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What's Labour For?
 As the General election approaches, the cautious approach 

of the Labour Party looks less and less likely to connect 
with the general public. The modest, under the radar, 
safety-first approach of Miliband and Balls – tick-tacking 
and triangulating for marginal gain – appears unable to 
gain traction with a disillusioned electorate.

The problem for Labour is simply that it has failed 
to digest the scale of the response required to address 
the fundamental collapse in speculative, financialised, 
capitalism in 2008. 

How did we get here?  Just as the Attlee-Bevin welfare 
and full employment era ran for 40 years from 1940 to 1979, 
so too did the free-market Thatcherite era of speculative, 
finance driven capitalism come crashing down with Leh-
man Brothers in 2008.  Labour will pay dearly for failing 
to recognize or acknowledge the opportunity presented 
by the end of an era. George Osborne and his “shrink the 
state” vision hasn’t missed and hit the wall.

Labour Affairs has long argued that the welfare and full 
employment consensus developed under Attlee and Bevin 
from 1940 onwards put people first.  Housing was built, 
a National Health Service constructed, a free education 
provided for all, with a mixed industrial base providing a 
productive outlet and close to full employment. Having 
determined what needed to be done, the means to do it 
was found as a political imperative. That consensus broke 
down in the 1970s at least in part due to the failure of the 
trade union movement to orientate its energies to respon-
sible management of the economy, rather than acting as 
permanent adversarial protagonists. 

Despite de-industrialisation, Thatcherism initially co-
opted an element of working class support. Policies such as 
Council house sales chimed with a freer individualistic, less 
deferential era. The pride of a winning war in the Falklands 
restored British confidence, opening the doors for wider 
interventiions in the Blair era. Eventually, the financial 
deregulation of the 1980s and aggressive financialisation of 
more and more of the economy had effects, too. The North 
Sea oil bonanza was not productively invested – rather 

used to raze the industries of the North, Midlands, Scotland 
and Wales and to subsidize the benefits of those left on the 
scrapheap. The steady decline of industrial work produced 
the by-product of a neutered trade union movement.

The Blair-Brown era New Labour adaptation to 
Thatcherism presided over a more humane managerialism 
– but financialisation continued apace. Easy credit, pain-
free “Get now, Pay later”, housing booms and a Faustian 
pact with the all-powerful City of London. The City would 
pay a bit of tax in return for free reign, with the public 
realm, degraded under Thatcher, renewed a bit – often 
on the “never-never” of off-books PFI schemes. Blair’s 
Britain was urged to live a dream of new-tech work, and 
entrepreneurs within the “knowledge economy” or in 
creative design and services.  No-one talked about the old 
fashioned Balance of Payments, worsening year on year. 
The City and “invisibles” would bridge the gap, if anyone 
looked. The rhetoric never quite matched the reality of a 
distinctively service driven economy - low waged, and 
low skilled equilibrium, with immigration substituting for 
vocational and industrial decline. 

Right into the teeth of the crash, Gordon Brown was 
making cringe-worthy, fawning speeches to the Masters of 
the Universe at the City of London’s Mansion House. That 
orientation led to Brown wrongly describing the crash as a 
“global” crisis, rather than a crisis in Anglo-Saxon or neo-
liberal capitalism. There wasn’t much of a crisis in Germany 
which continued to produce massive trade surpluses – even 
when its bankers misbehaved abroad.

The crash in 2008 should have woken Labour up. All the 
quick fixes that papered over the UK’s declining economic 
performance had run their course – from Imperial preference, 
EEC membership, North Sea Oil, or financial de-regulation,  
to asset stripping and occasional property bubbles. In short, 
the game is up for Team GB. The UK has the biggest deficit 
in the G20 and has borrowed more in the past 8 years than 
in the rest of its 300 plus year history. Deep in debt, the 
UK manufacturing base shrivelled to less than 10% and 
could not even take advantage of a significantly depreciated 
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currency. Savers were impoverished 
by below inflation interest rates, whilst 
UK money creation policies (quaintly 
marketed as Quantitative Easing) are 
no better  than a 1970s South American 
banana Republic .

The electorate know this in their 
bones. They know it through uncertain 
employment, through zero hours con-
tracts, through food banks, through GP 
or A&E waiting times, through rip off 
public transport, though rip-off banks 
and utilities, through a hundred other 
daily occurrences. But ‘Westminster 
bubble’ Labour doesn’t get it.

Miliband’s Labour, compared to the 
scale of the task, can’t raise a cheer, 
can’t connect. Labour no longer repre-
sents a social interest. It takes money 
from trade unions with barely a squeak 
in return. Unions, to their discredit, 
let them. Jon Cruddas, initially put 
in charge of Labour’s policy review, 
could probably have made a differ-
ence if given his head. He wasn’t. 
Lord Maurice Glasman and his Blue 
Labour raised issues such as tax eva-
sion and industrial strategy but fell 
foul to political correctness. Credible, 
even modest, policy forums such as 
the Compass group and IPPR have 
been all but ignored. The result is that 
very few outside the world of political 
wonks have a clue what Labour’s for, 
or what it would do.

Ask me and I’d say it’s for cutting 
the deficit a bit less, a bit slower. 
That’s it!

For the Tories, a marginal fall in the 
unemployment claimant rate, a fall 
in oil prices leaving people feeling a 
bit better off and a re-egging of the 
housing market in London and the 
South East through “Help to Buy” 
may just be enough to squeak home 
in May. Maybe with Liberal support, 
or UKIP support, or even the support 
of Northern Ireland’s DUP.

The mid February ICM/Guardian 
poll showing the Conservatives ahead 
of Labour by 36% to 32% came as 
UKIP support began to erode under the 
scrutiny a General Election inevitably 
brings. It is less likely that the heavy 
SNP lead over Labour in Scotland will 
dissolve in the same way. Scots know 
“once bitten, twice shy”. Labour looks 

likely to pay, North of the Border, for 
the failure of the unionist parties to 
deliver anything close to the Brown 
“Pledge”. An SNP landslide is hardly 
a long shot.. 

So, what to do?  In the short time 
remaining, Miliband could go for bust 
and flesh out his “predatory capital-
ism” sound-bite.  Let him develop 
a serious narrative on finance and 
banking reform, and a serious effort 
to rebalance the economy. Start by 
describing the City as a criminal con-
spiracy, whether rigging the LIBOR 
rate to defraud the public, or laundering 
the loot of the Mexican drug gangsters, 
the Russian mafia or the Columbian 
cartels, or facilitating industrial scale 
tax evasion for corporations and HNW 
(high net worth) individuals in the 
British global network of tax havens. 
Make a pledge to civilize the city and 
finance; promise a Usury Bill as the 
first act of the new Parliament;  provide 
for utility banking, separate and cut 
loose casino/investment banking and 
implement unilaterally the ‘Robin-
Hood’ Financial Transactions Tax. Use 
the state bank shareholdings to develop 
an industrial and infrastructure devel-
opment bank, and encourage regional 
banking along German lines. Pick a 
fight. Describe these amoral old-era 
Masters as the greedy parasites that 
they are. The public would understand 
that language. And promise to regulate 
the parasites off the field. 

Follow that up with a pledge to 
develop industrial strategy, the Green 
New Deal that Green Party MP Caro-
line Lucas so easily articulates, married 
to a modern approach to industrial 
democracy, adopting the approach of 
the Mather Review’s “Working Bet-
ter Together” strategy in Scotland. 
Let Alex Salmond lead the charge for 
greater Home Rule, more powers to 
regions and to cities. This will require 
a commitment to company law reform, 
and to fair taxation, which Margaret 
Hodge, Richard Murphy and John 
Christensen could credibly lead from 
now to May. Promise a higher share 

Continued on Page 3
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of GDP to wages and lower profits, a new deal partnership with trades unions. 
Alan Johnson could leave Andrew Neill’s sofa to lead this effort from the House 
of Lords. Commit to Industrial training boards, with powers to levy companies 
and provide real, productive, work related vocational education routes to our 
young people. Commit to building housing, social and low cost, to meet need. 
In short, provide hope. 

Triangulation and modest, poll driven, small steps aren’t working and cannot 
win. What’s to lose by trying? 

Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Compulsory Service
Previous issues of Labour Affairs 

have covered the contentious subject 
of compulsory military service. On 28 
September 1915 it was raised again in 
the House of Commons by Captain 
Guest. (A short biography of Captain 
Guest appeared in the Dec/Jan Labour 
Affairs). Guest’s speech was followed 
by an interesting contribution from 
Leo Amery who supported compul-
sory service. Amery covered a range 
of conflict areas from Russia to the 
Balkans through to the Dardanelles, 
Mesopotamia, Turkey and Asia Minor. 
Throughout his speech he referred to 
Germany, the enemy, as the menace. 
The following extract of a long biogra-
phy of Amery is taken from Wikipedia. 
The extract concludes with Amery’s 
role in the First World War and his 
views on the League of Nations.

Leopold Charles Maurice Sten-
nett  Amery (22 November 1873--16 
September 1955), usually known as 
Leo Amery or L.S. Amery, was a 
Conservative Party politician and 
journalist, noted for his interest in 
military preparedness, India and 
the British Empire. He was born in 
Gorakhpur, India, to an English father 
and a Hungarian Jewish mother. His 
father was Charles Frederick Amery 
(1833—1901), of Lustleigh, Devon, an 
officer in the Indian Forestry Commis-
sion. His mother Elizabeth Johanna 
Saphir (c. 1841—1908), who was 
the sisater of the orientalist Gottlieb 
Wilhelm Leitner, had come to India 
from England, where her parents had 
settled and converted to Protestantism. 

In 1877 his mother moved back to 
England from India and in 1885 di-
vorced Charles.

In 1887 Amery went to Harrow, 
where he was a contemporary of 
Winston Churchill. Amery represented 
Harrow at gymnastics and held the 
top position in examinations for a 
number of years, also winning prizes 
and scholarships. After Harrow he 
went to Balliol College, Oxford, where 
he performed well: he gained a First 
in classical moderations in 1894; in 
literae humaniores in 1896; he was 
proxime accessit (runner-up)to the 
Craven scholar in 1894 and Ousley 
scholar in Turkish in 1896, also win-
ning a half-blue in cross-country run-
ning. He was elected a fellow of All 
Souls College.

During the Second Boer War Amery 
was a correspondent for The Times. 
In 1901, in articles on the conduct of 
the war, he attacked the British com-
mander, Sir Redvers Henry Buller, 
which contributed to Buller’s sacking. 
Amery was the only correspondent to 
visit Boer forces and was nearly cap-
tured with Winston Churchill. He later 
edited and largely wrote The Times 
History of the South African War (seven 
volumes; 1899—1909). The Boer War 
had exposed deficiencies in the Brit-
ish Army and in 1903 Amery wrote 
The Problem of the Army in which he 
advocated its reorganisation. 

In The Times he penned articles 
attacking free trade using the pseu-
donym “Tariff Reformer” and in 1906 
he wrote The Fundamental Fallacies 
of Free Trade. He described this as a 

“theoretical blast of economic heresy” 
because he argued that the total volume 
of British trade was less important 
than the question of whether British 
trade was making up for the nation’s 
lack of raw materials and food through 
exporting surplus manufactured 
goods, shipping and financial acumen. 
He was a member of the Coefficients 
dining club of social reformers set up 
in 1902 by the Fabian campaigners 
Sydney and Beatrice Webb.

Amery turned down the chance to be 
editor of The Observer in 1908 and The 
Times in 1912 in order to concentrate 
on politics. He narrowly failed to win 
a by-election in Wolverhampton East 
in 1908 by eight votes. In May 1911 he 
was elected unopposed as the Liberal 
Unionist Member of Parliament for 
Birmingham South, a seat he would 
hold until 1945. One reason why 
Amery agreed to stand there under 
the Liberal Unionist label (they were 
to fully merge with the Conservatives 
in the following year) was that he had 
been a long-time political admirer 
of Joseph Chamberlain and was an 
ardent supporter of Tariff Reform and 
imperial federation.

During the First World War, Amery’s 
knowledge of Hungarian led to his 
employment as an Intelligence Officer 
in the Balkans campaign. Later, as 
a parliamentary under-secretary in 
Lloyd George’s national government, 
he helped draft the Balfour Declara-
tion (1917). He also encouraged Ze’ev 
Jabotinsky in the formation of the 
Jewish Legion for the British Army in 
Palestine. Amery was opposed to the 
formation of the League of Nations 
because he believed that the world 
was not equal and thus a League of 
Nations that granted all states equal 
voting rights was absurd. He instead 
believed that the world was tending 
towards larger and larger states, 
making up a balanced world of inher-
ently stable units. He contrasted this 
idea favourably with what he called 
President Woodrow Wilson’s “facile 
slogan of self-determination”.

Continued from Page 2
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Captain Amery
For my part I confess that I cannot 

understand why there should be all this 
dread of a discussion on this subject. 
Is the House of Commons so poor and 
useless a thing that whenever serious 
matters arise it should shut up, or is 
it so mean and irresponsible a body 
that it cannot be trusted to deal with 
grave matters in this crisis without 
introducing party rancour? In spite 
of the condemnation of the right hon. 
Gentleman who has just sat down, it 
does not seem to me that the earnest 
and sober speech made by the hon. 
Member who opened this Debate could 
possibly afford any encouragement 
to our enemies or discourage a single 
soldier serving at the front. This ancient 
House, which has been responsible 
for the government of this country 
for so long, has a duty to perform to 
the country and the Government is 
soberly and temperately discussing 
with care the grave questions which are 
before us. I do not believe the House 
can do any harm by discussing these 
questions.

An hon. Member opposite asked why 
we had raised this subject again within 
ten days or so of the last discussion. 
May I remind the House that in those 
ten days more than one thing has hap-
pened which casts a new complexion 
upon this matter, and which, in our 
opinion, reinforces tenfold the argu-
ments we were using only a fortnight 
ago. We are all proud and glad of the 
brilliant success that our arms have 
won in the last few days, and we hope 
it is not an isolated success. We hope 
and believe that the German lines have 
now been broken through for good, 
and that we are now going to drive the 
Germans out of Belgium and France. 
That, however, will only be achieved 
at a very heavy cost. Those who have 
seen something of fighting and who 
have read in despatches of this or that 
place being taken, retaken, and then 
recaptured by us, will know what we 
have had to suffer in casualties during 
the last two or three days. If we are 
at the beginning of a great successful 
movement now, we have to prepare 
ourselves for half a million casualties 
in the next two or three months; and 

does anyone who has listened to my 
hon. Friend’s speech, which was built 
on facts and personal experience, be-
lieve that under present conditions, we 
can find the drafts to make good those 
losses under the present system?

