconvenient 
Truth

Al Gore’s spiel about Climate 
Change, filmed and available as “An 
Inconvenient Truth”, turns out to be 
nothing like alarmist enough. He also 
left himself vulnerable by talking about 
“Global Warming” (though I think 
that it was the norm at the time). He 
didn’t give the proper emphasis to the 
probability of much bigger fluctuations 
within a general warming trend. So he 
might seem to have been refuted by 
a sudden cold snap, never mind that 
there were also drastic drought and 
unprecedented heat at other times and/
or in other places.

I mentioned last month that while 
the US was having unusual cold, 
Scandinavia had an unusually mild 
winter, while both Australia and 
Argentina had heat waves. (Our winter 
is their summer, south of the equator.) 

Meantime a period of usually rainy 
weather in Britain was nothing so bad at 
first, but got increasingly disastrous as 
the land became saturated and far more 
rain than normal kept falling.

A simple rise of a degree or two would 
not be as serious as what’s now happening. 
What we have is Climate Change, a 
major shifting of the weather patterns. 
Climate scientists believe that the last 
10,000 years have been unusually stable 
compared to most of the Earth’s history. 
If this is correct, then almost any major 
change is going to make the weather much 
less predictable and more likely to show 
patterns we’d have viewed as extreme 
and unlikely.

The arctic has warmed far faster than 
anyone predicted. Science always has 
some uncertainties, but that can mean 
“worse than predicted” as least as often 
as it is “not so bad”.  Since scientists are 
generally very cautious about predictions 
that they know will be unpopular, “worse 
than predicted” is usually the best bet.

A warmer arctic seems to make a 
weak jet-stream more common. A weak 
jet-stream can no longer plough its 
way through existing weather patterns, 
meaning that these patterns last a lot 
longer than normal. Specifically, Western 
Europe and Britain especially get 
prolonged bouts of flooding, drought, 
unusual heat and unusual cold. These 
might average out to something not so 
different from the weather we know, but 
that’s not the main point.

“The jet stream, as its name suggests, is 
a high-speed air current in the atmosphere 
that brings with it the weather. It is fuelled 
partly by the temperature differential 
between the Arctic and the mid-latitudes. 
If the differential is large then the jet 
stream speeds up, and like a river flowing 
down a steep hill, it ploughs through any 
obstacles - such as areas of high pressure 
that might be in its way.” 

“If the temperature differential reduces 
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There seems now to be a party split on 
the issue within Britain:

“In 2012, Cameron sacked a green 
energy minister, Charles Hendry, and 
appointed aclimatechangeskeptic, Owen 
Paterson,asenvironmentsecretary.Where 
being green had once been a defining 
mission, for Cameron and others it had 
become a financial burden and a source 
of party division. Last year, Cameron 
was said to have been wandering around 
Downing Street talking of his wish to be 
rid of all this ‘green crap’”7.

“Miliband says: ‘In 2012 we had the 
second wettest winter on record and this 
winter is a one in 250-year event. If you 
keep throwing the dice and you keep 
getting sixes then the dice are loaded. 
Something is going on.’”8

This comes on top of a reluctance to 
spend money allowing for future floods. 
Labour is not innocent on this matter, but 
the Tories have definitely been worse.9

Traditional Tory heartlands are among 
the worst hit, but the Tory leadership was 
longagocapturedbypeople tied tofinance 
and committed to shrinking the state. It is 
no longer an authentic conservative party, 
it is a party run by the rich for the rich, 
though with traditional conservatives still 
attached to it.

Current estimates say there is a three-
to-one chance of a major El Nino event 
this year, meaning a hot summer almost 
everywhere. We’ll have to wait and see 
about that. Even if we get lucky on that 
one, more and more extremes are going 
to become the new normal.

Ukraine – give them democracy 
even if it kills them

Representative Democracy is only one 
of several possible democratic systems. It 
works very badly when the society is split 
on ethnic or religious lines.  

“Roughly speaking, about four out of 
every six people in Ukraine are ethnic 
Ukrainian and speak the Ukrainian 
language. Another one in six is ethnic 
Russian and speaks Russian. The last 
one-in-six is ethnic Ukrainian but speaks 
Russian…

“President Yanukovych is from the 
eastern, more Russian part of the country, 
where he served as a regional governor 
for several years. In 2010, 74.7 percent 
of Kievans voted for Yanukovych’s 
opponent; it’snotshockingthat theywould 
want him to leave office.”10

What is shocking is that the hard-line 
Ukrainian Nationalists see no need to 
compromise with large minorities of 
ethnic Russians and Russian-speaking 
Ukrainians. A reasonable compromise 
was proposed on Friday 21 February, 
which would have led to early elections.  
Elections might have exposed the 
weakness of the opposition, the fact 
that it is just an opposition and might 
well have started quarrelling with itself 
in a fair electoral contest. And it would 
certainly have reduced the power of the 

activists occupying the centre of Kiev. 
These include people who identify with 
Ukraine’s fascist past. (Home-grown, but 
willing allies of the Nazi invasion.)

Note also that a “peaceful demonstration” 
is one in which you demonstrate and then 
go home. Occupying a large public space 
and demanding the government resign is 
something else, an unarmed revolution. 
When these same demonstrators refuse all 
compromise, this leaves the government 
with two rather nasty alternatives – use 
massive force,or surrender toamovement 
that may not represent the majority in the 
nation as a whole. (Capital cities were 
historically more radical than the rest of 
the country. But Leninist and ex-Leninist 
countries have mostly been much more 
pro-Western, part of globalisation and 
indifferent to globalisation’s victims.)

Before the Orange Revolution of 2004, 
Ukraine showed some signs of following 
the Russian example and stabilising itself. 
President Leonid Kuchma was getting 
there, and the Ukrainian presidential 
election of 1999 was the only one that 
broke through the polarisation, with 
both Kuchma and the rival Communist 
Party candidate bridging the east-west 
divide.11 Kuchma was in favour of closer 
ties with the European Union, as well as 
good relations with Russia. But scandals 
including allegations of ordering the 
murder of a journalist destroyed him and 
re-polarised the country. It’s been a mess 
ever since, one that could easily lead to 
the same pattern as Former Yugoslavia, a 
mixof fragmentationandethniccleansing. 
The pro-Western elements are refusing 
to recognise that Russian-speakers have 
any rights at all, making Ukrainian the 
only official language. Which contrasts 
with actual West-European practice, 
where many states have multiple official 
languages to accommodate existing 
minorities.

The aftermath of the Orange Revolution 
showed a familiar pattern – the New Right 
and its agents are good at destabilising 
and destroying, rather bad at creating 
anythingnew.That’swhyYanukovichwas 
elected in 2010. He had been Kuchma’s 
Prime Minister, was the target of the 
Orange Revolution, but won decisively 
in 2010 against Tymoshenko, who had 
senselesslyquarrelledwithher formerally 
Yushchenko. Tymoshenko alleged vote 
rigging, as in 2004, but was not believed. 
But then she was jailed for corruption, 
probably at the instigation of Yanukovich, 
and that was a fatal error. Functional 
systems of Representative Democracy 
never jail the actual representatives of 
large parts of the population, regardless 
of what they may have done. Only if they 
can be cut off from their support-base do 
they become vulnerable, and even then 
most of them escape jail. It’s not what 
you’d be taught in US-funded education 
programs, but it is the observable reality, 
especially in the USA. (The notorious 
Boss Tweed was an exception in actually 
going to jail, and even this happened only 
after many of his former supporters had 

rejected him.)
The current position is an on-going 

car-wreck. At the time of writing, a 
“unity” government has been postponed 
to Thursday 27th. It may not happen at all. 
Meantime Crimea is definitely thinking 
about seceding. It has been separate from 
Ukraine for most of its history, first part of 
the Ottoman Empire and then taken by the 
Tsars, but mostly ruled as part of Russia. 
It was given to Ukraine in 1954 without 
any consultation, at the whim of Nikita 
Khrushchev,andcontainsamajorRussian 
naval base at Sevastopol.12 A sensible 
Ukrainian Nationalist might be glad to be 
rid of it, but the West is probably targeting 
it as a way to weaken Russia globally.

As in Former Yugoslavia, Western 
politiciansare likely tocreateadevastation 
and call it someone else’s fault.

USA – Divided They Fall

Trade Unions have always been a 
civilising force within the working class. 
The weaker the Trade Unions, the lower the 
level of civilisation. And sadly, large parts 
of the US working class remain attached 
to an asocial vision of society, especially 
in the US South and Midwest. (The movie 
Silkwood about workers in a US plant 
processing nuclear materials is worth 
watching for several reasons, including a 
good picture of such people.)

The USA is still fighting old battles, 
campaignsthatwereonceliberatingbutare 
no longer relevant, state power exercised 
overtly by an aristocratic elite. The new 
elite is much cleverer and manipulation 
and careful not to be seen as aristocratic. 
And far too many ordinary whites identify 
with this white elite and concentrate on 
distancing themselves from non-whites.  
And Afro-Americans, at least, share the 
asocialvisionof thepoorerwhites, though 
theynaturallydosoonthebasisofdifferent 
cultural values.

This explains the sad defeat of Trade 
Union organisation at a Volkswagen car 
plant in the southern state of Tennessee. 
It was close, 712 to 626 with an 89% 
turnout, but it is a clear setback.13 And 
it ended the immediate prospect of the 
USAseeing worker representatives on the 
board, a German pattern that might have 
been extended there.

Ordinary US citizens are a bunch of 
sheep who’ve been persuaded that they 
are actually lions and tigers and bears. 
Many of them showed great resentment 
at being saved by Roosevelt’s New Deal. 
A relatively minor crisis in the 1970s was 
an excuse for going back to methods that 
had failed before. And have now failed 
again in much the same manner, except 
that this time round, the state rescued the 
financial institutions.

China Still Running Smoothly
Chinese banks have a balance-sheet that 

wouldbedisastrousforaWesternbank,full 
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of bad debts. But it is all internal. China 
has avoided foreign debts, so while it has 
competent political leadership, it is in no 
sort of trouble.

The latest issue of Prospect saw an 
interesting article from someone who 
dealswith the realitiesofdoingbusiness in 
China. Who knows that it is very different 
from the Western system and is very far 
from capitalist in the normal sense of 
the term:

“Another reason to be cautiously 
optimistic about China’s ability to bring 
about internal change is that its centrally-
run economy has longer planning cycles 
than those of western democracies where 
politicians faceelectionsevery fourorfive 
yearsatmost.Newpoliciesareoften tested 
first in one or two cities or provinces. In 
the late 1970s, Deng Xiaoping took the 
first steps towards China’s unique form 
of socialist capitalism with the creation 
of a special economic zone across the 
border from Hong Kong in Guangzhou 
province—ameasure thatultimately led to 
the transformation of a small village into a 
‘Tier 1’ city, Shenzhen, that is now home 
to more than 10m and is one of China’s 
leading technology hubs. The technique 
continues today with the creation of a 
new free trade zone in Shanghai. If these 
experiments are successful they get 
rolled out across the country but if they 
are not they are quietly dropped (such 
as the trials of mobile telephone number 
portability which have not been extended 
nationwide). This approach reduces the 
risks of reform.”

“In my view, China has very competent 
leaders especially at the centre. The long 
road to the top,usuallybywayofpositions 
in different provinces, means that only the 
best survive, although the technocratic 
focus means you don’t need charisma to 
get there.Thishasproducedaverycapable 
current leadership team which is acutely 
aware of the challenges that China faces. 
Leaders are generally loath to make the 
mistake they believe Mikhail Gorbachev 
did in Russia by not letting economic 
reform precede political reform. The 
Standing Committee of seven, the core 
of the leadership, is drawn from the 25 
members of the Politburo; this current 
committee could be called politically 
conservative while economically liberal. 
However, Xi Jinping’s ascent to the top 
wasnotwithouthiccupsandthefewweeks 
before last year’s Standing Committee 
meetings saw major rivalry between 
different factions. His challenge now is 
that a failure to reform will significantly 
increase social tensions, particularly 
among the new middle class.”

“Reform means tackling some of 
the biggest vested interests in local 
governments and state owned enterprises. 
Xi’s supporters took most of the places on 
the Standing Committee last year, and that 
powermayexplain theextentof thereform 
plans revealed in November. He may not 
be in such a favourable position four years 
from now when five of the committee 
members change (only his position and 

that of the Premier Li Keqiang continue 
for the full 10 years). Xi has spent his first 
year in office consolidating his political 
power. He has taken full control of the 
military and very recently announced that 
he will set up a National Security Council 
in China for the first time, something that 
previous leaders have tried to do without 
success. He holds more power than his 
predecessors—one reason why I believe 
the current leadership now has a good 
chance of pushing through reform.”14

Leaders are selected for their talents at 
getting thingsdone, rather than fooling the 
electorate and maybe shifting the blame 
for their mistakes. That seems a sensible 
explanation for China’s success. But then 
you find a curious criticism:

“One advantage Xi has today is that 
the middle class in China is generally 
optimistic about its future and loyal to 
the party, although this could change if 
the economy deteriorates. The attitude 
of successful and wealthy entrepreneurs 
is different, however; many can’t wait 
to get part of their wealth outside China 
and a number want to emigrate, although 
sometimes this isdrivenbytheirchildren’s 
education. The fact that the elite has less 
faith in the future than the rest of society 
is definitely worrying.”15

The elite does not have the same 
privileges that it has in most of the world, 
which have been added to since the 1980s. 
But elites are highly replaceable – most 
of them have done their best work before 
they become rich and famous.  

Snippets
After numerous warnings of doom, the 

Sochi Winter Olympics have ended up 
as a considerable success for Russia. A 
demonstration that the place is still strong 
and competent.

If it cost a lot, it has been an extremely 
good investment. Reputation counts for 
plenty in the modern world.

It’s also noticeable the criticism on 
the BBC faded a lot after Britain won 
a few medals. But the greatest haul 
went to Russia, an improvement on 
their performance in previous Winter 
Olympics.

***
The USA is in many ways different from 

other Western or Westernised societies, 
mostly in bad ways. More unequal, 
jails far more of its citizens, spends an 
absurd amount on armaments etc. You 
can find a nice set of graphics on the 
matter at [http://filipspagnoli.wordpress.
com/2014/02/25/10-ways-in-which-the-
us-is-exceptional-and-wishes-it-wasnt/]

***
You’d make yourself pretty unpopular 

in Britain if you suggested that Britain 
should have made peace with Hitler in 
1940 after the Fall of France. This despite 
Hitler’s wish to preserve the British 
Empire if it would accept him as ruler of 
Continental Europe.

In the case of Russia, Hitler was out 
to destroy Russia as an entity, not just 

its Communist regime. And the Siege of 
Leningrad was second only to Stalingrad 
in stopping the invasion and reversing the 
tide. So I’m not in the least surprised that 
ordinary Russians were enraged when 
someone asked whether it might not 
have been better for Leningrad to have 
surrendered and avoid the sufferings of its 
prolonged siege. Or that this public anger 
caused the closure of a minor dissident 
TV channel. Most Russians have anyway 
stopped being sympathetic to dissidents, 
after the Yeltsin years showed that it was 
easier to criticise than to rebuild.

The Guardian however chose to see it 
asanoutrage,publishinganarticleentitled 
“Russia today is like a lost chapter from 
Orwell”.16  

“Just a question”, people say. OK, try 
asking “do you agree or disagree with 
Hitler’spolicy towards theJews”. Itwould 
never be tolerated, and fair enough, but 
it is really no more outrageous. Or you 
could see the reaction in the USA if you 
asked “did Imperial Japan have strong 
justification for their attack on Pearl 
Harbour”? Which in fact they did, with 
the US sanctions threatening to destroy 
their economy, but it would certainly not 
be popular.

The Western strategy of trying to 
make the Russians ashamed of their own 
history has basically failed. But the media 
somehow fail to notice this.

***
It will be interesting to see how the 

media handle the 100th anniversary 
of the immediate cause of World War 
One, the assassination of the Archduke 
Ferdinand (and also his wife). They got 
away with demonising the Serbian claim 
to Bosnia- Herzegovina in the 1990s. But 
exactly the same claim was behind the 
assassination. The specific issue on which 
the war began was Austria-Hungary’s 
desire to investigate whether this was 
state-sponsored terrorism, which was an 
eminently plausible suspicion. This was 
the point on which Serbia refused to yield, 
which suggests that those suspicions were 
correct.

More widely, Germany had excellent 
reasonstosupposethatthealliancebetween 
Republican France and Tsarist Russia that 
began in 1892 was aimed at them. It was 
a tie-up between the most progressive and 
least progressive large states in Europe, 
an alliance that made no sense unless the 
aim was to attack and weaken Germany, 
allowingFrancetorecoverAlsace-Loraine 
andRussia toadvance throughtheBalkans 
and takeConstantinople,coreofOrthodox 
Christianity. (It was in no sense defensive, 
since Germany had already taken from 
France the territories it considered part 
of Germany, and had no territorial claims 
against the Tsarist Empire.)

But why did Britain join in? For many 
years, there had been a growing view 
among the elite of the British Empire that 
Germany was the main immediate threat 
to British global hegemony. But this did 
not much concern ordinary Britons, who 
by the early 20th century had become 
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sufficiently powerful to stop a war they 
disagreedwith.Thisexplains theotherwise 
bafflingambiguityoverBelgianneutrality 
when a Franco-German war began to 
seem likely.  