Take the other alternative. Let us 
suppose this success is followed by 
only one or two other successes, and 
that we fail to break the German lines 
for good. We have then to face the 
fact that even when losses are made 
good the Army we have at the front 
is insufficient for the task of breaking 
through in the West. We shall want, not 
only more drafts, but new divisions, 
which, again, require 100 or 150 per 
cent of drafts. Where are the men 
coming from to bring that about? It is 
not only in the West that things have 
happened within the last ten days. The 
course of the War has been moving on 
in Russia, and we have had very satis-
factory victories in Galicia. We have 
been immensely relieved to know that 
the Russian Army, by hard marching 
and gallant fighting, has escaped from 
the menace which threatened it. But it 
is no use ignoring the fact that, even 
if the Germans failed to bring about 
another Sedan, that during those ten 
days they have made a most substantial 
advance, and that they have gained by 
their menace one of the most important 
railway junctions in the whole of Rus-
sia by taking Vilna.

The gain of Vilna is an immense 
addition to the fighting strength of the 
German lines on the Russian front. 
But more than that has happened. We 
have seen in the last few days a new 
menace arising in the Balkans, which, 
indeed, has not been new to anyone 
who has had to follow the situation 
close at hand, as I have during the 
past few months. I want the House to 
consider what the menace means in 
the first instance to our gallant allies, 
the Serbians. I am sure the sympathy 
of the whole House must go out to 
the gallant Serbian Army prepared 
to face attack both in front and in the 
rear. It must also go out to the Greek 
nation, which has responded to the call 
of danger with such promptitude and 
in such a fine spirit. If I may digress 
for a moment from the subject of this 

discussion, I should like to say a word 
about Greece, because I believe in this 
country the attitude and temper of the 
Greek nation has hardly been fully 
understood. If there were differences 
between statesmen in Greece, if there 
were differences between the King 
of Greece and M. Venezelos, they 
were not differences as to the general 
attitude of Greece, because in this 
War the Greek nation is at one with us 
in sympathy and in object. The only 
difference was  as to the reality of the 
menace threatened from Bulgaria. 
Once that subject has become clear 
the Greek nation are as one with us 
in this matter. The Greek nation has 
at its disposal an Army whose full 
value has scarcely been realised in 
this country. Many of us have had 
impressions derived from events of 
fifteen years ago or more which would 
put the Greek Army on an inferior 
footing. I do not profess to speak as 
an expert, but as one who has seen a 
certain amount of soldiers, and who has 
had some intercourse with officers. I 
believe the Greek Army is one which 
in leadership, in the efficiency of its 
officers, and the fine spirit of its men 
is one which is certain to do justice to 
that country and the ancient renown 
of the Greek nation.

I ask the House what this menace 
means not only to Serbia or Greece, but 
to the whole position in the Balkans if 
it should be that Bulgaria takes a mis-
taken step and by that step Germany 
is able to get into touch with Turkey. 
We shall then have to face at the Dar-
danelles not a shortage but a greatly 
increased supply of munitions. There is 
scarcely a square yard of ground there 
that is not under shell fire. Not only in 
the Dardanelles but in Mesopotamia, 
Egypt, and in Persia, and in other places 
the menace we have to confront will be 
infinitely increased if once Germany 
could break through and get into touch 
with Turkey. There are in Turkey hun-
dreds of thousands of able-bodied men 
who could be made soldiers tomorrow 
if rifles could be found for them. If 
Germany breaks through in this way 
it means that at the very moment when 
her resources of manhood are begin-
ning to be exhausted she will find fresh 
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resources of manhood in Turkey. But 
there is another side to this question. 
If Germany can break through she will 
have at her disposal the wheat harvest 
of Bulgaria and the barley harvest of 
Turkey, and all the economic resources 
of a great new region. 

In the north-east of Serbia is one of 
the richest copper mines of the world. 
See what that means to Germany in 
her present state? From Cilicia and 
other parts of Asia Minor she will be 
able to secure cotton. In fact, if she 
succeeds in what she is attempting 
to do, it means to a great extent the 
breaking down of our blockade and 
neutralising the advantage which we 
have in the command of the sea. The 
question naturally occurs as to how 
far the danger which threatens today 
could have been averted. It would be 
an easy but not a profitable thing to 
discuss the diplomacy of the Allies in 
the Balkan Sates, and there is only one 
thing I will mention. The conviction 
was planted in my mind when I was 
in the Balkans that the only thing that 
really affects the attitude of Bulgaria 
is the question of the strength of the 
forces on both sides, and the moment 
the Russian defeats began and our 
failure at the Dardanelles became 
manifest the danger with which we 
are confronted today became an ob-
vious danger and ought to have been 
dealt with by the Government of this 
country. There was only one way of 
meeting that danger. If the British 
Minister at Sofia could have gone and 
said, “We are raising another million 
or two million men and shall use as 
many hundreds of thousands as are 
wanted to see that the position of the 
Allies in the Balkans is not changed 
for the worse,” then it would have had 
a most important effect in deciding the 
attitude of Bulgaria.

The need there as well as on the 
Western frontier is for more men and 
greater strength. It is obvious on any 
consideration that more men can be 
obtained. I was at a small seaside 
place recently, and I could have swept 
up a battalion of young men between 
eighteen and thirty. None of them were 
munition workers; all of them were 
young gentlemen of the commercial 

class. I do not say that they were short 
of patriotism. I believe if the call of 
national duty were put to them that they 
would come forward as cheerfully as 
any of those who have volunteered. 
They are only waiting for a definite 
summons of the law to come. It is 
obvious from figures which the Prime 
Minister has given that not more than 
2,000,000 men in addition to those 
already liable for military service 
have come forward, and there are 
more than 9,000,000 men of military 
age in this country. There must be five 
or six million men of military age in 
this country who have not yet been 
called upon. Allowing for the unfit 
and 2,000,000 men who ought to be 
retained for essential services, there 
must be at least 2,000,000 men who 
might be drawn upon, and who would 
not weaken either munition work or a 
single essential industry. 

The fact remains that the men are 
not coming forward. Could anything 
be more convincing than the speech 
of my hon. Friend?  I know that when 
I referred to those facts in the House 
the other day, and ventured to point 
out that recruiting had fallen to such 
a state that recruiting officers were 
unwisely tempted to let through men 
who were not fit for military service, 
I was accused of libelling them. Why 
should I libel the gallant men who 
have been fighting at the Front, or the 
gallant men who have come forward, 
even although unfit, and are ready to 
serve their country? The fact remains 
that there is scarcely a battalion of 
Reservists, drafting battalions, who 
have not a large proportion---5, 10, 
and 15 per cent---of men whom their 
commanding officers consider unfit for 
any military service whatever. Many 
of them, because they cannot walk 
a mile or two, have been transferred 
for Home defence to form that swiftly 
moving field force which is to protect 
us against invasion! Surely it is not 
necessary that we should enlist that sort 
of men, who might be doing very good 
work in other directions, and who at 
the present moment are mere burdens 
upon the National Exchequer.

My hon. friend referred to the enlist-
ment of men who ought to do munition 

work. What is the use of going down 
to battalions and asking colonels at 
great sacrifice to spare their men for 
munition work, if when they come 
back to the factory other men refuse 
to work with them, because they are 
non-union men? The argument the men 
are using at Messrs. Thorneycroft’s 
works, where a strike is going on at 
this moment against men brought back 
from France, is this, and it is a most 
interesting argument: “They ought not 
to have brought back non-union men; 
there are a good many union boiler 
makers and others with the Colours.” 
Is there any power in the Minister of 
Munitions to bring back trade unionists 
rather than non-unionists? There is no 
such power, and can be no such power 
under a voluntary system. These men, 
although they do not realise it, are re-
ally striking for compulsory service. 
They are striking for organisation, and 
for order and method in our procedure. 
I believe, if the nation understood this 
question, that would be the demand of 
all. I believe we are not doing an unfair 
or provocative thing if we respectfully 
press upon the Government the need 
for an early decision in this matter.

This is not an ordinary political ques-
tion with regard to which a tiresome 
and vexatious Opposition is to be kept 
in its place by being told to wait until 
the Government decide at its leisure. 
It is not we who raise this question. 
It is raised by the situation outside. 
Is Bulgaria going to stop mobilising 
her troops until the Government have 
given full and mature consideration to 
this matter? Is the Government going 
to tell Germany to postpone their at-
tack upon Serbia until next Session, or 
whenever their decision is to be made. 
Are we to ask Hindenburg to “wait and 
see” until we have decided? Events are 
marching every day, and every day we 
delay to decide this matter the fate of 
this country is being decided against 
us, and the internal condition of this 
country is not being improved either. 
If there is one thing which will lead 
to dis-union at home and to defeat 
abroad, it is this continued indecision 
of the Government. Let them decide, 
and we, the people at home, will rally 
round them, and will see to it that we 



Labour Affairs  6

No 255  March 2015

get victory abroad.
Sir R. Pearce
There is no question at all about the 

need of men to be debated. The only 
question which is a really useful one 
at the present time is whether there 
are the men. That has never yet been 
stated by any man of authority, and 
the Government have refrained from 
saying anything about the number. It 
seems to me that a very few words will 
show that we are really doing all that we 
can. There are only 47,000,000 people 
in the country. There are 23,000,000 
males, and of the males the infants, 
old men, idiots, lunatics, criminals and 
paupers number 13,000,000, leaving 
10,000,000 adult workers available 
for the sustenance and defence of the 
country. We have it agreed with more 
or less quibbling about half a million 
of men that the Army now numbers 
3,000,000 or 2,500,000. Putting it 
at 3,000,000, that leaves 7,000,000. 
Out of the 7,000,000, 3,000,000 or 

4,000,000 are necessarily required 
for the provision of munitions and 
the maintenance of fighting men. That 
leaves 4,000,000 adult males only, 
from which you can by any possibility 
recruit, and they are wanted to carry 
on all the other business of the country 
and to sustain and maintain the whole 
fabric of society. They cannot do it, 
and it is admitted that they cannot do 
it, because you are already obliged to 
draw upon the women. I beg of those 
who are clamouring for Conscription 
or National Service to remember that 
at the present time we are doing all 
that it appears to be reasonably pos-
sible with the numbers available for 
service abroad. 

Robert Pearce (15 January 1840—
29 September 1922) was a Liberal 
Party Member of Parliament for the 
Leek division of Staffordshire from 
1906 until January 1910, losing by 10 
votes to the Conservative candidate 
Arthur Heath. Heath did not stand 

again in December 1910, when Pearce 
retook the seat, holding it until he 
retired from Parliament at the next 
election in December 1918, aged 78.

Letter to Labour Affairs.

To think of the huge choice of work that existed in London at one time during a more social-democratic period when I 
could have a job as a carpenter almost anywhere and with a wide choice of venues at well over the trade union rate. Also 
the ability to change jobs like I did. In the 1950s a snowed-up winter with most building sites closed, the temperature 
being too cold to concrete, I was able to get a job as a shop assistant in a tailoring outfit. Deciding I needed a change to 
something more glamorous I got a job as an assistant electrician in the film industry. The Electrical Trade Union at that 
time controlled the intake of electrical workers in that industry. Having my woodworking tools stolen later it was easy 
enough just to do labouring work on building sites until I got the money together for a new kit. Other jobs I tried was 
as a telephonist for the Post Office, a trainee bus driver, which I decided against taking as a job in the end. There was a 
scheme going in the 1960s in which manual workers could re-train for clerical work if they gave a good enough excuse 
why they didn’t want to continue at manual work. Accepted, I did a six-month course at Princeton college learning book-
keeping, English grammar, mathematics and general office routine. Out of that training I got a job as a liaison officer with 
the British Railways Board which entailed ordering locomotive and carriage parts for British Rail workshops. I then did 
a training course for London Transport which involved maintaining tube train brakes and taking them out for testing on 
a measured track. In the end I finished my day-job career as a planner/estimator, after another course, with the NHS. 

It is unbelievable now to think of people doing zero-hour jobs. How things have deteriorated! In the 1950s Afro-
Caribbean immigrants, and other immigrants, got full union rates in all building site jobs, all transport jobs and all other 
jobs that had trade union organisation. Even outside the union no one dared offer the wage that is being offered today 
for some jobs, never mind daring to take someone on the basis of zero-hours. Yet almost a million people in Britain are 
said to be doing this as well as thousands conned into being self-employed which produces a very low income for 
most and lets the government take you off their unemployed list.

Last night on BBC Newsnight the so-called well-off retired were pitted against the young who have very few opportu-
nities in the workplace now. But it wasn’t mentioned by the presenter or the so-called experts that it was British industry 
that sustained my generation and that it has now been destroyed in favour of Finance Capital.

Wilson John Haire. 27th February, 2015.

Plans are only good intentions 
unless they immediately 
degenerate into hard work.

Peter Drucker

Philanthropy is commendable, 
but it must not cause the 
philanthropist to overlook the 
circumstances of economic 
i n j u s t i c e  w h i c h  m a k e 
philanthropy necessary.

Martin Luther King, Jr.

Permanence, perseverance 
and persistence in spite of all 
obstacles, discouragements, and 
impossibilities: It is this, that in 
all things distinguishes the strong 
soul from the weak.

Thomas Carlyle
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Profanations of cemeteries   
On 12 February five adolescents 

desecrated tombs in a Jewish cemetery 
in Northern France.  Was it an anti-
Semitic rampage?  Yes say some, no 
say others.  On the no side is the rabbi 
Claude Heymann, deputy to the chief 
rabbi of Strasbourg. According to Hey-
mann, « Cet acte est représentatif de 
l’incapacité pour les jeunes d’entrevoir 
un avant eux-mêmes. Ils vivent dans 
un monde virtuel et autocentré. Il n’y 
a qu’eux, le présent [...] En cela, c’est 
emblématique d’une époque. » “This 
act is representative of the incapac-
ity of the young to even imagine that 
something existed before they were 
born. They live in a virtual and self-
centred world.  Nothing exists except 
themselves, today.  In that respect [this 
act] is representative of our age.’