A definite statement that a march 
through Belgium would bring in Britain 
against Germany would probably have 
persuaded them to use some other plan, 
or perhaps avoid war completely. The fact 
that it was all left vague until Germany 
was committed suggests that it was just 
a pretext.

***
“According to the stock market, the UK 

economy is in a boom. Not just any old 
boom, but a historic one. On 28 October 
2013, the FTSE 100 index hit 6,734, 
breaching the level achieved at the height 
of the economic boom before the 2008 
global financial crisis (that was 6,730, 
recorded in October 2007).

“Since then, it has had ups and downs, 
but on 21 February 2014 the FTSE 100 
climbed to a new height of 6,838. At 
this rate, it may soon surpass the highest 
ever level reached since the index began 
in 1984 – that was 6,930, recorded in 
December 1999, during the heady days 
of the dotcom bubble.

“The current levels of share prices 
are extraordinary considering the UK 
economy has not yet recovered the ground 
lostsince the2008crash;percapita income 
in the UK today is still lower than it was in 

2007. And let us not forget that share prices 
back in 2007 were themselves definitely in 
bubble territory of the first order.”17

Thus speaks noted South Korean 
economist Ha-Joon Chang.  He expects 
a crash soon, saying “most investors 
know that current levels of share prices 
are unsustainable; it is said that George 
Soros has already started betting against 
the US stock market. They are aware that 
share prices are high mainly because of the 
huge amount of money sloshing around 
thanks to quantitative easing (QE), not 
because of the strength of the underlying 
real economy. This is why they react so 
nervously to any slight sign that QE may 
be wound down on a significant scale.”  

I’m not sure it will end in such a crash.  
Perhapshe’sstill tooorthodox,over-estimating 
thepowerofmarketforcesandunder-estimating 
the state. While Western governments are 
allowed by the electorate to squeeze ordinary 
people to preserve the wealth of the rich, the 
situation remains stable. The current leaders 
know that a crash would probably mean the 
end of their values and their hegemony. In the 
absence of popular rejection of their values 
– which has yet to happen – they have every
reason to carry on.
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RUE BRITANNIA 
(after OL’ MAN RIVER)

Muddy oul river
that very long liver
dredgin’ they should be doin’
saturatin’ without ruein’
keeps muddin’ along
boastin’ it’s strong

He don’t make nothin’
not even his own coffin
and them that makes nothin’
is soon forgotten
under muddy waters
where nothin’ matters

While you and me pay the 
bills

through finance-capital’s will
privatised electric
and water tonnes metric
sea-gas no longer provides
a cheap means of suicide

`Course you’re weary,
of cold-callin’ leery
wishin’ you were that muddy 
river

no tax no rent never,
but drownin’ in the sea
like GB plc

Money-yobs on that river
play hedge-funds with you the 
giver

they don’t build but bet
snort cocaine from dawn till 
sunset

Don’t protest
and risk arrest
and be police-booted
stand there and be looted
when old seek no medical 
attention

suffer that pain though it’s 
wrenchin’

realise you’re postcoded
and outmoded

Let me go from what they call 
home

to the Middle-East and roam
show me that stream called 
the River Jordan

where no Palestinian crosses 
the Israeli cordon

Muddy oul river
that very long liver
dredgin’ they should be doin’
saturatin’ without ruein’
keeps muddin’ along
boastin’ it’s strong

He don’t make nothin’
not even his own coffin
and them that makes nothin’
is soon forgotten
under muddy waters
where nothin’ matters

Wilson John Haire.  
8th February, 2014
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

France firmly in the American 
camp

Hollande was on an official 
state visit to the United States 
10-12 February. Sarkozy was 
much ridiculed and pitied. 
When he went to Washington it 
was only for a ‘working visit’. 
But Hollande has been an even 
better servant on the world 
stage.  “Thank you, François, 
for your role on the world 
stage”, said Obama in his 
welcome.  France was ready 
in September 2013 to launch 
air strikes in Syria as Obama 
was trying to rally support, 
making the country one of 
a few foreign allies to back 
the U.S. plan after Britain’s 
parliament voted against it. 
Hollande assured Obama the 
two countries were together 
on Iran and on Syria.

While in America, Hollande 
made his speeches in French, 
after an introduction in 
English; he explained he was 
obliged to do it: “I am obliged 
to do it, for my country”, he 
said.  The Toubon law makes 
use of French compulsory 
in a range of circumstances, 
and Hollande seems to be 
apologising for the existence 
of this law.  

France unofficial envoy in 
Ukraine

France’s unofficial envoy 
in all trouble spots, Bernard 
Henri-Levy, has visited Kiev; 
he saw no trace of anti-
semitism there. France is 

helping to create disaster and 
is playing the same inglorious 
role as before in similar 
circumstances.

Gender Studies
On social issues France is 

also regrettably catching up 
with the US. This time it’s 
‘gender theory’, the English 
word being often used in France 
in this context, introduced in 
nursery and primary school as 
an ‘experiment’. But things are 
not going as smoothly as they 
might, because the changes 
are clearly politically led by 
the socialist government and 
are intended to go beyond 
the question of stereotypes in 
textbooks.

In 2011, under Sarkozy and 
his Education minister Luc 
Chatel, science textbooks 
for 17 year olds introduced 
‘gender studies’, the idea 
that biological differences 
are not enough to make a 
man or a woman, but social 
norms contribute greatly to 
their development as men 
or women; in what way and 
to what extent these norms 
contribute being the subject 
of the studies in question.  

From autumn 2013, under 
Hollande and his Education 
minister Vincent Peillon, 
gender studies are put into 
practice in nursery and 
primary schools in a year 
long experiment in selected 
regions. It is a way of teaching 

the whole curriculum through 
the theme of ‘what does 
this say about differences 
between men and women?’ For 
example, in art appreciation, 
pupils study the picture of 
Louis XIV wearing fur and 
red high heels: look, men wear 
high heels!  Reading stories of 
princes and princesses, pupils 
are asked if the princess could 
not choose the prince instead 
of being chosen, etc. They 
are given books to read like 
“The princess who didn’t like 
princes.”

The minister was filmed for 
the news in a classroom of 
6 year olds; the minister for 
women’s rights also present 
told the children that they 
could play any game they 
liked: girls can play at war, 
she said, and they could do 
any job in the future.  One 
sweet little girl said that she 
sometimes played with cars 
with her brother. Poor little 
girl! In her eagerness to please, 
she had it completely wrong. 
The rationale of gender studies 
in schools is that women are 
still as numerous as men in 
top positions. Being sweetly 
obedient is presumably not 
how you get to top positions.

Finding the way to the 
board-room is the justification 
for this new pedagogy: after 
all the efforts of equal rights 
legislation women are still not 
at the top in politics, finance 
and industry.  This is due 
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to how they are brought up at 
home, goes the theory. School is 
going to remedy this. As Peillon 
said, children must be freed from 
the determinism of family and 
background.

A male teacher in the same film 
said that he noticed that boys take 
up more space in the playground 
than girls: we will have to do 
something about that, he said. Will 
he cordon off the playground so 
the boys can’t play football, and 
the girls can chat in a big empty 
space?  Poor teachers!

Parents against school
Some parents very much 

object to this experiment in 
social engineering, and they have 
organised a boycott of school 
starting this January. This boycott 
was, according to Le Monde, 
‘worryingly successful”.  

The movement is called Journée 
de Retrait de l’Ecole (JRE, day of 
withdrawal from school). Local 
groups decide on one day a month 
whenparentswill taketheirchildren 
away, without telling the school in 
advance. Parents use the internet 
and Facebook to organise.  

Insults fly back and forth. Those 
opposed to social engineering in 
schools are right wing, Catholic, 
backward, anti-republican, anti-
semitic etc. Those in favour 
are disturbing the children’s 
developmentandencouragingthem 
tobecomehomosexual; thisamount 
to abuse etc.  

The government was caught 
unprepared by the strong reaction 
of many parents; they immediately 
accused the parents of hysterical 
over-reaction: ‘all we want is that 
text-books stop showing little girls 
in pink counting sweets and little 
boys in bluecounting marbles’said 
a spokesperson. But if that was all 
there was to it, would it require an 
‘experiment’ in a limited number 
of schools?

The dispute takes place outside 
the political system: parties are not 
involved.TheUMP(theopposition 
to the socialist party) condemned 
the ‘Withdraw from school day’ 
movement, even if some of its 
members do not condemn the ideas 
behind the boycott. The left seem 

absolutely unable to comment 
sensibly on this. If anyone left 
leaning wanted to oppose this 
government initiative, they would 
have nowhere to go, except these ad 
hoc movements which are solidly 
labelled ‘reactionary’ by the bien-
pensant media.  

Family law
A new law on the family was due 

tobevotedinApril; thegovernment 
has now changed its mind, and it 
won’t be discussed this year at 
all. It was going to be about rights 
for step-parents, compulsory 
mediation in case of divorce, etc, 
but the Greens had made clear their 
intention topresentamendmentson 
medically assisted procreation for 
lesbian couples and on surrogate 
motherhood, and Hollande could 
not risk the further unrest in the 
country that would inevitably 
follow discussion of these topics.

Le Tea Party?
The anti same-sex marriage 

movement, la Manif Pour Tous, 
(Demo For All) organised two 
well attended marches in Paris and 
Lyon Sunday 2 February, against 
the government’s ‘familyphobia’; 
about 300 000 marched in Paris. 
Thenewfamily lawwaswithdrawn 
two days later, a victory for the 
movement.

The Guardian (3 Feb 14) had 
an article: “’Le Tea party’ forms 
in France as far-right protests 
grow”“Conservatives rallyagainst 
supposed threats to the familyamid 
echoes of the 1930s”.

The article quotes the Interior 
Minister Manuel Valls: ‘these 
demonstrators are anti-elite, anti-
state, anti-parliament […] but also 
and above all anti-Semites, racists 
and homophobes. Put simply they 
are anti-republicans.”

If you read to the end of the article 
however, you find information 
that contradicts the lurid title. A 
young demonstrator is quoted as 
follows:

‘This government has nothing 
but contempt for us. We are not 
traditional, old, French Catholics; 
we are young, and we want to be 
heard.’ The large photo of part of 
the demonstration shows a good 
humoured French Revolution 

scene: young women in Phrygian 
caps (as worn by Marianne, ie 
the Republic) and sashes with the 
names of the provinces, and cute 
children in urchin costumes, a la 
Les Misérables.  

The Guardian  does not say so, 
but this photo shows members of 
a group called “Les Gavroches”, 
who take as an inspiration the great 
painting by Delacroix “Freedom 
leading the People” which 
glorifies the French Revolution, 
together with a group called les 
Mariannes, Marianne being the 
personificationof theRepublic.But 
the demonstrators can claim their 
allegiance to the Republic all they 
like, they will be portrayed as ‘the 
extreme right, with echoes of the 
1930s’ by Valls and the Guardian; 
the government has no arguments, 
only divisive labels. And the 
Guardian follows suit, for the sake 
of a titillating headline.

If Mr. Lloyd George had no 
good qualities, no charms, no 
fascinations, he would not be 
dangerous. If he were not a 
syren, we need not fear the 
whirlpools.

John Maynard Keynes, 
Essays In Biography

I pre-suppose, of course, a 
reader who is willing to learn 
something new and therefore 
to think for himself.

Karl Marx, Capital

I do not live for what the world 
thinks of me, but for what I 
think of myself.

Jack London

How can I adopt a creed 
which, preferring the mud to 
the fish, exalts the boorish 
proletariat above the bourgeois 
and the intelligentsiawho,with 
whatever faults, are the quality 
in lifeandsurelycarry theseeds 
of all human advancement?

John Maynard Keynes, 
A Short View of Russia
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America’s Euro-Colonies
By N.C. Browne

A recent Seamus Milne 
article in the Guardian 
considered the presence of 
US bases in England as 
being inconsistent with the 
UK’s perceived status as an 
independent state. It noted 
that these eleven bases hide 
dishonestly behind titles that 
start with the prefix RAF. Some 
are wholly controlled by the 
US and Welford (Berkshire), 
for example, contains one of 
the largest heavy munitions 
stores in Western Europe. 
The next day there was a 
small flurry of letters to the 
editor from objectors or 
from those who thought that 
they brought employment. 
Although Milne made the 
point in the article that bases 
receive most supplies from 
the US, and most personnel 
are housed behind security 
barricades and don’t pay taxes 
here. 

Giuseppe Maneggio, an 
Italian blogger wrote an article 
in Il Primo Nazionale, an 
Italian on-line daily journal, 
about American bases in 
Italy. The completion of the 
construction of a large and 
powerful tracking station on 
27 January 2014 in Niscemi, 
Sicily was the precipitant for 
his piece. He described the 
installation of this “Mobile User 
Objective System” MUOS, as 
being one part of a four base 
tracking system enabling the 
US military to retain constant 
communications with all 
mobile military systems, 
including drones.  The other 
three bases in the MUOS 
constellation are in Hawaii, 
Virginia, and Kojarena in 

Australia.
Local  Sici l ians were 

profoundly unhappy about 
the presence of the Niscemi 
base. Credible research 
said that the microwave 
emissions would be at the very 
upper limit of permissable 
radiation and could cause 
tumours, leukaemia, cataracts 
and a reduction in fertility. 
Consequently, they started a 
movement called No-Muos 
which blockaded the base’s 
access road. In October 2012 
the Procura di Caltagirone, 
the local Director of Public 
Prosecutions, ruled that it 
was unacceptable that the 
installation was being built 
in the Sughereta di Niscemi 
nature reserve. There would 
also be interference with the 
passage of migrating birds. 

The Governor of Sicily, a 
voluable and colourful man, 
Rosario Crocetta, started 
to protest loudly and in 
January 2013 declared war 
on the Amercian project.  
No-Muos supporters were 
greatly encouraged by this 
high-level official support and 
the blockade started again. 
Simultaneously the Italian 
Government’s Minister of 
Defence Giampaolo Di Paola, 
and later his successor Mario 
Mauro, forbade the blockading 
of the base.  This was followed 
by a new central Government-
sponsored survey which 
claimed that MUOS presented 
no health or environmental 
dangers.

According to Maneggio, 
Governor Crocetta suddenly 
had a Damascene conversion 
and started to support the 

Government line. Sicily was 
stunned and the Governor’s 
credibility plumetted. In his 
defence he said that he had been 
pressured strongly by the CIA. 
Maneggioquestionsthepresence 
of not only MUOS but also a 
reported massive total of 113 
US installations on Italian soil. 
Many are linked with NATO. 
But, there are six important 
installations at Aviano, Catania, 
Gaeta, Naples Airport, Pisa/
Livorno, and Vicenza, as well 
as Niscemi. 

There was a petrol pipeline 
leak at the Aviano base in the 
north east that could have had 
a devastating environmental 
impact. The press were silent. 
They are similarly quiescent 
about the Niscemi base. 
Maneggioquestionstheapparent 
independent neutrality of the 
Italißan state (as one should the 
UK’s) when it can be pushed 
about, disregarded and just used 
as a submissive colony. He 
concludes by commenting on 
the effect of this aquiescence: 
“America has won again and 
Italy is insulted.” 

Europe is peppered with 
US and US/NATO bases. The 
UK’s own list includes: RAF 
Alconbury,RAFBarfordStJohn, 
RAFCroughton,RAFBlenheim 
Crescent, RAF Fairford, RAF 
Feltwell, RAF Mildenhall, RAF 
Lakenheath, RAF Molesworth, 
RAFUpwoodandRAFWelford. 
NeitherScotland’sHolyLochor 
RAF Edzell are now used. But 
Alex Salmond said recently that 
hewouldwant to joinNATOand 
he would encourage US bases 
after independence.  

So, why are the European 
political class unable to break 
away from this subjugation?
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Hancock’s Half-Baked Politics

Matthew Hancock, Tory MP for 
the ultra safe seat of West Suffolk 
and Minister of State for Skills 
and Enterprise, appeared on BBC 
TV’sQuestionTimeon6February. 
A member of the audience asked 
if workers in essential services 
should be prevented from striking. 
Hancock dithered over the answer, 
sayingmeekly,“weneedtoconsider 
it.” The question was prompted by 
the London underground 48 hour 
transport strikeon5and6February. 
Hisviewsonthiswereunequivocal. 
He began saying that he supported 
trade unions, but “they” (i.e. union 
members) “are badly served by 
their bosses”. “The majority of 
workers on the tube didn’t vote 
for the strike and were driven 
into it by their bosses”, he said. 
When George Galloway, another 
panellist, retorted “you support 
trade unions like a rope supports a 
hanging man”, Hancock, failing to 
spot the Leninist jibe, simply said, 
“only 30% of members of the RMT 
voted for this strike”.