The five young people were bored, 
in their half-term holiday. They went 
to play in a deserted place and, appar-
ently after damaging a monument by 
accident, the game changed to frenzied 
destruction. 

The youth and their families had no 
anti-Semitic convictions; the game was 
a sort of role play or fantasy, fed by a 
diet of war films and video games, on a 
par with the British royal going dressed 
as an SS officer to a fancy dress ball. 
When the youths heard that their act 
was being described as an anti-semitic 
outrage they went to the police to 
explain they had no such motivation. 
The leader of the group cultivated an 
antifascist image, he was ‘antifa’.

Hundreds of Christian cemeteries are 
desecrated every year.  A parliamentary 
commission found that in 2010, 308  
Christian churches and 214 cemeter-
ies, 50 mosques and 7 cemeteries, and 
30 synagogues and 12 cemeteries had 
been damaged with similar figures in 

2011 (434, 41 and 34). The perpetrators 
were overwhelmingly groups of young 
people, with nothing to do and under 
the influence of drink.

 
The Agricultural Show
The annual Show is the centre of all 

media debates for a week in February; 
media channels broadcast from there 
and politicians parade and answer 
questions.

Hollande had to answer questions 
about the milk quotas, which come to 
an end in April this year, as decided in 
October 2013.

This abolition will have drastic con-
sequences. The price of milk is much 
lower when it is produced in intensive 
farms with hundreds of cows kept in-
doors and given industrially produced 
feed—instead of being outside eating 
grass half the year. Milk is already very 
cheap; an even steeper decline in the 
price of milk will ruin more small farm-
ers. The EU decision makers know this, 
but they think there are too many milk 
farmers, and most of them should give 
up and find something else to do.  

The consequences on the way of 
life, on the quality of milk, and on the 
landscape are not considered important: 
if something can be produced cheaply 
it will be, regardless of social and en-
vironmental consequences. When they 
think about it, people might find battery 
farming of chicken distasteful, but they 
still eat it. The same will happen with 
battery farming of milk cows.

The influence of Britain on the EU 
is felt here:

 ‘When this system [of regulating 
milk production] is finally dismantled, 
[…], the gloves will come off and 
Britain’s redoubtable dairy farmers can 
take on their foreign counterparts on 
a level playing field for the first time.’ 

So says Dairy UK, representing the 
British milk industry, ‘the UK’s dairy 
supply chain is one of the leanest and 
most efficient in the world’ and will be 
even more so with ‘further mergers’ 
and ‘consolidation’.

The average size of herd in the UK is 
112 cows, and growing, against an EU 
average of 45. The yield per cow is also 
much higher than the EU average. 

Unlike on the continent, the dairy or-
ganisation represents both the produc-
ers and the distributors; Dairy UK ‘rep-
resents the interests of dairy farmers, 
producer cooperatives, manufacturers 
of dairy products and processors and 
distributors of liquid mild throughout 
the United Kingdom.’

Between them Dairy UK’s members 
collect and process about 85% of UK 
milk production. This is a powerful 
organization.

Countries with small farmers are less 
well organized to resist this industri-
alization.  When Hollande was asked 
about this catastrophe about to happen, 
all he could say was that the decision 
had already been taken, as indeed it had. 
It was at the time the decision was taken 
a fight should have started. Instead, 
the decision was taken 18 months in 
advance of implementation to give 
small farmers time to ‘get out’.

The French are torn between a sen-
timental attachment to the land and a 
practical preference for cheap food. As 
in England, the supermarkets feed them 
daily the message that ‘cheap is what 
you want and deserve’; paying more is 
bad.  You are a mug if you don’t avail 
yourself of the biggest bargain.

To the English supermarket slogans 
e.g. ‘Every little helps’ the French su-
permarkets shout ‘All united against 
high prices’  (Tous unis contre la vie 
chère). The English slogan reflects 
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English pragmatism, while the French 
slogan exploits our revolutionary and 
militant traditions. Both slogans refer 
implicitly to the thousands who actu-
ally find it hard to pay for food, and 
these thousands serve as a fig leaf for 
the millions who don’t want to pay 
the price for food products that would 
preserve the farming way of life.

Nicolas Dupont-Aignan 
on milk quotas
Nicolas Dupont-Aignan is an ex 

UMP member—UMP being Sarkozy’s 
party—who founded his own party 
Debout la France [France Arise]; he 
has been on the political scene for a 
number of years and admires UKIP 
and Syrisa, small parties doing well.  
He criticizes American foreign policy 
in the Middle East and towards Rus-
sia.  Dictators in the Middle East are 
responsible for the stability of the states 
and must be maintained, for example 
Al Assad. Europe must trust Putin.

Europe must have a policy of mu-
tual support within its members, for 
example Poland should buy the French 
fighter plane Rafale instead of buying 
American planes.

Europe is not working any  longer 
in the interests of its member states. 
Nowhere is this clearer than in the 
case of milk quotas. The end of milk 
quotas will ruin farmers in France by 
decreasing the price of milk. France 
has thousands of milk farmers, who 
currently get paid 31 centimes per litre. 
When it gets any lower, a difficult life 
will become an impossible life.

France, an agricultural country able 
to support a farming way of life, a milk 
producer, will end up importing milk 
from Poland, Rumania and Germany.  
It is an absurdity, says Dupont-Aignan, 
who reports that François Hollande, 
asked about this at the Agriculture 
Show this year, replied: ‘I have writ-
ten to the Commission’. Hollande 
behaves, says the leader of Debout la 
France, like the governor of a prov-
ince, a spectator and not a leader in 
charge of a country.

The French ambassador 
in Copenhagen
The French ambassador was present 

at the meeting attacked on 12th Febru-
ary, in an episode likened to the Charlie 
Hebdo killings; the meeting, in a small 
local cultural centre, was addressed by 
a Swedish cartoonist, Lars Vilks. Lars 
Vilks is famous for his 2007 Moham-
med as a dog cartoon; he gives draw-
ings to extreme right wing websites, 
and the man who runs his gallery in 
Sweden attempted to found a Pegida 
like movement for Sweden. The other 
speaker was the leader of Femen, the 
originally Ukrainian group now in 
Paris, promoting hatred of religion. 
They desecrated Notre-Dame and the 
Church of Madeleine in Paris; the men 
guarding these buildings were the ones 
prosecuted. 

Why was the French ambassador 
mixed up in such a meeting?

Sunday work imposed by decree
When the government thinks it will 

not have a majority in Parliament for 
a law it wants to pass, it can resort to 
a paragraph in the Constitution, the 
so-called 49.3, to pass the law without 
a vote.

It can only do this once per term of 
office, unless the subject of the law is 
Social Security or foreign policy.

The government had for months 
been pushing the Macron law,  a law 
designed to liberalise the economy a 
bit more, by increasing the number 
of Sundays shops that can open, by 
opening up coach travel and other 
occupations such as chemists and 
driving schools.  

A number of socialists MPs let it be 
known they would not vote this law, so 
the government passed it anyway.

Nicolas Sarkozy talking to his 
party about Russia

Crimea cannot be blamed for seced-
ing from Ukraine – a country in turmoil 
– and choosing to join Russia, said 
former president of France, Nicolas 
Sarkozy. He also added that Ukraine 
“is not destined to join the EU.” 

“We are part of a common civili-
zation with Russia,” said Sarkozy, 
speaking on Saturday 7 February at the 
congress of the Union for a Popular 
Movement Party (UMP), which the 
former president heads. 

“The interests of the Americans with 
the Russians are not the interests of 
Europe and Russia,” he said adding that 
“we do not want the revival of a Cold 
War between Europe and Russia.” 

Regarding Crimea’s choice to secede 
from Ukraine when the country was in 
the midst of political turmoil, Sarkozy 
noted that the residents of the peninsula 
cannot be blamed for doing so. 

“Crimea has chosen Russia, and we 
cannot blame it [for doing so],” he 
said pointing out that “we must find 
the means to create a peacekeeping 
force to protect Russian speakers in 
Ukraine.” 

In March 2014 over 96 percent of 
Crimea’s residents – the majority of 
whom are ethnic Russians – voted to 
secede from Ukraine to reunify with 
Russia. 

The decision was prompted by a 
massive uprising in Ukraine, that led 
to the ousting of its democratically 
elected government, and the fact that 
the first bills approved by the new Kiev 
authorities were infringing the rights 
of ethnic Russians.

People who work together will win, whether it be against complex 
football defences, or the problems of modern society.

Vince Lombardi

One of the reasons people hate politics is that truth is rarely a 
politician's objective. Election and power are.       Cal Thomas

One of the greatest casualties of the war in Vietnam is the Great 
Society... shot down on the battlefield of Vietnam.

Martin Luther King, Jr.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Will Britain Quit 
the European Union?
Thatcherism failed to create the 

“global suburb” that it was hoping for.  
Only the richest 1% are thriving in the 
new system they have created.  Most 
of the people who supported Thatcher 
are no better off than they’d have been 
without Thatcherism.  Many find their 
cherished values crumbling.

Naturally they blame the wrong tar-
gets, mostly the European Union.

David Cameron seems to know 
better, but also is pushed by his own 
party’s Eurosceptics.  With hindsight, 
what he should have done was agree 
to an immediate referendum, on the 
assumption that withdrawal would 
be rejected as decisively as it was in 
1975.  I can’t find exact figures, but 
my memory is that the polls indicated 
a majority for leaving.  But the vote 
was 2 to 1 to stay, with definite pro-
Europe majorities in every region 
apart from Shetland and Scotland’s 
Western Isles.1  

Recent opinion polls have been 
mixed, but mostly show a majority for 
staying.  One exception showed 51 to 
49 for withdrawal: but it also showed 
that “41% believed that the EU is gen-
erally a good thing for the UK, while 
a third (34%) said it is generally a bad 
thing.”2  That’s to say, solid pro-Europe 
opinion is larger.  Floating voters are 
most likely to play safe and support 
the status quo when it is a matter of 
deciding rather than just grumbling.  
And even the grumbling is not con-
sistent: back in October 2014, another 
poll showed 56 to 36 for staying in, 
with 8% undecided.3  So a quick vote 
would have been a good idea, given 
that Cameron was under pressure from 
Eurosceptics in his own party.

What Cameron actually did was 
something else.  He promised that 
there would be renegotiations and then 
a referendum if he didn’t get what he 

wanted, but only after the next General 
Election.  This was maybe a clever 
thing to do in the context of British 
politics, but was disastrous for the 
Centre-Right coalition that had been 
developing, with Britain and Poland 
as major members.  Cameron seems to 
have failed to see it, or else not cared 
enough.  As one commentator put it:

“Cameron sold himself as a centrist 
conservative. When Ukip and his own 
right wing rose up against him, he 
ought to have shown the political cour-
age Angela Merkel showed when she 
faced down the anti-Muslim protesters 
in Dresden. But Cameron did not stand 
on principle. He jumped from this fo-
cus group to that next news cycle and 
tried to please his mob by outflanking 
Nigel Farage on the right.

“His domestic policy became his 
foreign policy. He alienated Poland, 
our strongest European ally, and 
drove naturally conservative Polish 
immigrants away from the Tories with 
his attacks on freedom of movement. 
‘He’s fucked up,’ said the Polish for-
eign minister, Radoslaw Sikorski, in a 
secretly taped conversation of bracing 
frankness. He should have told the 
right to ‘fuck off, tried to convince 
people and isolated [the sceptics]. But 
he ceded the field to those that are now 
embarrassing him.’”4

This same commentator wants 
to ramp up the confrontation with 
Russia, strengthening my existing 
thankfulness that Cameron’s wilfully 
destroyed what was left of the Anglo 
notion of ‘New Europe’.  But the point 
is, with one of the major governing 
parties wanting a referendum and a 
major protest party also demanding 
it, there is little point in delaying the 
issue.  Sooner or later, the matter will 
come to a vote.

Labour’s best response would be to 
say that with so many people wanting 
a referendum, it would be sensible to 

settle the issue for another generation 
or two.  Another 2-to-1 victory would 
destroy both UKIP and the broad 
Eurosceptic movement, and politics 
could move on.

But what’s more likely is a limited 
Labour victory and no referendum in 
the near future.  Not certain, of course.  
One possibility is that the Tories win a 
majority of seats in England, but too 
few for a feasible coalition.  This would 
almost certainly be combined with a 
wipe-out for Labour and the Liberal-
Democrats in Scotland.5  In such a 
case, the Tories could offer the Scottish 
Nationalists a very quick independence 
referendum in return for abstaining 
on important votes.  Maybe a hybrid 
referendum – Scotland could vote on 
whether it wanted independence if the 
rest of the UK left the European Union, 
as well as independence regardless, 
at the same time as Britain’s future in 
Europe is decided.

Definitely, we live in interesting 
times.

Yes, It’s a 4th Reich
The Ukraine Crisis got serious when 

the European Union did nothing at all 
about a mob combining pro-Western 
elements and neo-Nazis chasing out 
the elected President, ignoring a com-
promise that had just been agreed that 
would have led to an early election.  
This same mob intimidated Parlia-
ment and alienated the large minority 
in Ukraine that speaks Russian and/
or looks to Russia.  Russia’s reaction, 
including encouraging a Crimean 
secession, was defensive rather than 
aggressive.

One can understand why the US 
was working for such an outcome.  
The USA has learned nothing and 
forgotten nothing since it chose how to 
use its new superiority after the 1989 
collapse of the Warsaw Pact effec-
tively ended the Cold War.  The USA 
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decided that it would now be a good 
idea to undermine various dictatorial 
and independent-minded regimes that 
had been useful and protected as Cold 
War allies.  They managed a slick 
overthrow with Ceausescu in Roma-
nia and Suharto in Indonesia.  Started 
another round of violence in Zaire / 
Congo while overthrowing Mobutu.  
Tried and initially failed to overthrow 
Saddam Hussein in Iraq, having in the 
end to resort to invasion and creating 
predictable chaos.  This policy contin-
ues unchanged, with Libya reduced to 
chaos and Syria fragmented.  Ukraine 
is just another example of pro-Western 
elements encouraged to take a hard line 
and deny legitimacy to rival opinions.  
But why is Germany going along with 
all this?