The RMT were supported in the 
strike by the TSSA, some of whose 
members are ticket office staff. 
In total, 953 could lose their jobs 
if Boris Johnson’s plans to close 
all ticket offices go ahead. But 
Hancock wasn’t interested in the 
TSSA. His target was the RMTand 
its elected General Secretary Bob 
Crow. Crow is a straight talking 
workingclass Londonerwhose left 
wingviewsarewellknown.Hemay 
notbeeverybody’scupof tea,buthe 
defendsandprotects the interestsof 
hismembers, thejobheispaidtodo. 
At around £145,000 a year, some 
would say handsomely paid. Some 
of his members, tube drivers, earn 
around £52,000 a year. Not enough 
to be in the 45% tax bracket, but 
too much for people like Hancock 
to stomach. But the real issue here 
is the right of workers to take strike 

action. Some Tories want to make 
it as difficult as possible for them 
to do so.

Boris Johnson has proposed that 
a strike should not be valid unless 
at least 50% of members of a trade 
union have voted. The RMT has 
said that the turnout was 40%, with 
76%of thosewhovotedsupporting 
strikeaction.TheTSSAturnoutwas 
49%, with 58% voting for strike 
action. These are clear majorities 
in favour of strike action of the 
membership who voted. Unless 
Hancock and Johnson want to 
make it compulsory to vote, they 
will just have to accept that’s how 
democracy currently works in 
Britain. If elections to the House of 
Commons under thepresentvoting 
system depended on a turnout of 
at least 50% of the electorate in a 
constituency, some constituencies 
would be unrepresented. 

At the 2010 general election 
the West Suffolk electorate was 
74,374. Of those, 48,089 voted, 
(64.66% of the total electorate). 
Hancock’s share of the vote was 
50.56% or 24,312. But his share 
of the total electorate was just 
32.68%. On Johnson’s criteria, 
Hancock’selectionwouldbevalid. 
But Johnson’s would have failed 
the test. In the last London mayoral 
election there was a turnout of just 
38%, well below the 50% mark 
Johnson wishes to impose on trade 
unions.His shareoffirstpreference 
voteswas44%,butonly17%of the 
total electorate. Johnson’s Oxford 
double first in Classics is no help 
with his arithmetic.

Parliament’s Under 50% Club

At the 2010 general election 
50 constituencies experienced a 
decline in voter turnout over 2005 
of between 8.8% and 30.6%. More 
significantlyperhaps, in13of those 
constituencies voter turnout fell 
below 50%. The constituencies, 

in descending order of turnout, 
were:Barking (49.9%);Tottenham 
(48%); Feltham and Heston 
(47.8%); Liverpool West Derby 
(47.7%); Newcastle Upon Tyne 
Central (47.4%);Vauxhall (47.3%); 
Salford and Eccles (46.4%); 
Tyneside North (46.2%); Poplar 
and Limehouse(46.1%); Hull West 
and Hessle (44.9%); Liverpool 
Walton (44.1%); Liverpool 
Riverside (40.9%); Staffordshire 
South (37.7%). All seats, with the 
exception of Staffordshire South, 
were held by Labour. Some of 
these seats are held by prominent 
Labour figures. They include,  
Hazel Blears (Salford and Eccles), 
Margaret Hodge (Barking), Alan 
Johnson (Hull West and Hessle), 
David Lammy (Tottenham), and 
Stephen Twigg (Liverpool West 
Derby). Staffordshire South is 
the former seat of Labour’s 
Denis McShane who was jailed 
for expenses fraud. The seat was 
gained for the Conservatives by 
Gavin Williamson in a by-election 
held on 27 May 2010. The turnout 
fell from 68.4% in 2005 to 37.7% 
in 2010. 

In the by-election in Wythenshawe 
and Sale East, held on 13 February, 
and won comfortably by Labour, 
the turnout was a derisory 28%. 
The result was: Mike Kane, Labour, 
13,261; John Bickley, Ukip, 4,301; 
Daniel Critchlow, Conservative, 
3,479; Mary Di Mauro, Lib Dem, 
1,176; Nigel Woodcock, Green, 
748; Eddy O’Sullivan, BNP, 708; 
Captain Chaplington-Smythe, 
Monster Raving Loony, 288. The 
Lib Dems lost their deposit. The 
Ukip seem to be making a habit of 
pushing the Tories into third place 
in Labour strongholds in the north 
of England. They may do the same 
to Labour in Tory strongholds in 
the south of the country. While the 
poor old Lib Dems appear to be in 
melt down.
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There are at least ten more 
Labour-held seats at risk of falling 
below the 50% mark at the next 
general election. The ten seats 
are, with 2010 turnout in brackets, 
Hackney South and Shoreditch 
(50.5%);HackneyNorthandStoke 
Newington (50.6%); Liverpool 
Wavertree (50.7%); Westminster 
North (50.7%); Nottingham South 
(50.8%); Lewisham Deptford 
(51.3%); Streatham (51.8%); 
GreenwichandWoolwich(51.9%); 
Bethnall Green and Bow (52.7%); 
and Brentford and Isleworth 
(53.2%).

Floods Of Money?

David Cameron’s “money is no 
object” comment, suggesting that 
there will be no limit on the amount 
ofmoneyneededforflooddefences, 
was no doubt spurred by the fact 
that many of the constituencies 
in the areas affected are held by 
Tory and Lib Dem members. 
That at least is the cynical way 
of viewing it. But the spending 
reality is different. Cameron and 
Environment Secretary Owen 
Patterson are being disingenuous 
when they claim that they are 
spending more than Labour did on 
flood defence work. Don’t take my 
wordfor it.Here iswhat theupdated 
House of Commons Standard 
Note SN/SC/5755, ‘Flood defence 
spending inEngland’,publishedon 
12 February 2014, said: 

“Some 5.2 million properties 
are at risk of flooding in England. 
Annualflooddamagecostsareinthe 
region of £1.1 billion. These costs 
could rise to as much as £27 billion 
by 2080. It has been estimated 
that maintaining existing levels of 
flood defence would require flood 
defence spending to increase to 
over £1 billion per year by 2035. 
Central Government spending on 
flood defences will reduce in real 
terms over the spending review 
period. The Government has 
introduced a new flood defence 
funding system, which it believes 
will help meet the shortfall. The 
new funding arrangements seek to 
encouragemore local investment in 
flooddefences, so that schemes that 
mightnotbefundednationallymay 

still go ahead. There are concerns 
about the extent to which local 
communities are able to contribute 
to flood defence funding. While 
the number of properties at risk of 
flooding may not rise in the short 
term, there could be a significant 
increase in the longer termifcurrent 
spending levels do not increase.”

The latter point is a reference 
to local authority spending on 
flood defence. The Government’s 
claim that it is spending more than 
Labour is trueonly if localauthority 
partnership funding is included. A 
report by BBC News Environment 
analyst Roger Harriban on 16 
January confirmed this: “Floods 
MinisterDonRogersonhasadmitted 
‘some minor inconsistencies’ in 
figures provided, adding that they 
have now been ‘rectified.’ The 
amount of flood spending will 
reach a new high – but only if the 
government counts partnership 
funding from local councils. 
Environment Secretary Owen 
Patterson has been under pressure 
on the issue after he repeatedly 
insisted that the coalition was 
spending money at a record level, a 
claim also made by Prime Minister 
David Cameron.” 

“Mr Patterson’s deputy Mr 
Rogerson has published a 
clarification, saying: ‘Floods 
funding is complex with a number of 
different income streams including 
government funding, local levies, 
and other contributions towards 
schemes. The clarified figures 
confirm that without the partnership 
funding, the government is 
spending £2.341 billion in the 
current spending review (2011-
15), compared with £2.371 billion 
spent in 2007-11. Only if ministers 
include a further £148 million 
in partnership funding can the 
government claim it is spending 
more than Labour on floods.”

The House of Commons Library 
Noteprovidedfurtherdetailedproof 
that flood defence spending was 
higher under Labour. Under a sub-
heading ‘National flood defence 
spending’ (page 3 of Note), it said: 
“Therewasasignificant increase in 
flood defence spending from 1997 
to 2010 – spending increased by 
three-quarters in real terms.Central 

Government spending on flood 
defence in 2010-11 was cut soon 
after theCoalitionGovernmentwas 
formed. Spending was reduced in 
that year by £30 million, or 5%. In 
the2010ComprehensiveSpending 
Review (2011-12 to 2014-15), a 
total of £2.17 billion in central 
government funding was provided 
for flood and coastal defence. This 
represented a ‘six per cent fall in 
central government funding.’ The 
Committee on Climate Change 
calculated that this represented 
a real term cut of around 20% 
compared to the previous spending 
period.” 

All of this frenetic activity by 
Cameron and co. demonstrates 
clearly the important role the 
state plays in the daily lives of 
people. Imagine the outcry in Tory 
constituenciesaffectedbyflooding 
if itwasproposedthatflooddefence 
work should be a matter only for 
the private sector; handed to G4S 
for example. Tory celebrity MP 
Nadine Dorries claimed in a recent 
Commonsdebate thatgovernments 
don’tcreate jobs.Thetimeshespent 
in the celebrity jungle has clearly 
resulted in a serious loss of brain 
cells. The Government has created 
and supported and continues to 
create and support, millions of 
jobs. Without government help, 
through tax breaks and other 
financial incentives, most business 
and industry couldn’t survive. 
And jobs in the public services, 
the Fire Service, NHS and Police 
for example, are created and 
maintained by government. Not to 
mention jobs at a local and national 
government level, including flood 
defencework. Let theToriesshrink 
the state if they wish, but it will be 
at the peril of us all.

Hammond’s Illusions

Defence Secretary Philip 
Hammond made a statement 
on Afghanistan to the House of 
Commons on 10 February. As one 
would expect it was riddled with 
political hyperbole. The following 
is a flavour of it: 

Philip Hammond
“It is well over a decade since 

September 11, but the events of that 
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day still have the power to shock. 
The operation that began later in 
2001, and continues to this day, has 
been hard fought and has cost us 
dear, but the cost of doing nothing 
and abandoning Afghanistan to the 
terroristsandinsurgentswouldhave 
been much greater. Thankfully, in 
today’s Afghanistan al-Qaeda is a 
shadow of its former self and we 
are all safer as a consequence.”

“Since the start of operations in 
2001, 447 members of our armed 
forces have made the ultimate 
sacrifice, twoof themsincemyright 
hon. Friend the Secretary of State 
for International Development 
made the last quarterly statement 
on Afghanistan to the House on 
17 October. I know that the whole 
House will want to join me in 
paying tribute to the extraordinary 
courage and commitment of 
those individuals, and of their 
families, who have to live daily 
with the loss of their loved ones, 
and of the many hundreds more 
who have suffered life-changing 
injuries. Their sacrifice will never 
be forgotten. They have protected 
our national security by helping 
the Afghans take control of theirs. 
Working with our international 
security assistance force partners 
and the Afghans themselves, they 
have ensured that Afghanistan is 
neither a safe haven, nor a launch 
pad for terrorists who despise 
everything we stand for and seek 
to destroy our way of life.” (my 
emphasis). 

This latter statement is nonsense. 
It is the fantasyofaBlairpolitician. 
A diversion from the real reasons 
why al-Qaeda have attacked the 
west. Hammond links terrorists 
and insurgents in Afghanistan, 
refusing to acknowledge that the 
insurgents, the Taliban, have no 
interest in attacking the west. Their 
sole motive is to rid Afghanistan, 
their country, of western invaders. 
Just as the mujahideen, which the 
west supported, fought to eject 
Soviet troops in the 1980s. And 
al-Qaeda is a shadow of its former 
self in Afghanistan because it has 
movedelsewhere, intoPakistan for 
example. Not because it has been 
defeated, as Hammond implies.He 
went on in similar vein to justify 
western intervention.

“The security situation in 
Afghanistan today represents 
very real progress since 2003. 
When the campaign started, the 
Afghan national security forces 
did not exist. Today they are 
leading operations, protecting 
the population and taking on the 
Taliban. For example, as part of the 
securityoperationfor theLoyaJirga 
inNovember, theANSFestablished 
a layered security zone a week 
before the event. It was a complex, 
large-scale operation in which all 
elementsof theANSFco-operated. 
The results were impressive: 6 
tonnes of home-made explosives 
were interdicted and the event ran 
safely and smoothly.”

“The ANSF have almost reached 
theirsurgestrengthtargetof352,000 
army,policeandairforcepersonnel, 
and between them they are leading 
97% of all security operations and 
carrying out over 90% of their own 
training. While work continues on 
professionalising the forces and 
addressing high attrition levels, 
their ability to provide security for 
theAfghanpeopleandmaintain the 
momentumgeneratedbyacoalition 
of 50 nations remains a significant 
achievement – a source of pride to 
theAfghan forces themselvesanda 
source of confidence to the civilian 
population.”

But all this prompts the question: 
if the ANSF have been so successful, 
why will the British military 
presence continue in Afghanistan? 
Could it be that confidence in the 
ANSF’s ability to handle the Taliban 
is at best luke-warm? For Hammond 
confirmed that British withdrawal 
will not be total: “The combat 
operation might be ending, but our 
commitment to Afghanistan will 
endure. A small contingent of UK 
military will remain to provide the 
coalitionleadat theAfghannational 
army officer academy, supported 
by mentors from Australia, New 
Zealand, Denmark and Norway. 
The academy is currently training 
over 250 male officer cadets. We 
expect to train an additional 30 
female officers alongside each 
male intake, with the first female 
cohort starting in June this year. 
Together, they will form the next 
generation of military leaders, and 

this will be our lasting legacy to the 
Afghan army.”

“Afghanistan today is a very 
different place from the one we 
entered in 2001. The Afghans are 
taking charge of their security and 
their democracy. It is changing 
fast, with a growing economy, a 
young population, and a revolution 
in access to the outside world 
through mobile communications 
and satellite TV. The 2013 Asia 
Foundation survey of Afghanistan 
paints a picture of a people who, 
despite the country’s difficulties, 
candare tohope.This isparticularly 
true in Helmand, where 84% of the 
population believe their country is 
heading in the right direction. They 
are a people who are at last seeing 
an opportunity to move away from 
theconflictsof thepastand towards 
a brighter future of reconciliation, 
investmentand lastingsecurity.We 
have played our part in making that 
happen.Weshouldbeproudofwhat 
our armed forces have achieved 
over the past 13 years in helping 
Afghanistan to stand once again on 
its own two feet. Our focus now is 
on helping the Afghans to secure 
the gains of the last decade, using 
theseasaplatformforfurthersteady 
progress in the years to come.”

There is not a word about the 
deaths of civilians, collateral 
damage is the western term, in 
Hammond’s glowing statement. 
His attention was drawn to this, 
and other matters, by Labour’s 
Paul Flynn

“Heroin production is at a record 
high, the number of civilian deaths is 
at a record high, the Taliban control 
large parts of the country and the 
hard-won women’s rights are being 
degraded by the ingrate Karzai, who 
described our brave soldiers and 
their work as a failure, especially in 
Helmand, where most of them died. 
Can this be described as ‘mission 
accomplished’”? He could have 
said more, but nevertheless it forced 
Hammond to retreat somewhat 
from his optimistic statement:

Philip Hammond
“And the hon. Gentleman forgot 

to say that the glass was half 
empty. No one has ever suggested 
that Afghanistan is emerging as a 
perfect society. This is a war-torn 
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country with deep ethnic and tribal 
divisions and a young and fragile 
Government seeking to hold it 
together, and we are trying to assist 
them in maintaining something 
better than what has been there in 
the past – decades of internecine 
warfare resulting in desperate 
standards of living, many tens of 
thousandsofpeopledeadandmany 
more displaced.”

“On the hon. Gentleman’s 
specific points, there has been an 
uptick in civilian deaths, but given 
the historical levels of civilian 
deaths, I believe we are making 
progress. I am disappointed by the 
recent opium harvest figures – he 
is right that we are not making as 
much progress there as we would 
like – but on women’s rights I 
think he is being unduly negative. 
Rights do not just operate around 
statutes and laws; they are about 
societal norms, and the norms in 
Afghan society are changing. The 
genie of women’s rights is out of 
the bottle, as even the Taliban now 
acknowledge in recognising the 
rights of girls to an education. That 
is progress, albeit slow and painful 
progress.”

When Hammond retires from 
Parliament he can look back at 
his tenure as Defence Secretary 
and be grateful that 447 British 
militarypersonneldiedso thatgirls 
in Afghanistan could go to school. 
But it’s unlikely that the parents 
of those who died will be equally 
grateful.

No Smoking Vehicles

A Labour Lords amendment 
to the Children and Families Bill 
carried by the House of Commons 
by 269 votes (376 to 107) on 
10 February calls for a ban on 
smoking in private vehicles when 
children are present. Amendment 
125, ‘Protection of Children’s 
Health: Offence of Smoking in a 
Private Vehicle’, was moved by 
Parliamentary Under-Secretary of 
State for Health Jane Ellison. In a 
free vote it was supported by most 
Labour MPs, but none more so 
than Luciana Berger Member for 
Liverpool Wavertree since 2010, 
who once admitted she’d never 

heard of Bill Shankly. As she was 
selected as Labour candidate, one 
has to assume that the selection 
meeting was overwhelmingly 
attended by supporters of Everton 
FC. It should be noted that the 
amendment empowers, but does 
not compel, ministers to make it a 
criminaloffencefordrivers tofail to 
prevent smoking in their privately 
owned vehicles when children are 
present. Berger’s speech, and that 
ofToryPhilipDavies,whoopposed 
the amendment, are interesting for 
what they say about the new breed 
of Labour MPs and the libertarians 
in the Tory party.