One reason must be that it’s fun 
for European leaders to play the He-
gemony Game, take it on themselves 
to try to replace foreign governments 
that they dislike.  That was France’s 
motivation in taking a leading role in 
smashing Gaddafi in Libya.  But why 
Ukraine?

What I’m noticing is that presenting 
the Ukraine crisis as Russian aggres-
sion has led to both Poland and the 
Baltic Republics looking to Germany 
as the nearest and most useful defender.  
This is happening with  Britain 
looking increasingly irrelevant and the 
USA looking much more to Germany.  
A functional Europe, in fact, which 
Britain could tag along with or try to 
separate from, but without much hope 
of influence.

And despite the mess in Ukraine, 
I’d see this as superior to other likely 
outcomes.

Greek Tragedy (postponed)
As I write (24th February), the new 

Greek government has forced a little 
flexibility out of the core of the Euro-
pean Union – that core increasingly 
depending on Germany.  

I said last month that Syriza leader 
Alexis Tsipras’s link with a right-
wing Eurosceptic Independent Greeks 
“leaves him well placed to accept a 
deal with the rest of Europe if he can 
get one”.  This is pretty much what’s 
happened.  The left in Syriza is keen 

for a confrontation that Greece would 
be unlikely to win, but Tsipras need 
not fear them.  At the worst, he could 
split his party and call a new election, 
with the likelihood of getting a more 
secure majority.  And the “Independent 
Greeks” had been a fading force and 
are likely to want to show that they 
can achieve something.  

There should be some common 
ground for reform.  One suggestion 
is to “seek to raise 2.5bn euros from 
the fortunes of rich Greeks, 2.5bn 
from back taxes owed by individu-
als and businesses, and 2.3bn from 
a crackdown on tobacco and petrol 
smuggling.”6  This may get by for now, 
though Europe remains in the grip of 
New Right ideas, convinced that it is 
necessary to squeeze the real economy 
in order to please the financial markets.  
Europe seems to have forgotten that 
the economy worked a lot better when 
ordinary people were looked after and 
financiers were subject to much stricter 
regulation.  Still, Greece seems likely 
to improve its positions, while still 
forced to make some cutbacks.

One thing I’ve not seen suggested is 
cutting back on the oversized Greek 
army.  Greece is heavily militarised, 
with 13.4 per thousand active in the 
armed forces.  This contrasts with 2.2 
for Germany and 3 for Britain.  Includ-
ing other non-active forces it is worse: 
3.7 for Britain, 2.7 for Germany and 
33.8 for Greece.7  All of which comes 
from trying and failing to match Tur-
key, a much bigger country.  Greece 
cannot afford to fight Turkey: this was 
the cause of the fall of the Junta in 1974, 
after Turkey took 40% of Cyprus in 
response to a right-wing Greek coup 
there.  With the Cold War over, Greece 
could run down its army to practically 
nothing and be no less secure.

But I doubt anyone will dare 
anything so radical.  Or wish to risk 
another coup.

Ukraine – Tragedy Continuing
Let’s imagine an Alternate World 

in which the Nazis had won World 
War Two.  Croats and Hungarians and 
Czechs might be flourishing: Croats 
and Hungarians were willing allies 
while Czechs were seen as useful 

subordinates.  There would probably 
be very few Poles left, assuming that 
the war had started over Danzig, as 
it did historically.  But if Hitler had 
been more modest and not demanded 
Danzig, Poles might have been allies 
in a war against the Soviet Union and 
perhaps survived.

And Ukraine?  What’s now Western 
and Central Ukraine would most cer-
tainly be a German colony with hardly 
any Ukrainians left there.  They’d be 
deported or dead.  East Ukraine and 
Russia would be surviving under op-
pressive German rule and would have 
been stripped of most of their culture 
and identity.  This was Hitler’s plan in 
Mein Kampf, and was mapped out in 
detail after the initial successes of the 
invasion of the Soviet Union.

“Generalplan Ost (‘east’ in German) 
was Adolf Hitler’s chilling vision to 
reorder central and eastern Europe 
in the wake of a projected military 
victory over the Soviet Union. All 
territory to the west of the dashed 
line was to be steadily denuded of its 
original inhabitants through a mixture 
of slaughter, enslavement, and depor-
tation to Siberia. In their place would 
come ethnically German settlers and 
their descendents. Between the dashed 
line and the Ural Mountains, in central 
Russia east of Moscow, there were to 
be German-run military regimes that 
would prevent the re-emergence of 
any form of the Russian state. The city 
of Moscow itself was to be flooded 
through the demolition of a key dam, 
destroying the city and replacing it 
with a lake.”8

This “dashed line” started in the 
north a little east of Leningrad, and 
ran south and a little east to touch the 
Black Sea near the centre of Crimea.  
Taking in those parts of the Ukraine 
that tend to identify with the right-
wing nationalism of Stepan Bandera, 
who initially worked with the Nazi 
invasion and fell out only when he 
proclaimed an independent Ukraine 
without permission.  His followers 
then spent most of the war fighting 
both sides, tolerating Jews but treating 
Poles as enemies.  Towards the end he 
was reconciled to the Nazis, but shared 
in their defeat.



Labour Affairs  11

No 255  March 2015

This happened because of an 
uncharacteristic outbreak of honesty 
by Hitler – he was not willing to 
do much to string along anti-Soviet 
elements in either Ukraine or Russia.  
He would have been much wiser to 
have used them until he had defeated 
the Red Army, which he might have 
done had he not made so many 
enemies.  He could have discarded 
them and got on with his actual plans 
after the war.  The West, which never 
actually fought more than one-third 
of the German Army and still found 
it a strain, would have been unlikely 
to have made a difference.  

Hitler basically lost the war by un-
derestimating the Soviet Union.  He 
had already defeated the formidable 
Anglo-French alliance that had de-
feated the Kaiser’s Germany in the 
First World War, and had some reason 
to think that the attack on the Soviet 
Union would be much easier.  But he 
failed to change his policy when it 
became clear that this was not the case.  
His only idea was to demand more of 
the same: he was pretty useless as a 
wartime leader.

Fascist Ukrainians could not have 
known of secret plans for their future, 
but they could have made a reasonable 
guess from reading Mein Kampf.  They 
should have known that it was nothing 
like what the Kaiser’s Germany did, 
trying to create a separate Ukraine 
friendly to Germany.  They were amaz-
ingly foolish, joining with forces that 
wanted to exterminate them rather than 
just rule them.

Guided more by prejudice than 
hope, pro-Western elements alienated 
those elements within Ukraine that 
had been reasonably content as part 
of the Soviet Union, and who wished 
to remain friendly to Russia.  For 
Russians, Ukraine was part of a wider 
Rus identity, with Kiev as the Mother 
City.  A lot of the territory defined 
as Soviet Ukraine was really “New 
Russia”, territory conquered by Tsarist 
Russia from the Ottoman Empire.  
And Crimea was really not connected, 
added to Ukraine in the 1950s by a 
whim of Khrushchev’s.  Taking a 
hostile line was foolish.

It’s not really about Putin.  Russia 

as a whole has been alienated, and is 
increasingly hostile to the USA.9

Another al-Qaeda?
With hindsight, everyone can see 

that the USA created the problem of 
Islamic Extremism by backing char-
acters like Bin Laden in Afghanistan, 
and then ignoring the needs of Muslim 
populations all round the globe after 
the Soviet Union had been defeated.

With foresight, we should be wor-
rying that Ukraine might do the same 
job for European Neo-Nazis, who up 
till now have been little more than 
street-corner thugs.  East Ukraine is 
an area where the European Far Right 
can do some serious fighting.10

Note that Islamists were marginal 
before the Afghan war.

Part of the problem is that most 
Ukrainians who support the Kiev 
government don’t actually feel like 
dying for the claim to East Ukraine.  
The regular army has suffered a lot of 
desertions, and also young men resist-
ing the call-up.  Only the Far Right 
show any enthusiasm for the war.

A war they don’t have to fight, of 
course.  All along they could have 
settled on the basis of autonomy for 
East Ukraine.

But it is always easier to hide or to 
run than to fight for something.  And 
it seems that a lot of the pro-Western 
protesters who started the chaos last 
year are now fleeing the foreseeable 
results of their own actions.

“Thousands of Ukrainians are flee-
ing the country in record numbers; 
since February, 2014, 600,000 Ukrain-
ians have taken asylum or other forms 
of legal residence in neighbouring 
countries…

“These émigrés are not only asylum 
seekers. They are the Western-leaning 
intelligentsia, the qualified members of 
society with relatives abroad, and the 
students of the Maidan who first organ-
ized protests against former President 
Viktor Yanukovych’s government in 
November 2013.

“Ukraine has been hit by a severe 
Inflation, rising 25 percent in 
December. The hryvnia, Ukraine’s 
national currency, lost two-thirds of 
its value against the dollar over the 

past year in 2014. This devaluation 
has crushed Ukrainians’ purchasing 
power, particularly for western 
goods: the average monthly Ukrainian 
salary was $384 in January 2014. By 
December 2014, it was down to just 
$261.”11

Britain 
– the Desolation of Toryism
Toryism used to assume that the 

less you changed the better, but that 
you also had to conciliate the actual 
opinions of actual people, when there 
were too many of them to ignore.  On 
this basis, the Tory Party survived as 
an actual or potential party of govern-
ment from its emergence as a faction 
in the late 17th century.  That was the 
basis on which it was able to solidly 
unite England and Scotland, soothing 
over an historic antagonism.

Thatcherism changed that.  And did 
immense long-term damage to the 
things that Thatcher genuinely thought 
she was rescuing and preserving.

The link with Scotland was one casu-
alty.  At the time of the Independence 
Referendum, we were reminded that 
the Tory Party used to be the strongest 
party in Scotland.  But Thatcherism 
was mostly a movement of South-East 
England, 

It looks now as if the Daily Telegraph 
is another casualty.  It always was a 
newspaper that valued solid facts, even 
when they were inconvenient from a 
Centre-Right viewpoint.  But this has 
been lost, according to Peter Oborne, 
former chief political commentator of 
the Telegraph

“Five years ago I was invited to be-
come the chief political commentator 
of the Telegraph. It was a job I was 
very proud to accept. The Telegraph 
has long been the most important 
conservative-leaning newspaper in 
Britain, admired as much for its integ-
rity as for its superb news coverage. 
When I joined the Telegraph had just 
broken the MPs’ expenses scandal, the 
most important political scoop of the 
21st century.

“I was very conscious that I was 
joining a formidable tradition of 
political commentary. I spent my 
summer holiday before taking up 
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my duties as columnist reading the 
essays of the great Peter Utley, edited 
by Charles Moore and Simon Heffer, two 
other masters of the art. 

“No one has ever expressed quite as well 
as Utley the quiet decency and pragma-
tism of British conservatism. The Mail is 
raucous and populist, while the Times is 
proud to swing with the wind as the voice 
of the official class. The Telegraph stood in 
a different tradition. It is read by the nation 
as a whole, not just by the City and West-
minster. It is confident of its own values. 
It has long been famous for the accuracy 
of its news reporting. I imagine its readers 
to be country solicitors, struggling small 
businessmen, harassed second secretar-
ies in foreign embassies, schoolteachers, 
military folk, farmers—decent people with 
a stake in the country.”12

These ‘decent people with a stake in the 
country’ also supported Thatcher when 
she drove a stake through the industrial 
heart of the country.  This was perceived 
at the time as curbing all of those nasty 
disruptive Trade Unionists, which did 
indeed happen.  The long-term damage 
was not noticed.

The doctrine that profits came first 
naturally extended to the news media.  
Advertising has long been a major source 
of revenue for newspapers, often more 
important than the price paid by readers.  
This was something my father Raymond 
Williams highlighted, but nothing was 
done about it.  When people said the magic 
words ‘free press’, there was a general 
assumption that this included a system 
whereby newspapers would depend much 
more on a small number of advertisers than 
their readership.  There was of course some 
sort of tradition of limiting the influence 
of advertisers, but this has been getting 
increasingly weak.

“On 4 November 2014, a number of 
papers reported a blow to HSBC profits 
as the bank set aside more than £1 bil-
lion for customer compensation and an 
investigation into the rigging of currency 
markets. This story was the city splash in 
the Times, Guardian and Mail, making a 
page lead in the Independent. I inspected 
the Telegraph coverage. It generated five 
paragraphs in total on page 5 of the busi-
ness section.

“The reporting of HSBC is part of a 
wider problem. On 10 May last year the 
Telegraph ran a long feature on Cunard’s 
Queen Mary II liner on the news review 
page. This episode looked to many like a 
plug for an advertiser on a page normally 
dedicated to serious news analysis. I again 

checked and certainly Telegraph com-
petitors did not view Cunard’s liner as a 
major news story. Cunard is an important 
Telegraph advertiser…

“On Monday of last week, BBC Pano-
rama ran its story about HSBC and its 
Swiss banking arm, alleging a wide-scale 
tax evasion scheme, while the Guardian 
and the International Consortium of Inves-
tigative Journalists published their ‘HSBC 
files’. All newspapers realised at once that 
this was a major event. The FT splashed on 
it for two days in a row, while the Times 
and the Mail gave it solid coverage spread 
over several pages.

“You needed a microscope to find the 
Telegraph coverage: nothing on Monday, 
six slim paragraphs at the bottom left of 
page two on Tuesday, seven paragraphs 
deep in the business pages on Wednesday. 
The Telegraph’s reporting only looked up 
when the story turned into claims that there 
might be questions about the tax affairs of 
people connected to the Labour party.”13

With newspapers in decline with more 
on-line news, the natural response in the 
new culture advanced by Thatcher is to 
throw out people who had supposed that 
job cutting was for other people.  A culture 
that values immediate success above its 
official principles.  One that breeds highly 
aggressive managers: people who gener-
ally go for a cheaper and lower-quality 
product, the natural habit of capitalists.  
This is not appreciated in cosy nooks of 
Englishness who thought such treatment 
was just for other people.

“For the last 12 months matters have 
got much, much worse. The foreign 
desk—magnificent under the leadership 
of David Munk and David Wastell—
has been decimated. As all reporters are 
aware, no newspaper can operate without 
skilled sub-editors. Half of these have 
been sacked, and the chief sub, Richard 
Oliver, has left.

“Solecisms, unthinkable until very re-
cently, are now commonplace. Recently 
readers were introduced to someone called 
the Duke of Wessex. Prince Edward is the 
Earl of Wessex. There was a front page 
story about deer-hunting. It was actually 
about deer-stalking, a completely different 
activity. Obviously the management don’t 
care about nice distinctions like this. But 
the readers do, and the Telegraph took 
great care to get these things right until 
very recently.”14

Is there honey still for tea?  No, 
brimstone.  A desolation of smug 
people.

Following the Money
Peter Oborne also complained that the 

Telegraph was lukewarm about supporting 
the recent protests in Hong Kong.  But that 
too was part of the logic of business.  If 
you are interested in producing physical 
goods, China remains the main centre of 
production.  China’s on-line newspaper 
Global Times describes it thus:

“Even as growth slows and labor costs 
skyrocket, foreign investors keep pouring 
capital into China. 

“Politically and economically stable, 
with a huge pool of still relatively cheap 
labor and improving infrastructure, China 
remains the powerhouse of global pro-
duction. An expanding local market of 
increasingly rich consumers has attracted 
companies from around the world who 
want a piece of the pie.

“Although China’s growth slowed last 
year, the 7.4-percent rise is still the envy 
of most other countries.

“For the first time since 2003, China 
has replaced the United States as the top 
destination for foreign direct investment 
- investor confidence indeed. For most, 
it is not just about a competitive manu-
facturing base, it is about proximity and 
access to China’s vast army of prospective 
customers.

“True, China is losing some labor-
intensive manufacturers to lower cost 
countries, but high-end products are 
blossoming as investment shifts to more 
sophisticated sectors.

“China’s industrial clusters of raw 
materials and skilled labor, suppliers 
and logistics, designers and factories, all 
in one location, are hard to find in other 
countries.

“While labor costs have risen in the de-
veloped coastal regions, interior provinces 
and smaller cities remain much cheaper 
and are now more accessible than ever 
due to better infrastructure.

“As China strips away red tape, opens up 
more sectors and ensures equal treatment 
for foreign and domestic firms, it continues 
to present tremendous opportunities for 
foreign businesses.” (China still darling 
of foreign investors15)

China got a lot of the production that 
Thatcher kicked out of Britain.  The real 
history of the world since the 1980s has 
been a massive equalisation between on 
the one hand Europe and the USA, and 
on the other the various countries of Asia 
and Latin America.  The working class in 
the USA and Europe lost ground, partly 
because it was privileged compared to 
similar people in the rest of the world.
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China also maintains a state-dominated 
economy in which capitalism operates only 
where it is allowed to operate.  Where the 
financial speculation that led to the 2008 
crisis would not be allowed.  And continues 
to flourish on that basis.

Mistrusting the Money
Money is a means whereby people can 

exchange goods or services without any 
definite social tie. It cuts out the immediate 
need for social interactions beyond a very 
crude sort based on self-interest.

The complexity is based on how money 
is defined. For a long time, governments 
could do little more than make names for 
money, stamping gold, silver and bronze 
coins that ought to have more or less that 
value. Paper money was trickier and might 
lose value.

The other complication is lending 
money, on what terms and with what risk 
of a default?

Currently the system is infested with 
speculation, based on the New Right 
dogma that markets will self-adjust if al-
lowed to run free. This deregulation began 
in the 1980s and undermined the highly 
efficient Mixed Economy that the West 
had run from the 1940s to 1970s.

Speculation isn’t much different from 
gambling, but has been given a respect-
ability by the New Right.  So much that 
governments have covered the gambling 
losses of the big banks and squeezed or-
dinary people to cover the cost of doing 
this.  This is called ‘Quantitative Easing’.  
It is similar to the Keynesian system of 
spending your way out of a slump, but 
heavily slanted towards the interests of 
the rich.  Mostly the banks have used the 
cheap money to improve their own internal 
finances.  Far too little of the money has 
been passed on to potential borrowers.

The justification for not regulating fi-
nance is that markets are self-regulating 
systems.  Which is actually a half-truth.  
Self-regulating systems sometimes work 
very well, but sometimes not so well.  They 
sometimes get stuck in a bad configura-
tion, or may rip themselves apart.  (Not 
that these are really distinct things: there 
is probably a continuous flow from one 
to another.)

There is also no reason why a genuine 
and successful self-regulating system 
should meet human needs.  Hurricanes 
are remarkable cases of self-organisation 
of clouds and winds, and can look rather 
beautiful if you’re safe from their effects 
on human lives.

“Rational” economics has an irrational 

belief that the system working well is the 
norm, and everything else a mysterious 
anomaly.  The raw facts suggest that 
harmony is the exception.  The Invisible 
Hand can easily fumble, when observed 
in the real world.

If you pick selected facts from a vast 
mass of data, you can give the appear-
ance of proof to almost any hypothetical 
relationship.  One example is the “Curse of 
Aaron Ramsey”.  Ramsey is a noted soccer 
midfielder.  As a midfielder, his job is to 
set up goals for his side and prevent the 
other side scoring, so he only occasion-
ally scores himself.  But someone noticed 
that each time he scored a goal between 
May 2011 and February 2012, a celebrity 
died or was killed soon afterwards.  This 
linked the otherwise unconnected deaths 
of Osama Bin Laden, Steve Jobs, Colonel 
Muammar Gaddafi and Whitney Hou-
ston.16  The “curse” then vanished, with 
the man scoring with no one notable dying, 
only to suddenly return with the death of 
comedian Robin Williams.17

Someone spotting a similar correlation 
in economics would probably win the 
so-called Nobel Prize for Economics.  
Or would if it fitted the prejudices of the 
rich: that prize was added to the original 
five thanks to a Swedish bank and gives 
a spurious appearance of science to stuff 
that is mostly pure nonsense.

What does ‘Self-Employed’ Mean?
Last month, a reader’s letter challenged 

me over saying that successful small 
businesses were on the way out.  They 
quoted official statistics showing an in-
crease in small businesses, mostly of the 
one-person.

But are these independent small busi-
nesses of the sort that were once wide-
spread?  Modern businesses have learned 
how to split and weaken those whose work 
they depend upon, often by making them 
nominally self-employed.

One example is a firm called Uber that 
provides a taxi substitute.18  It has 850 
employees, but is linked to some 163,000 
drivers who constitute the business.  Nomi-
nally they count as self-employed, but are 
they independent small businesses?  Their 
own comments on a forum called Quora 
suggests not, and that they work long hours 
for bad pay.19

Snippets
Hungary has openly proclaimed the 

goal of building an ‘illiberal democracy’, 
and Germany’s Angela  Merkel finds this 
baffling. “Honestly, I can’t understand 

what is meant by illiberal when it comes 
to democracy”.20

It is really quite simple. Democracy 
means that the society is run in line with 
the views of the majority, and exercised 
by ordinary people typical of that majority. 
Liberalism means having broad tolerance, 
which is often not the same thing. 

Liberalism as a political term was first 
used in Britain, with the old Whig tradition 
being consolidated as the Liberal Party in 
the 1850s.  Liberals then were definitely 
not enthusiasts for democracy.  They were 
hesitant about extending the franchise to 
the entire male population of the British 
Isles, or to any women.  It did not happen 
till 1918, and most of them had no inten-
tion of giving significant power to the 
non-white majority of the British Empire. 
In class terms, their leading figures often 
came from higher up in the complex Brit-
ish hierarchy than Tories. Tory Democracy 
was a recognised category in the 19th 
century, and was illiberal in many of its 
attitudes. 

Outside of Britain, there were plenty of 
Liberal Autocrats. Some, like Napoleon, 
recognised ‘the people’ as the source of 
their authority, but did not allow elected 
representatives to have significant powers. 
Others, with hereditary rights, insisted on 
their rights as Enlightened Autocrats. 

This used to be well-known. It looks 
like the media, by mindlessly repeating 
the formula democracy = liberalism = 
enlightenment = elections-with-rival-
political-parties has got most people 
accepting this formula without question.  
Even those supposed to be making deep 
and serious political analysis very seldom 
question it.

***
Western policy in the Middle East is 

based on a fixed belief that Western-style 
democracy is a Good Thing, even when 
the raw facts say otherwise.

The West was on stronger ground when 
it took an evolutionary view: that nations 
need time to establish what the West sees 
as good political habits, and that meantime 
the West needed to work with whatever 
was there. This did work in some cases, 
notably South Korea. And tolerance of ex-
Nazis in Germany, former Fascists in Italy, 
Franco in Spain and most of the political 
structure of Imperial Japan. All of these 
did in the long run produce a Western-style 
system that worked well, from a Western 
globalist viewpoint. 

You even find John Stuart Mill justifying 
‘evolutionary autocracy’ in his essay 
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‘On Liberty’, probably to justify his role 
working in the London Offices of the East 
India Company.  But I’m confident that if 
the British had abandoned India in the late 
19th century the result would have been a 
much less Westernised India.  (Whether 
this would have been better or worse is 
much more open to debate.)

As it happens, the New Right chose 
to base itself on Capitalist Markets and 
Parliamentary Democracy as eternal 
truths, with no excuses for not applying 
them immediately and everywhere. This 
has made them much less effective than 
they might have been. On the other hand, 
they needed a strong streak of radicalism, 
and this was helped by the vast numbers 
of ex-Leftists that they acquired and have 
been among their most plausible theorists. 
(People who have done much more dam-
age to the Western system while trying 
to serve than they ever managed while 
opposing it.)

***
The West should also forget about the 

idea of toppling People’s China via the 
Internet.  As one commentator put it:

“Contrary to neoliberal fantasy, speech 
on the Chinese internet is remarkably 
free, vibrant and raucous. But this unruly 
discourse is watched by a veritable army 
(maybe as many as 250,000-strong) of 
censors. And what they are looking for 
is only certain kinds of free speech, spe-
cifically, speech that has the potential for 
engendering collective action – mobilis-
ing folks to do something together in the 
offline world.

“’Criticisms of the government in social 
media (even vitriolic ones) are not cen-
sored… whereas any attempt to physically 
move people in ways not sanctioned by the 
government is censored.’ And the strange 
thing is that ‘even posts that praise the 
government are censored if they pertain to 
real-world collective action events’.

“The fact that an authoritarian regime 
allows vitriolic criticism of it in social 
media may seem paradoxical, but in fact 
it provides the most vivid confirmation 
of the subtlety of the Chinese approach 
to managing the net. ‘After all,’ observes 
King, ‘the knowledge that a local leader 
or government bureaucrat is engender-
ing severe criticism – perhaps because 
of corruption or incompetence – is valu-
able information. That leader can then be 
replaced with someone more effective at 
maintaining stability and the system can 
then be seen as responsive.’ The internet, 
in other words, is the information system 

that enables the system to keep a lid on 
things.”21

***
Talking of China, people seem to think 

that HSBC is a Chinese bank.  Which is 
rather like thinking of the Duke of Wel-
lington as a typical Irishman.

The Hongkong and Shanghai Banking 
Corporation22 began in 1865 as a bank 
for Britons occupying cities on the coasts 
of China: Hong Kong was a colony and 
the core of Shanghai was the British-
dominated International Concession.  It 
existed as a means of extracting money 
from China up until 1949, when all foreign 
businesses were expelled from Shanghai.  
It thereafter flourished in Hong Kong 
because Mao left it as China’s main link 
with the wider world.  (It could at any time 
have been destroyed by simply closing the 
border, or by annexing it as Nehru annexed 
Goa in 1961.)

A lot of the money in the early days 
would have been from opium, and Hong 
Kong was and probably still is a major 
centre for the opium trade.  I’ve not heard 
that HSBC did anything specifically wrong 
in avoiding the “laundering” of probable 
drugs money.  But it is interesting to won-
der how they managed to get so big.

Their UK presence is due to a takeover 
of the former Midland Bank.  They are 
UK-based and all of their top executives 
seem to be British.

***
The general habit of politicians be-

ing overawed by finance and regarding 
speculators as wealth creators seems to 
have put HSBC above the law.

“HSBC’s Swiss arm is potentially open 
to a range of criminal charges in Britain 
because there is “credible evidence” that 
it has had a role in enabling tax evasion, 
according to a former director of public 
prosecutions.

“In a legal opinion prepared for the 
consumer watchdog, SumOfUs, Lord 
Ken Macdonald QC argues that there 
is sufficient evidence for the bank to be 
investigated for conspiracy to defraud the 
UK tax authorities.

“Decisions taken by Her Majesty’s 
Revenue and Customs (HMRC) not to 
prosecute the bank were ‘seriously legally 
flawed’, he said.

“Macdonald also said he believed that 
evidence already publicly available sug-
gested HSBC should be prosecuted under 
the 1977 Criminal Law Act for its part in 
a ‘systemic’ operation to deprive HMRC 
of revenue.

“’It seems clear, from the evidence 

we have seen, that there exists credible 
evidence that HSBC Swiss and/or its 
employees have engaged over many years 
in systematic and profitable collusion in 
serious criminal activity against the ex-
chequers of a number of countries.