Luciana Berger
“It is worth remembering that 

when the Bill left the House, it 
did not contain any of the tobacco 
measures before us today. Those 
provisions are a credit to those in 
the other place who successfully 
argued for them, for which I 
commend them. The package of 
measures was passed with a great 
deal of agreement in the other 
place, so I hope we can preserve 
that consensus in this House.” 

Ann Main
“The Minister and the hon. Lady 

have talked about smoking in cars, 
but Lords amendment 125 refers 
to smoking in ‘private vehicles’, 
which means that it will cover 
any vehicle, including motorised 
homes. We need to be absolutely 
clear that any vehicle will be 
affected, not just cars.” 

Luciana Berger: Lords 
amendment 125 refers specifically 
to private vehicles. (So) let me 
turn to Lords amendment 125 
and the question of protecting 
children from adults smoking in 
cars.....In the final analysis, the 
decision before the House comes 
down to a simple question: if we 
know beyond doubt that passive 
smoking in an enclosed space can 
do serious harm to a person’s health 
and that hundreds of thousands 
of children are being subjected 
to passive smoking in a car every 
single week, and if we know from 
our experience of similar laws 
passed in this country and others 
that legislation can have a major 
impact by changing behaviour and 
improvingpublichealth, shouldwe 

act and do something, or stand by 
and do nothing? We say that we 
cannot afford not to act.” 

Tim Loughton (Conservative)
“By that same token, does the 

hon. Lady concede that we should 
criminalise pregnant women who 
smoke, on the basis that their child 
is in an even more confined space 
than a car?”

Luciana Berger
“We are considering a specific 

provision, but if the hon. Gentleman 
wants to bring forward further 
measures, I am sure that the House 
would wish to debate them. We 
are talking about children who do 
not have a choice when travelling 
in a car. We all know the dangers 
of passive smoking, but the reality 
is that its worst consequences are 
inflictedpredominatelyon thevery 
youngest in our society. Children 
are especially vulnerable to the 
dangers because they have smaller 
lungs and faster breathing rates 
than adults......Bronchitis, asthma, 
meningitis, glue ear, the common 
cold and reduced lung function are 
just some of the many respiratory 
illnesses that can be suffered by 
children as a result of passive 
smoking.”

Sir Gerald Howarth (Con)
“If smoking is so damaging to 

children’s health, surely the logic 
of the hon. Lady’s argument is that 
we should ban smoking in people’s 
homes.” 

Luciana Berger
“I thank the hon. Gentleman for 

that intervention. I will talk later 
about the toxicity of smoke in an 
enclosed vehicle, because many 
studies have shown that children 
are susceptible to passive smoke 
in the back of a car in a way that 
they are not in a building or in the 
home..........A significant proportion 
of the effects of passive smoking 
feltbychildrenare linkedtopassive 
smoking inacar,not leastbecause– 
this relates to the interventionmade 
by the hon. Member for St Albans 
(Mrs Main) – tobacco smoke in a 
small,enclosedcarcancreate levels 
of pollution that are up to 35 times 
greater than the level deemed safe 
by the World Health Organisation. 
Asinglecigarette inacarcancreate 
concentrations of smoke up to 11 
times greater than those in a smoky 
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pub of old.”
“I agree with the Minister 

when she says that we need better 
education and that we have to 
improve public awareness. Adults 
and parents have a duty to act 
responsibly, but we know from 
experience that when education is 
accompanied by legislation, it can 
help bring about profound changes 
in behaviour. That is why we 
already have laws on what people 
can and cannot do in cars, from not 
using mobile phones at the wheel 
to compulsory seats for children 
under the age of five. It is why our 
existing smoke-free legislation 
already makes it illegal to smoke in 
theworkplaceor inpublicvehicles. 
The proposal to protect children 
from smoking in cars would build 
on that precedent.”

If Berger and her colleagues 
are genuinely concerned about 
children’s health they could go a 
lot further than to ban smoking in 
privatevehicles.TimLoughtonand 
Gerald Howarth asked reasonable 
questions about pregnant women 
and smoking in homes which 
Berger ignored. There is also the 
questionofwhether thebanapplies 
to vehicles in motion only or also 
those thatarestationary. If it applies 
toboth,howwill itbeenforcedinthe 
case of motorised homes stationed 
at a special site? Will the police be 
expected to patrol these sites? And 
when a vehicle is in motion, how 
are the police to determine if there 
is a child on board.? Will they stop 
every vehicle where the driver is 
smoking? And why stop at a ban on 
smoking in private vehicles if the 
issue is children’s health? Obesity 
in children is a serious health issue. 
It is known to be caused by lack of 
exercise and bad diet, particularly 
theconsumptionofprocessedfood. 
Is Luciana Berger prepared to take 
on the food industry and call for a 
ban on the sale of processed food? 
Some of these related issues were 
addressed by Tory Philip Davies.

Philip Davies
“I have no quibble at all with 

the hon. Member for Liverpool 
Wavertree (Luciana Berger), who 
represents the smug, patronising 
excesses of new Labour. They 
think that the only reason they 
came into Parliament was to 

ban everybody else from doing 
all the things that they happen 
not to like. What perturbs me 
is that Conservative Ministers 
appear not to have grasped the 
concept, even though they claim 
to be Conservatives, that we can 
disapprove of something without 
banning it. This is just another in 
the long line of triumphs for the 
nanny state...... I believe parents 
are much better placed to decide 
what is best for their children than 
the state is. If we want to encourage 
parents to take responsibility for 
their children, we have to give 
them that responsibility. We will 
never get parents to do that if the 
Government say, ‘Don’t worry 
about takingresponsibility foryour 
children, because we will make 
all the relevant decisions for you. 
You don’t have to worry about 
anything.’ That is not something 
we should be encouraging.”

“The Conservative party used 
to believe in the rights of private 
property, and that people could do 
as they pleased in their own private 
property. Their private vehicle 
is their own private property. If 
people wish to smoke in a car with 
children, that is their decision for 
them to take. As Conservatives, 
we should not interfere with that. 
Members have talked about small 
and confined places and about 
restricting the proposal to private 
vehicles........What is the difference 
between a caravan and a small car? 
What is the difference between a 
small, confinedflatandanopen-top 
car? Why is it worse for people to 
smoke in an open-top car than in 
a confined flat or a caravan? Why 
is one much more of a danger to 
health than the other? This in no 
way reflects the fact that most 
car journeys are very short. Why 
do Labour Members think it is 
an absolute outrage and terribly 
dangerous for somebody’s child 
if they smoke in a two-minute 
car journey but absolutely fine 
for them to smoke for hour after 
hour in a caravan that is, in many 
cases, just as much of a confined 
space? The whole thing is absolute 
nonsense.”

“Moreover, this is totally and 
utterly unenforceable. What on 
earth are we doing saying to the 

police, whose resources are already 
stretched, that all of a sudden this 
should be a new priority for them to 
undertake? Have they got nothing 
better to do than go up as close as they 
can to a moving car to see whether 
there happens to be a small child in 
the back seat? Of course this is not just 
about small children but all children. 
How on earth does the driver prove 
that the person in the back of the car 
is over 18 rather than under 18? .........
It is gesture politics of the worst kind, 
with Ministers and shadow Ministers 
trying to flex their health zealotry at all 
these health organisations and saying, 
‘We’re tougher on these matters than 
the others.’.........All these arguments 
are arguments for banning smoking 
altogether. Ifpeoplehad thecourageof 
their convictions and said, ‘We should 
ban smoking altogether’, I would at 
least have some respect for them, but 
they dare not say that that is what they 
want to do, even though we know it is 
their real agenda.”

The following Cabinet Ministers 
voted for the ban on smoking in 
private vehicles: Danny Alexander, 
Chief Secretary to the Treasury; Ed 
Davey, Secretary of State for Energy 
and Climate Change; Michael Gove, 
Secretary of State for Education; 
Justine Greening, Secretary of State 
for InternationalDevelopment; Philip 
Hammond, Secretary of State for 
Defence; Jeremy Hunt, Secretary of 
State for Health; and George Osborne, 
Chancellor of the Exchequer. 

The following Shadow Cabinet 
Ministers voted for the ban: Douglas 
Alexander, Ed Balls, Hilary Benn, 
Andy Burnham, Vernon Coaker, 
YvetteCooper,MaryCreagh,Margaret 
Curran, Gloria De piero, Maria Eagle, 
Caroline Flint, Harriet Harman, 
Tristram Hunt, Sadiq Khan, Jim 
Murphy, Chris Leslie, Rachel Reeves, 
Owen Smith, John Trickett, Chuka 
Umunna, and Rosie Winterton. The 
following Shadow Members did not 
vote: Michael Dugher, Ivan Lewis, 
and Ed Miliband.