 ‘It seems equally clear that this criminal 
activity has taken place within the context 
of an institutional cynicism that is deeply 
shocking.’”23

References
1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_

Kingdom_European_Communities_member-
ship_referendum,_1975#National_.26_region-
al_results

2 http://www.theguardian.com/
world/2015/feb/21/majority-electorate-vote-uk-
leave-eu-poll

3 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/
article-2803377/Support-staying-European-
Union-surges-23-year-high-thanks-rise-Ukip.
html

4 http://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2015/feb/14/is-mr-cameron-
most-parochial-pm-ever

5 http://www.theguardian.com/
politics/2015/feb/04/labour-and-lib-dems-face-
election-bruising-in-scotland-poll-predicts

6 http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-
europe-31580138

7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_
countries_by_number_of_military_and_para-
military_personnel

8 http://www.vox.
com/2014/12/12/7377541/maps-that-never-
happened

9 http://www.vox.
com/2015/2/9/8005833/russia-anti-american

10 http://www.vox.
com/2015/2/20/8072643/ukraine-volunteer-
battalion-danger

11 http://sputniknews.com/
europe/20150222/1018607291.html

12 https://www.opendemocracy.net/
ourkingdom/peter-oborne/why-i-have-resigned-
from-telegraph

13 Ibid.
14 Ibid.
15 http://www.globaltimes.cn/

content/908118.shtml
16 http://www.dailymail.co.uk/news/

article-2101478/When-Arsenal-player-Aaron-
Ramsey-scores-famous-dies.html

17 http://www.dailystar.co.uk/news/latest-
news/394206/Robin-Williams-dies-Aaron-
Ramsey-scores-has-the-curse-returned

18 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uber_
(company)

19 http://www.quora.com/How-much-
does-an-Uber-driver-make-1

20 https://euobserver.com/beyond-
brussels/127468

21 http://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2015/feb/14/truth-behind-great-
firewall-of-china-headlines 

22 Hongkong rather than Hong Kong was 
the older usage

23 http://www.theguardian.com/
politics/2015/feb/22/hsbc-uk-criminal-charges-
former-public-prosecutor-hmrc



Labour Affairs  15

No 255  March 2015

Creating Good Jobs: What Labour needs to do.
by  Christopher Winch

Last month’s editorial focused on the 
decline of the number of good jobs in 
the UK and  its association with the 
deterioration of vocational education 
and the careers service over the last 
35 years. This decline paralleled that 
of the trade union movement over 
these years, indicating that, inadequate 
though it is and was, trade unions are 
an important means of maintaining a 
labour market in which working people 
have a chance to get decent jobs.

We have criticised the Labour Party 
over its inaction on these issues in the 
past. Last month, Chuka Umunna, 
Labour’s Shadow Business Secretary 
launched a debate on the revival of 
apprenticeships. Yet again, the issue 
has resurfaced,  previous initiatives 
by both main parties having run into 
the sand. Will it be any different this 
time? Umunna wants to create lots of 
high quality, level 3 apprenticeships 
and to ‘protect the brand’ by restricting 
the term ‘apprentice’ to these forms 
of vocational education which are 
rigorous and last at least two years. 
By the time the debate had finished 
however, he was in retreat on this 
issue, confounded by the confusions 
that Gordon Brown and Ed Balls had 
created when they were last in charge 
of this area.

Over ten years ago, Brown and 
Balls thought that it would be a very 
clever idea to call all sorts of low 
grade training ‘Apprenticeships’ in 
the hope that voters would think that 
they were doing something useful 
about ‘skills’. The Tories attacked 
Labour for this jiggery pokery at the 
time, but once in power they also 
thought it expedient to muddy the 
waters to obscure their own failure to 
do anything useful, by using exactly 
the same obfuscating terminology. As 
the debate showed, it is now almost 
impossible to say anything sensible 
in this area without getting into the 
most arid and misleading semantic 
squabbling. Umunna has been hoist 
by a petard fired by his colleagues 

Brown and Balls. This led Vince Cable 
to claim that the government policy 
on apprenticeships is a huge success 
because of the increase in raw numbers 
(which include low level training and 
retraining within firms), because they 
are all called ‘apprenticeships’.

It is worth stepping back and remind-
ing ourselves why there are such a lot 
of bad jobs in Britain and why there is 
so little vocational education. 

1. There is a huge subsidy for low 
paid, low skill work effectively paid 
for by the taxpayer through tax cred-
its. Employers are implicitly encour-
aged to adopt a business model that 
minimises their obligations to move 
up the value chain and to value their 
employees. 

2. Lax labour regulation which al-
lows easy hire-fire and casualization, 
including a growing sector of casual 
agency work and sub-sub-contracting, 
again leading to a lack of commitment 
on the part of employers to develop 
and look after their workforce.

3. Immigrant labour which has 
tended to increase the proportion of 
part time and short term work, since 
immigrants are prepared to work in 
these conditions and give employers 
an incentive to create those kinds of 
jobs.

4. Very weak regulation of voca-
tional education and training.

5. A supine attitude from politi-
cians of all parties to employers and 
the aspirations that they have for their 
workforces.

Small and medium businesses 
cannot apparently be criticised as they 
are dying under a strangulating tangle 
of ‘red tape’. Therefore their lack of 
effort to develop future generations 
of the workforce is met with by an 
understanding nod. ‘Skills shortages’ 
are referred to as if they were an Act of 
God, rather than the improvidence of 
employers. Unfortunately, Umunna’s 
proposals do not address these issues. 
He proposes being much tougher with 
firms on government contracts, so that 

they will have to provide vocational 
education as a condition of contracting 
with the government. This will help, 
but if he is not willing to drive that 
deal down the supply chain of the 
contractors then it is hard to see that a 
great deal of difference will be made. 
Labour’s efforts in this area, like those 
of the Coalition, look like a sham.

A party that was committed to this 
issue and not afraid of being told that 
it was ‘anti-business’ or indulging 
in ‘class warfare’ would be actively 
thinking about the following measures 
to improve our abysmal record in 
creating good jobs through improved 
vocational education.

It would be thinking about:
1. Phasing out tax credits and real-

locating funding to investment in high 
skill work. 

2. Raising the minimum wage to 
a living wage, to reduce usage of tax 
credits by employers and to encour-
age them to develop their workforce 
instead.

3. Making  it more difficult to 
hire-fire and casualise labour through 
legislation which better protected 
employment rights.

4. Making sure that government 
contracts enforce apprenticeships 
throughout the supply chain, when 
firms contract with government.

5. Giving Small and Medium En-
terprises support in taking on appren-
tices through helping them through the 
procedures for doing so.

6. Supporting Small and Medium 
Enterprises in moving up the value 
chain through favourable loans to those 
that wish to do so. 

7. Imposing a National Insurance 
charge as a levy on firms for providing 
apprenticeships (they can be exempted 
if they can demonstrate commitment 
by already having programmes in 
place). Given that apprentices pay for 
themselves, firms should be making 
money after three years of involvement 

Continued on Page 16
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

in such a programme. 
8. Cleaning up the apprenticeship brand with higher minimum standards 

and an educational as well as a technical and vocational element. 
9. Encouraging unions to monitor and help to run vocational education and 

training.
We have every confidence that such moderate social democratic measures will 

not be adopted by the Labour Party. It is far too near its New Labour mentality 
to do anything that might appear even slightly controversial. The only way in 
which they could possibly be adopted  would be if the trade union movement 
made it a condition of funding that it adopt such a programme. But there seems 
to be little chance of that. The movement has handed £5 million to the Labour 
Party for the upcoming general election with no apparent commitments from 
the Labour Party on these or any other obvious issues. 

Miliband is fond of saying that you should not get ‘something for nothing’, 
but he seems to get away with it every day in relation to those whose interests 
he is there to represent. For this and other reasons we are reasonably confident 
that Labour will lose heavily in Scotland and fail to obtain a majority in the UK 
in May’s general election. 

Tipped In Their Favour
The following is the reply from 

Matthew Hancock, the Minister of 
State for Business and Enterprise, to 
the debate on the Transatlantic Trade 
and Investment Partnership (TTIP) 
published in the February issue of 
Labour Affairs. The debate was held 
on 15 January 2015.

Matthew Hancock
It is a pleasure to respond to this 

crucial debate on TTIP. We must set 
the debate in the context of Britain’s 
great trading history, from the wool 
trade of the middle ages and the spice 
routes of the 17th century to the Pax 
Britannica in Victorian times, which 
saw the Navy deployed to keep the 
lanes of trade open around the world. 
As a nation, we are deeply committed 
to free and fair exchange, and with 
remarkably few exceptions that was 
the consensus in today’s debate. With 
the abolition of the corn laws by a 
Conservative Prime Minister, we were 

the first country in the world to open 
ourselves up to foreign competition. 
Peel knew that one tackles the cost of 
living not by fixing markets but by 
setting them free, and that is a lesson 
that holds true today. 

Mark Reckless (Rochester and 
Stroud) (UKIP)

Is---(Interruption) Is TTIP really 
about setting markets free, or is it 
about having a single regulatory 
system across the Atlantic whereby 
people will be forbidden from selling 
things unless they comply with those 
regulations?

Matthew Hancock
TTIP is about free and fair trade and 

since 1970 the percentage of people 
worldwide who live on less than $1 a 
day has fallen by 80% when adjusted 
for inflation, not because of public 
works or central planning but because 
of the dawn of market liberalism in 
countries that once embraced state 
control. That point was made by 

Members on both sides of the House. 
Indeed, the hon. Member for Swan-
sea West (Geraint Davies), whom I 
congratulate on opening the debate, 
set out how TTIP can demonstrate 
trade liberalisation and, alongside 
the trans-Pacific trade partnership, or 
TTIP, which is proposed between the 
US and countries around the Pacific, 
and the EU- Canada deal, can form 
the basis of a global free trade area 
with global standards to which others 
could aspire. I very much agree with 
him on that point. 

Geraint Davies
Does the Minister agree that there is 

a strong case for a trade relationship 
with Africa, particularly north Africa, 
given that a lot of the pressure for 
migration comes from inequality? We 
should be sharing the fruits of global 
trade rather than hoarding it for the 
rich nations.

Matthew Hancock
Yes, I agree wholeheartedly, not just 

about Africa but about progress on 
the India trade deal. This raising from 
grinding poverty of billions of people 
has come about because they have 
been able to access the world market 
economy. That is a vital way of fighting 
poverty around the world.

Caroline Lucas
Will the Minister explain why the 

Government’s leaflet on “TTIP myths” 
claims that a family of four would 
benefit by £400 a year yet makes no 
mention of the peer-reviewed paper 
from Tufts university that predicts 
that over 10 years the average work-
ing Briton will be more than £3,000 
worse off as a result of the lower wages 
that TTIP will fuel? Why is that not 
included in his myths?

Matthew Hancock
The conclusion that trade raises 

wages and prosperity is borne out not 

Continued From Page 15
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only in the theory but in the evidence. 
The evidence of my lifetime has been 
that enhancing trade increases prosper-
ity. That has happened in the decades 
for which I have been on this earth in 
a greater way than in any other time 
in history. About £1.5 billion in goods 
and services is traded between the US 
and Europe every day and 13 million 
jobs are linked to that. This ambitious 
agreement has the target, which it could 
meet, of adding as much as £10 bil-
lion to the UK. What does that figure 
mean? It is all but meaningless to all 
but the largest companies.

This is what it means. Let us picture 
a small business owner who, five years 
ago, might nearly have gone under 
through no fault of his own thanks, in 
part, to the economic circumstances. 
Like so many small business owners, 
he did not give up and recently things 
have got better. The recovery might 
have delivered for him here, but he 
might want to expand and take on 
more staff and he might find people 
in America who want to be custom-
ers. He wants to sell his product to 
more people, but if margins are tight 
the prohibitive extra cost of the trade 
barriers means that that simply is not 
an option. Now, let us picture a post-
TTIP world in which those costs do 
not exist. We have not only increased 
the UK’s GDP but managed to ensure 
that someone can trade, creating an 
apprenticeship or a job to fulfil those 
orders, and in America somebody can 
get a product that they could not get 
before. That reciprocity---that “some-
thing for something”---explains why 
free and fair exchange makes us all 
better off. 

So how do we make that a reality? 
First, we must significantly reduce cost 
differences in regulations by promoting 
greater compatibility while maintaining 
high standards of health and safety and 
environmental protection, especially 
for cars, pharmaceuticals, food---
which was mentioned by Members in 
all parts of the House---and financial 
services. Secondly, while tariffs are 
low on many goods, we must tackle the 
high remaining tariffs on, for instance, 
food, clothing and other goods that 
impede exports and hurt customers. 

Thirdly, we must push for better 
market access for service companies, 
which make up almost three quarters 
of the UK economy. Where possible, 
we will seek a guarantee that our 
service companies are treated exactly 
the same way as US providers and 
do not face any additional regulatory 
requirements beyond those that US 
businesses face. Fourthly, we must 
have more open and transparent public 
procurement opportunities. Why, for 
instance, should US rules require 
that only US steel is used in certain 
projects? Fifthly, we will target trade 
facilitation, removing some of the red 
tape and bureaucracy at borders, and 
cut unnecessary costs while speeding 
up the movement of goods. 

This is a historic deal. I want to tackle 
some of the challenges and objections 
head on. Several Members raised con-
cerns about regulation. In fact, TTIP 
provides an opportunity to take stock 
of existing rules on both sides of the 
Atlantic and to remove unnecessary 
duplication while ultimately making 
sure that we support a well-regulated 
market. This will be done without low-
ering environmental, labour or con-
sumer safety standards. Nor will the 
inclusion of the ISDS provisions affect 
the ability of Governments to regulate. 
As many Members mentioned—my 
hon. Friend the Member for North 
Dorset (Mr Walter) brought it up first-
--we already have 90 such agreements 
in place and there has never been a 
successful claim brought against the 
UK. Others expressed concern about 
the impact on jobs, yet time and experi-
ence show that trade creates jobs and 
supports higher wages. This is backed 
up by independent assessment. The 
overall impact on labour markets will 
be positive in the EU and US, as real 
wages, whether of unskilled or skilled 
workers, will be able to increase.

Mark Durkan
The Minister relies on history in 

saying that the UK has never lost an 
ISDS case. With regard to the way in 
which the ISDS regime will operate 
under this treaty, whether or not one 
can be confident that the UK will not 
lose a case, if a case is lost by another 
member state, or a firm in another 

member state, what would be the im-
plications for the UK?

Matthew Hancock
If a case is lost in another member 

state on its domestic regulation, I 
would not expect that to have any 
implications for the UK  As on regula-
tion, so on the NHS, which has been 
brought up many times. We are quite 
clear that there is no threat to the 
NHS from TTIP. Public services and 
publicly funded health services are 
not included in any of the EU trade 
commitments. I will go further and 
read what the former Trade Com-
missioner said to the BBC: “Public 
services are always exempted---there 
is no problem about exemption, The 
argument is abused in your country 
for political reasons but it has no 
grounds.” (my emphasis).

My hon. Friend the Member for 
Totnes (Dr Wollaston), the Chair of the 
Health Committee, gave a very clear 
enunciation of the exemption of the 
NHS set out by not only the EU but the 
US side in these negotiations. I would 
say this to anybody who continues 
to campaign against the inclusion of 
the NHS in TTIP: you have already 
achieved your aim, and continuing 
to campaign is continuing actively to 
mislead, because public services and 
publicly funded health services are not 
included in the negotiation.

Bob Stewart (Beckenham) 
(Con.)

May I clarify one thing? It is prob-
ably not as important as the whole 
thrust of this debate, but when I was 
badly hurt in the Army and the NHS 
took responsibility for helping me get 
better, we used an American system 
to put me back on my feet. I hope, 
and assume, that use of American 
techniques and systems by the NHS 
is still allowed. 

Matthew Hancock
Of course that is allowed, but the 

point is that we would still have control 
over our public health policy. I can give 
that reassurance, which was sought 
by the hon. Member for Edinburgh 
South (Ian Murray) on the Labour 
Front Bench, so I hope he will now 
remove that objection. I do not want 
to conclude that some  Opposition 
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Members do not want to be reassured, 
but increasingly that is the only view 
I can reasonably come to.

Ian Murray
That was not the question I posed 

to the Minister. The question I asked 
was: if there is any threat whatsoever 
to the NHS and the UK’s wider public 
services, will the Minister and the Gov-
ernment sign a TTIP trade deal? 

Matthew Hancock
The Health Secretary has already 

made it clear that if a trade deal 
threatened the NHS, he would not 
support it. However, as the former 
Trade Commissioner has said: “Public 
services are always exempted”. I am 
glad that we can finally put that issue 
to bed. I doubt that the Labour Front 
Benches will raise it again, because 
they now know that they would be 
misleading the nation if they did so. 
(my emphasis).

Geraint Davies
Would the Minister sign a deal with-

out ISDS? Does he think that ISDS is 
a necessary part of TTIP?

Matthew Hancock
The reason for the inclusion of ISDS 

is to make sure that people who want 
to make investments have the confi-
dence to do so because they know that 
recourse is available. In the couple of 
minutes remaining I want to address 
the issue of scrutiny. As my hon. 
Friend the Member for Skipton and 
Ripon (Julian Smith) has said, there 
has been huge scrutiny and engage-
ment, including four debates in both 
Houses; four Select Committee inquir-
ies; regular updates to the Chair of the 
European Scrutiny Committee and the 
chair of the all-party group on TTIP, 
the right hon. Member for Wentworth 
and Dearne (John Healey); regular 
stakeholder meetings; endless piles of 
letters that I and the Minister for Trade 
and Investment have signed; constant 
consultation with the European Parlia-
ment; four online public consultations 
by the Commission; and we even have 
a TTIP roadshow.

Let no one be in any doubt: enor-
mous consultation is taking place 
both inside and outside this House. 
The commissioners have come to this 
Palace. Last week, 150 pages of text, 

eight proposals for legal text and 15 
position papers were published. Fol-
lowing the passage of this motion, we 
will ensure that I and other Ministers 
continue to engage with this House. 
Let us once more assume our historic 
role as the pioneers of free trade, not 
only for the sake of the British people, 
but for the sake of people around the 
world for whom liberty and prosperity 
go hand in hand.

Comment: Hancock’s was a truly 
memorable speech. He began with 
a eulogy to the British Navy which 
kept open the world’s trade routes 
out of pure altruism, not firing a shot 
in anger at those who would dare to 
challenge Britain’s right to control 
and decide who used those routes. 
Hancock’s amnesia prevents him from 
mentioning the many wars in which 
Britain engaged to defend its trade 
routes. And he omitted to say that the 
policy of free, unfettered markets in 
the financial sphere got us into the 
present mess, preferring to have a dig 
at Ed Miliband’s criticism of a rampant 
energy market. 

He appears to argue that TTIP is a 
poverty reduction programme, sug-
gesting that market liberalism was 
responsible for an 80% reduction, 
adjusted for inflation, in world pov-
erty since 1970. Hancock argues that 
workers would benefit from TTIP as 
it would lead to increased wages and 
job opportunities. He seems blissfully 
unaware that globalisation (worldwide 
market liberalism) has resulted in an 
upsurge in low-paid, insecure employ-
ment. Around 80% of jobs created 
since 2010 are in this category. TTIP 
is likely to continue this trend, not 
reverse it.

His example of a small business 
benefiting from TTIP is pure 
hypothesis. It would make a good 
question on an economics examination 
paper. It doesn’t occur to him that the 
elimination of trade barrier, and other, 
costs would increase competition, and 
it is just as likely therefore that his 
small business, rather than blossom, 
would wither away in the face of a 
predatory rival.

Finally, he states with the utmost 
certainty that the NHS, public services 

and publicly funded health services 
are exempted from TTIP. However, in 
reply to a question from Labour’s Ian 
Murray, he said that the Health Sec-
retary had made it clear that he would 
not support a trade deal if it threatened 
the  NHS. The Health Secretary is not 
therefore convinced that the NHS is 
entirely protected from TTIP. It is this 
that fuels opposition to TTIP in spite 
of the promises of the Commission 
and the UK Government.

Note: A Guardian report of 20 
February said “More than 97% of 
respondents to an official EU survey 
voted against the TTIP deal after 
Barack Obama and the 28 heads of EU 
backed proposals last year. The vote 
came after a campaign by trade unions 
and charities warning the deal would 
allow US private health companies 
to bid for contracts in Europe and ap-
peal to secret arbitration courts if they 
lost. US multinationals could also use 
the courts to challenge government 
policies that damaged their profits, 
campaigners said.”

Waiting For Chilcot
Almost six years ago Gordon Brown 

set up the Chilcot Inquiry into the Iraq 
War, which itself began twelve years 
ago. Six years in which to gather infor-
mation, interview key players and draft 
a report is a long time. Much longer 
than a week in politics, once described 
by Harold Wilson. Yet we are still wait-
ing for the report’s publication, which 
we are now told will not be before the 
general election in May. Many MPs 
are annoyed by this, none more so 
than Conservative Backbencher David 
Davis who initiated a debate on the 
subject on 29 January. 

Mr David Davis (Haltemprice and 
Howden) (Con.)

I beg to move, That this House re-
grets that the Iraq Inquiry has decided 
to defer publication of its report until 
after 7 May 2015; and calls on the 
Inquiry to publish a timetable for 
publication and an explanation of the 
causes of the delay by 12 February 
2015.

The second Iraq war led to the deaths 
of more than 4,800 allied soldiers, 179 
of them British. The lowest estimate 
of Iraqi civilian fatalities is 134,000, 
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but plausible estimates put that number 
four times higher. So let us be clear---
at least 134,000 innocent people died. 
The war created 3.4 million refugees, 
half of whom fled the country. It cost 
the British taxpayer £9.6 billion and 
it cost the American taxpayer $1,100 
billion.

The war has done untold damage to 
the reputation of the west throughout 
the middle east, and indeed among 
Muslim populations both at home 
and abroad. Initiated to protect the 
west from terrorism, it has in fact 
destroyed the integrity of the Iraqi 
state and triggered a persistent civil 
war that has created the conditions for 
perhaps the worst terrorist threat yet to 
the west---ISIL. It has done huge harm 
to the self-confidence and unity of the 
west, neutering our foreign policy. The 
war was, with hindsight, the greatest 
foreign policy disaster of this genera-
tion, and I say that as someone who 
voted for it. So that is why the Chilcot 
inquiry was set up. 

The Iraq inquiry was announced 
in 2009 with broad and proper terms 
of reference. Sir John Chilcot, the 
inquiry’s chairman, made it clear that 
this was principally about learning 
lessons. He said that these “lessons 
will help ensure that, if we face similar 
situations in future, the government of 
the day is best equipped to respond to 
those situations in the most effective 
manner in the best interests of the 
country.”

Governments are often prompted 
by acts of terrorism into making mis-
takes. The United States rushed into 
extraordinary rendition, torture, illegal 
surveillance and Guantanamo Bay. We 
attempted to introduce 90-day deten-
tion without charge, which everyone 
now accepts was unnecessary and 
wrong. But the greatest and most dan-
gerous errors are in foreign policy. As 
Lady Manningham-Buller, the former 
head of M15 stated, the invasion of Iraq 
“undoubtedly increased the threat” of 
terrorist attacks in Britain. 

Since the announcement of the 
inquiry, three major foreign policy 
decisions would have greatly benefited 
from the lessons that arose from the 
Iraq war. In Libya we undertook a 

military intervention that was intended 
to prevent a massacre, quite properly. It 
was successful, but it was the precursor 
to protracted conflict and unrest fol-
lowing our nominal military victory. In 
Syria, the Government were blocked 
by this House from military interven-
tion, an intervention that would have 
led us to be the military supporters of 
our now sworn enemies, ISIS. And now 
in Iraq the UK has become embroiled 
in the ongoing civil war that has raged 
since the invasion in 2003.

Mr Baron
As someone who voted against Iraq 

and Libya, I can only concur with what 
my right hon. Friend has said. Does 
he accept that the Chilcot inquiry has 
made it clear that it has cleared a lot of 
evidence for publication, but has not 
published it since 2012? Would it not 
be right, in the absence of the report 
itself, to get the evidence published, 
which would be the next best thing?

Mr Davis
My hon. Friend makes a good point. I 

will refer in a moment to the Winograde 
commission, which produced an in-
terim report before the final report. 
Either of those two approaches would 
have been sensible and worth while, 
and are still possible. When deci-
sions such as those that were made in 
Libya, Syria and Iraq are made without 
knowledge of all the facts, mistakes 
are made and sometimes people die 
as a result. So it is not hyperbole to 
say that the delay to the Iraq inquiry 
could cost lives because bad decisions 
could be made. When it was announced 
in 2009, the inquiry was expected to 
take one year, and that was thought by 
the then Leader of the Opposition to 
be too long. Had the inquiry stuck to 
that timetable, the Government would 
have had the benefit in all the actions 
I have mentioned of any lessons that 
might have been learned from the final 
report. Six years on from the start, Sir 
John Chilcot has said that the report has 
taken “longer than any of us expected 
would be necessary”.

That was perhaps the understatement 
of the decade. It has been claimed that 
it is not an unreasonable period of time 
for such an important inquiry, but the 
Franks report on the Falklands war 

took six months, and we should not 
forget that that war had a controversial 
start. There were controversial aspects 
to the continuing diplomatic negotia-
tions. It was incredibly sensitive in 
diplomatic, national security, military 
and espionage terms, yet it took six 
months. The Winograd commission-
--the Israeli Government-appointed 
commission of inquiry into the war 
with Lebanon in 2006---is another 
relevant example. The commission 
held its first session in September 2006, 
released a preliminary report within 
seven months and then published in 
January 2008, less than a year and a 
half after the inquiry was announced. 
Any argument for delay on the grounds 
of political sensitivity or national se-
curity would be far more pertinent in 
Israel, where the immediate threat to 
life is considerably greater than any 
other country in the world.

Dr Liam Fox (North Somerset) 
(Con.)

By the time we get to see this report, 
we will be in the third Parliament 
during which it has been written and 
considered. Is my right hon. Friend 
aware of any precedent for that and is 
there any possible legitimate excuse 
for the delay?

Mr Davis
No, and that is the case I am going to 

explore. I will not do what the Father 
of the House did and go back to the 
Dardanelles, but even if we went back  
further than that we would not get to 
this level of delay.

Paul Flynn (Newport West) 
(Lab.)

Sir Jeremy Heywood was asked two 
days ago whether he would approve of 
this House subpoenaing the evidence 
to Chilcot and publishing it ourselves. 
His comment was that he did not want 
to rush the Chilcot report. Is that a 
reasonable view?

Mr Davis
When the hon. Gentleman listens 

to what I intend to say shortly, he 
will realise that Sir Jeremy Heywood 
certainly does not want to the rush the 
report, and there are some reasons for 
that of which I do not approve. 

I have been asked by a number of 
colleagues why I believe the delay has 
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occurred. The truth is that no one in 
this House knows, not even the Min-
ister. There is not enough information 
in the public domain, which is why 
the motion requires an answer to that 
exact question from Sir John Chilcot. 
Nevertheless, there are some clues. 
For clarity, I should say that I do not 
believe, at this stage at least, that the 
witnesses are the cause of the delay, 
and I say that because I think that one 
of them will be speaking later. Some 
of the delay is undoubtedly down to 
the conflict between the inquiry and 
Whitehall---Sir Jeremy Heywood and 
others---about what can and cannot be 
disclosed. What the inquiry can publish 
is wrapped up in a series of protocols 
that have their criteria so broad that a 
veto on publication can virtually be 
applied at Whitehall’s discretion.

Compare this with the Scott inquiry 
into the Iraqi supergun affair. It also 
covered issues of incredible sensi-
tivity in terms of national security, 
international relations, intelligence 
agency involvement, judicial propriety 
and ministerial decision making. Sir 
Richard Scott was allowed to decide 
himself what he would release into the 
public domain, unfettered by White-
hall. By contrast, Sir John Chilcot, 
who is a past Northern Ireland Office 
permanent secretary, who chaired an 
incredibly sensitive inquiry into inter-
cept evidence, and who is considered 
a responsible keeper of Government 
secrets, is tied up in protocols, subject 
to the whim of Whitehall.