The following Cabinet Ministers voted 
against the ban: Chris Grayling, Secretary 
of State for Justice and Lord Chancellor; 
Theresa May, Home Secretary; and Ian 
DuncanSmith,SecretaryofState forWork 
and Pensions.

The following Cabinet Members did 
not vote: Vince Cable, David Cameron, 
Alistair Carmichael, Nick Clegg, William 
Hague,DavidJones,PatrickMcLoughlin, 
Maria Miller, Owen Patterson, and Eric 
Pickles.

In spite of it being a free vote, no Labour 
Member voted against the ban. Odd, to 
say the least.
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The number of substantive 
fixed penalty notices (FPNs) 
for motoring offences issued 
in England & Wales in 2011 
was 1,510,064. This was 
329,087 fewer than 2010. The 
total included 

778 ,632  speed  l imi t 
offences

151,838 seat belt offences
140,426 obstruction, waiting 

and parking offences
118,129 neglect of traffic 

directions
116,144 use of hand-held 

mobile phone while driving
5 6 , 7 9 8  v e h i c l e  t e s t 

offences
39,721 vehicle registration 

and excise licence offences
22,999 vehicle insurance 

offences
21,614 vehicle or part 

in dangerous or defective 
condition

14,961 lighting offences
PWA 10/2/14.

The aggregated estimates of 
voter turnout by age for the 
2010 general election were:

Age 18 to 24 – 44%
Age 25 to 34 – 55%
Age 35 to 44 – 66%
Age 45 to 54 – 69%
Age 55 to 64 – 73%
Age 65 plus – 76%. 
The aggregated estimates 

of voter turnout by socio-
economic group were:

AB – 76%
C1 – 66%
C2 – 58%
DE – 57%
Total – 65%
PWA 10/2/14.

The total number of UK 
citizens living abroad in 
EU member states in 2010 
(estimate) was 2,197,800

The total number living in 
each member state in 2010 

(estimate) was:
Austria – 7,000
Belgium – 31,000
Bulgaria – 18,000
Cyprus – 65,000
Czech Republic – 7,000
Denmark – 12,000
Estonia – 700
Finland – 4,000
France – 330,000
Germany – 107,000
Greece – 45,000
Hungary – 5,000
Ireland – 329,000
Italy – 37,000
Latvia – 400
Lithuania – 300
Luxembourg – 8,000
Malta – 11,000
Netherlands – 48,000
Poland – 6,000
Portugal – 39,000
Romania 7,000
Slovakia – 1,000
Slovenia – 4,000
Spain – 1,050,000
Sweden – 29,000
Note: Croatia joined the EU 

in 2013. The total number of 
UK citizens living in Croatia 
in 2010 (estimate) was 900

PWA 10/2/14.

The numbers of fire fatalities 
in each of the last ten years 
were:

2003/04 – 454
2004/05 – 371
2005/06 – 386
2006/07 – 364
2007/08 -358
2008/09 – 323
2009/10 – 336
2010/11 – 331
2011/12 – 314
2012/13 – 286
PWA 13/2/14. 

From the vulgar bourgeois 
standpoint the terms dictatorship 
and democracy are mutually 
exclusive. Failing to understand 
the theory of class struggle, 
and accustomed to seeing in 
the political arena the petty 
squabbling of the various 
bourgeois circles and coteries, the 
bourgeois conceives dictatorship 
to mean the annulment of all 
the liberties and guarantees of 
democracy, tyranny of every 
kind, and every sort of abuse of 
power in the personal interests 
of a dictator.

Vladimir Lenin

England, it is true, in causing a 
social revolution in Hindostan, 
was actuated only by the vilest 
interests, and was stupid in her 
manner of enforcing them. But 
that is not the question. The 
question is, can mankind fulfil 
its destiny without a fundamental 
revolution in the social state of 
Asia? If not, whatever may have 
been the crimes of England she 
was the unconscious tool of 
history in bringing about that 
revolution.

Karl Marx, 
The British Rule in India

China has been long one of 
the richest, that is, one of the 
most fertile, best cultivated, 
most industrious, and most 
populous countries in the world. 
It seems, however, to have been 
long stationary. Marco Polo, 
who visited it more than five 
hundred years ago, describes 
its cultivation, industry, and 
populousness, almost in the 
same terms in which they are 
described by travellers in the 
present times.

Adam Smith, 
The Wealth of Nations

Any society does not consist 
of individuals but expresses 
the sum of relationships [and] 
conditions that the individual 
actor is forming.

Karl Marx, Grundrisse

(continued from page 24)
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It’s A Fact
Net migration (thousand) 

to the UK 1991 to 2012, 
was:

Year 1991 – plus 44
1992 – minus 13
1993 – minus 1
1994 – plus 77
1995 – plus 76
1996 – plus 55
1997 – plus 48
1998 – plus 140
1999 – plus 163
2000 – plus 158
2001 – plus 171
2002 – plus 153
2003 – plus 148
2004 – plus 245
2005 – plus 206
2006 – plus 198
2007 – plus 233
2008 – plus 163
2009 – plus 198
2010 – plus 252
2011 – plus 215
2012 – plus 177
Parliamentary Written 

Answer 29/1/14.

Housing benefit expenditure 
on claimants aged under 25 
by tenure type for 2012-13 
(£million) was:

Private Sector – 891
Social Sector – 972
Total HB – 1,863
PWA 30/1/14.

The total housing benefit bill 
for England in each year since 
2002-03 (£million) was:

2002-03 – 10,820 (Nominal), 
14,010 (2013-14 prices)

2003-04 – 10,652 (Nominal), 
13,531 (2013-14 prices)

2004-05 – 11,410 (Nominal), 
14,104 (2013-14 prices)

2005-06 – 12,131 (Nominal), 

14,728 (2013-14 prices)
2 0 0 6 - 0 7  –  1 2 , 9 6 8 

(Nominal), 15,303 (203-14 
prices)

2 0 0 7 - 0 8  –  1 3 , 7 8 0 
(Nominal), 15,862 (2013-14 
prices)

2 0 0 8 - 0 9  –  1 5 , 0 0 0 
(Nominal), 16,792 (2013-14 
prices)

2 0 0 9 - 1 0  –  1 7 , 6 0 0 
(Nominal), 19,177 (2013-14 
prices)

2 0 1 0 - 11  –  1 8 , 8 7 4 
(Nominal), 20,041 (2013-14 
prices)

2 0 11 - 1 2  –  2 0 , 1 3 7 
(Nominal), 20,903 (2013-14 
prices)

2 0 1 2 - 1 3  –  2 1 , 1 2 0 
(Nominal), 21,542 (2013-14 
prices)

PWA 5/2/14.

The number of repeat 
abortions in England & Wales 
by age group Year 2000-2012 
was:

Under age 20
Year 2000 – 4,452
2001 – 4,671
2002 – 4,736
2003 – 4,922
2004 – 5,181
2005 – 5,423
2006 – 5,542
2007 – 5,897
2008 – 5,958
2009 – 5,485
2010 – 5,307
2011 – 4,865
2012 – 4,411
Age 20 to 24
Year 2000 – 13,502
2001 – 13,957
2002 – 14,327
2003 – 15,591
2004 – 16,062
2005 – 16,464
2006 – 16,911
2007 – 17,764
2008 – 17,931
2009 – 17,759

2010 – 17,977
2011 – 18,900
2012 – 18,592
Age 25 to 29
Year 2000 – 14,418
2001 – 13,790
2002 – 13,741
2003 – 13,912
2004 – 14,728
2005 – 1,464
2006 – 16,911
2007 – 17,764
2008 – 17,931
2009 – 17,759
2010 – 17,977
2011 – 18,900
2012 – 18,592
Age 30 to 34
Year 2000 – 11,496
2001 – 11,752
2002 – 11,572
2003 – 11,907
2004 – 11,724
2005 – 11,896
2006 – 9,257
2007 – 11,755
2008 – 11,803
2009 – 11,747
2010 – 12,341
2011 – 13,700
2012 – 14,199
Age 35 and over
Year 2000 – 9,353
2001 – 9,903
2002 – 10,202
2003 – 10,890
2004 – 11,045
2005 – 11,310
2006 – 11,723
2007 – 12,049
2008 – 11,804
2009 – 11,582
2010 – 11,806
2011 – 12,292
2012 – 12,277
PWA 6/2/14. Please note: the 

statistics show that the total 
number of repeat abortions 
has more than tripled  since 
1984

Year 1984 – 20,936
Year 2012 – 67,956.

(continued page 23)