We know there have been long 
negotiations between the inquiry 
and Sir Jermy Heywood, the Cabinet 
Secretary, and his predecessors over 
the disclosure of some material, most 
notably correspondence between 
ex-Prime Minister Tony Blair and 
George W. Bush. There is no point 
whatsoever in the inquiry if it cannot 
publish the documents that show how 
the decision to go to war was arrived 
at. Chilcot himself wrote in a letter to 
the Cabinet Secretary: “The question 
when and how the prime minister made 
commitments to the US about the UK’s 
involvement in military action in Iraq 
and subsequent decisions on the UK’s 
continuing involvement, is central to 

its considerations”.
The negotiations between Chilcot 

and Jeremy Heywood concluded 
only in May last year, when it was 
announced that an agreement had been 
reached. The process was clearly frus-
trating for the inquiry: Sir John Chilcot 
queries why it was that “individuals 
may disclose privileged information 
(without sanction) whilst a commit-
tee of privy counsellors established 
by a former prime minister to review 
the issues, cannot”. He was of course 
referring to Alastair Campbell and 
Jonathan Powell’s respective diaries, 
which quoted such information. Sir 
John stated in his letter that documents 
“vital to the public understanding of 
the inquiry’s conclusions” were be-
ing suppressed by Whitehall. That is 
ridiculous. If that is the approach taken, 
nothing will be learned and there is 
little purpose in the inquiry.

The inquiry protocols are sympto-
matic of a mindset that seems to assume 
that serving civil servants are the only 
proper guardians of the public interest. 
That leads me to a particular problem: 
if a Minister is asked to make a deci-
sion that affects him, his family, his 
property or even his constituency, he 
is required to withdraw---in the jargon, 
to recuse himself---from the decision 
and have somebody else make it. That 
does not say that the Minister is cor-
rupt; it simply means that one can avoid 
the appearance of corruption and any 
chance of an improper decision, and it 
removes the risk of unconscious bias. 
It is a proper procedure. No such rule 
applies for civil servants. 

This inquiry process is littered with 
people who were central to the very 
decisions the inquiry is investigating. 
Sir Jeremy Heywood was principal 
private secretary to Tony Blair for the 
entire period, from the 9/11 atrocity 
through to the first stage of the Gulf 
war, yet he is Whitehall’s gatekeeper 
for what can and cannot be published. 
Even the head of the inquiry secretariat, 
Margaret Aldred, was deputy head of 
the foreign and defence policy sec-
retariat and therefore responsible for 
providing Ministers with advice on 
defence and policy matters on Iraq, and 
she was nominated to the inquiry by 

the Cabinet Secretary of the day. 
All of that would matter less if the 

ridiculous restrictive protocols that 
Whitehall has imposed on the Chilcot 
inquiry were not there. Like Scott, Sir 
John Chilcot should be allowed to 
publish what he thinks is in the public 
interest, and not what Whitehall thinks 
is acceptable.....To finish my point, if 
that had been the case, we might well 
have had the inquiry report already 
and there would be less public concern 
about an establishment cover-up. We 
also know that the Maxwellisation 
process is causing some delay. Those 
due to be criticised in the final report 
are being allowed lengthy legal con-
sultation. Although this is a necessary 
part of the process, strict time controls 
are needed. It cannot be right that those 
who are criticised can delay publica-
tion for their own benefit. 

Finally, let me deal with the question 
of preventing publication during the 
run-up to the general election. Purdah 
periods exist for a simple reason: to 
prevent Governments from using their 
power to publish information that 
would give them electoral advantage. 
They are not to prevent impartial in-
formation from being put in the public 
domain---(Hon. Members: “Hear, 
hear”)---so why delay a deliberately 
impartial report of vital interest to 
the nation just because the election is 
pending? It is nonsense. I say to those 
who are cheering that, frankly, it is not 
clear that there will be much political 
advantage anywhere. It was started by 
a Labour Government, but it was sup-
ported by the current Prime Minister, 
who spoke in favour of it even as late 
as 2006; the current Labour leader did 
not vote for it because he was not in the 
House. There is complete confusion 
about where there could be any ad-
vantage, but the public interest should 
trump any interest of party advantage 
and that is why publication should not 
be delayed by the election. 

The Iraq inquiry has been a missed 
opportunity. Terrible mistakes were 
made but, fatally, we have so far 
failed to learn our proper lessons 
from them. Douglas Hurd, the former 
Foreign Secretary and in no way an 
anti-establishment figure, has branded 
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the endless delays a “scandal”. He is 
right. It is a disgrace. It is an insult to 
those who died on our behalf in that 
war and a betrayal of the people they 
died to protect. That is why I ask the 
House to pass this motion.

George Galloway (Bradford West) 
(Respect)

Dead men cannot tell tales, and Dr 
David Kelly is not here to answer what 
I believe were several unwarranted 
interpretations of events surrounding 
him given by the right hon. Member 
for Croydon South (Sir Richard Otta-
way). In the words of Lord Hurd, the 
circumstances we now find ourselves 
in is a scandal, and one compounded 
by the acres of empty green Benches 
all around us today. There are some 
30 Members of the House present. 
There are some seven Members of the 
Labour party which took us into the 
war, and most of those were resolute 
opponents of the war, and another is 
in the dock in the inquiry. I will come 
to him later.

The Schleswig-Holstein question 
took a long time, but that is because 
nobody knew the answer. Everybody 
knows the answer to the question 
of why Sir John Chilcot has come 
forward---a week before our debate, 
when he knew that it was on the Order 
Paper---to tell us that this inquiry will 
not report before the general elec-
tion. Everybody knows the answer to 
that, however much flannel is pulled 
around it. It is to avoid the fact that the 
report can only highlight the iron-clad 
consensus that existed at that time 
between the two Front Benches: the 
then Prime Minister and his acolytes, 
only one of whom has the courage to 
be here today, and the then Leader of 
the Opposition, who is not here today 
but whose principal role in these mat-
ters was to egg the Prime Minister on 
to war, bigger and faster, as those of 
us who were here well remember---
bitterly remember. 

I declare an interest. I am the maker 
of the film “The Killing of Tony 
Blair”, which will be out soon, and 
will no doubt hugely benefit from the 
postponement of the Chilcot report. In 
the absence of Chilcot, we will have to 
be the report. But I have many other 

interests of a non-pecuniary nature, 
in this. Like some of my friends who 
were not so gullible as the highly ex-
pensively educated right hon. Member 
for Croydon South (Sir Richard Otta-
way), we did not look into the Bambi 
eyes of the then (Interruption.) I am 
talking about his university education; 
I probably helped to pay for it.

The right hon. Gentleman says, and 
many others now say, that they gazed 
into the Bambi eyes of the then Prime 
Minister, Tony Blair, and he was their 
Prime Minister, so what could they do 
except follow him over the cliff? What 
kind of parliamentarian takes such an 
approach---that because somebody 
tells you something is true, you must 
follow them, when the consequences 
were easily predictable and were pre-
dicted by millions of ordinary citizens 
out in our streets, without the benefit of 
that education and without the benefit 
of a seat in this House? “What kind 
of parliamentarian?” is a question I 
want to concentrate on. I could talk for 
hours, and regularly do, about what all 
this has cost the people of Iraq and the 
people of the wider region, but I want to 
concentrate on what it has cost us---and 
I do not mean financially either. 

When the Chilcot inquiry was an-
nounced in this House, I described it 
as a parade of establishment flunkeys. 
Who will now say that I was wrong? 
I described the fact that there was no 
soldier on the panel. One could have 
had the right hon. Member for Haltem-
price and Howden (Mr Davis)---a man 
who knows what military affairs are 
about. I decried the fact that there was 
no lawyer on the panel. I had in mind 
the right hon. and learned Member for 
North East Fife (Sir Menzies Camp-
bell), who could have covered the fact 
that there was no parliamentarian on 
the panel. I decried the fact that nobody 
would recognise some of the panel 
members if they were sitting next to 
them on the Clapham omnibus, and it 
was difficult to understand why they 
had been chosen. I decried the fact that 
two of the members of the panel had 
described Bush and Blair as the Tru-
man and Churchill de nos jours. 

Talk about parti pris! They were 
proselytisers for the war they were 

now being asked to inquire into. The 
principal gatekeeper to the Chilcot 
inquiry---I am grateful to the right hon. 
Member for Dwfor Meirionnydd (Mr 
Llwyd) for this information; he is in 
our film, by the way, and very eloquent 
too---was the principal gatekeeper 
between the Foreign Office and the 
intelligence services, and Ministers, in 
the run up to the war. Talk about parti 
pris! These individuals were either 
unqualified for or disqualified from 
participation in this inquiry.

That this has taken so long and been 
so expensive would be tolerable if our 
position in the world had not continued 
to deteriorate, and the conditions in 
the world had not continued to dete-
riorate. I tell the right hon. Member 
for Blackburn (Mr Straw)---who is, 
as I said, in the dock here---that he 
will never escape the consequences of 
what he has said and done. He looks 
to me a haunted figure compared with 
the Spring-Heeled Jack that he used to 
be---as well he might, because he will 
never escape this. It will follow him 
to the grave and into the history books 
that he proselytised for something 
which has turned into an unmitigated 
catastrophe for the world, but also 
for us. I do not blame Sir Jeremy 
Heywood---Sir Humphrey. I do not 
blame even the Chilcot inquiry. I do 
not blame Tony Blair, at least not for 
this. I blame us. This is a poor excuse 
for a Parliament, if only its Members 
could more clearly see so. It is a poor 
excuse for a Parliament that sets up 
an inquiry, funds an inquiry, and then 
says, three Parliaments on---as the 
former Defence Secretary, the right 
hon. Member for North Somerset (Dr 
Fox) said---that we might, who knows 
when, get the fruits of that inquiry.

This is Pontius Pilate. This is wash-
ing our hands of something that is 
bleeding us at home and abroad. What 
do I mean? I mean this. This has cost 
us millions, yes; it has cost us six 
years, yes; but the world is hurtling to 
disaster. The decision that was made 
in here on the basis of the arguments 
made by the Government at the time 

Continued on Page 22
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has torn Iraq and its region asunder. It has fantastically, 
unbelievably and incalculably inflated the danger of 
extremism, fanaticism and terrorism. Iraq no longer 
exists as a state. One third of it is controlled by the 
heart-eating, head-chopping, amputating, crucifying 
so-called Islamic State. And Members still will not 
say they were wrong, let alone the then Prime Minister 
skating around in Davos---Mr Blair, the former Prime 
Minister, who still says he was right and would do it 
all again. 

Iraq had no weapons of mass destruction. The argu-
ment for the war was therefore false, if it was not a 
falsehood. It has been a catastrophe. I told the then Prime 
Minister, “There are no al-Qaeda in Iraq, but if you 
and Bush invade, there will hundreds of thousands of 
al-Qaeda in Iraq.” Little did I know that al-Qaeda would 
spawn something even more horrific than al-Qaeda. I 
told the then Prime Minister, “The fall of Baghdad will 
not be the beginning of the end but merely the end of 
the beginning, and the fanaticism and extremism that 
you will unleash will travel and cascade everywhere, 
including onto our own streets.” I will close now, as I 
see that you are anxious Mr Deputy Speaker. I close 
with this. No one outside can really understand how 
all these political professionals---highly remuner-
ated, highly rewarded, with all their intelligence and 
education---can have made such a catastrophic error 
when millions of people outside who did not enjoy 
those privileges already knew that it would end in the 
disaster in which it has ended. 

The Question was put and agreed to.

IS THIS THE WAY TO ARMAGEDDON 

 We will finish off IS,
 it’s not your job, Syria,
 for they are your own people
 whom you keep from humanitarian aid 
 and we pray for beneath
 church steeples
 while we bomb them more-the-
 merrier.
 Did we say we wanted you out,
 Assad,
 could have,
 though we might be mad.
 no, a voice in my ear says:
 we want you out,
 but then again maybe not.
 Do we sound glib
 with our recklessness showing up
 to provide that bolt in the neck
 for IS.
 Some say we drove them insane,
 well, who knows, but do they have to go
 to excess.
 Once we liked the secular,
 they were following our path
 and fighting our wars,
 the Iran one was spectacular,
 then you became too strong
 and turned your attention to
 Kuwait and Israel.
 Why did it have to go so wrong
 when we were having your enemy tortured
 in foreign cells.
 Then again it could be good to destroy,
 like Trotskyism and its permanent
 revolution,
 you just blindly go on
 expecting no solution.
 saying `Something will turn up’,
 like Micawber, 
 but no nuclear weapons please
 or something equally
 macabre. 
 But who’s getting it together now
 with a proper plan for the Middle East
 that promises a definite way of life
 with a startling IS feast,
 that could cross the Mediterranean 
 one day
 walking on a pontoon of heads,
 planning our re-birth by
 caesarean. 

 Wilson John Haire. 
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One feels inclined to say that the intention that 
man should be “happy” is not included in the plan 
of “Creation.”

Sigmund Freud, Civilization and Its Discontents

Nonviolence means avoiding not only external 
physical violence but also internal violence of 
spirit. You not only refuse to shoot a man, but you 
refuse to hate him.

Martin Luther King, Jr.

No one has yet realized the wealth of sympathy, 
the kindness and generosity hidden in the soul of 
a child. The effort of every true education should 
be to unlock that treasure.

Emma Goldman

No ghost was every seen by two pair of eyes.
Thomas Carlyle
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pressure to conform and many from 
different parties were getting angry 
and disturbed about being denied the 
ability to speak. La Stampa quoted 
someone saying that “not since the 
fascists have people been stopped 
from speaking”. 

And so to the Aventino Hill. Groups 
of Deputies started to absent them-
selves pointedly from the Chamber 
rather than voting under Renzi’s 
pressure - and this was referred to as 
Aventino opposition. This actual or 
symbolic walk up the Colle Aventino, 
or Aventino Hill in Rome is loaded with 
meaning. The tactic currently makes 
complex references to challenges to the 
democratic system and to the process 
of making changes to electoral law. It 
also makes intentionally sinister refer-
ences to Mussolini. The story behind 
this is interesting. 

In the Second Century B.C. the 
Roman plebs led by Gaius Gracchus 
battled against the patricians in an 
attempt to restore a genuine democracy 
to Rome. The battle took place on 

MEN

Small Big men heap together piles of gold 
Rub their hands, are satisfied and dispense 
Wisdom to the world of those who work.

We working men scrape together smaller piles of silver, 
Raise clenched fists, feel involved and dictate 
Criticism of beguiling rich and lazy poor

An African mother gathers together some few grains of rice, 
Lifts her arms to a silent Heaven,
Lifts her eyes to a silent Priest,
Buries her daughter in the silent Earth.
Meanwhile, also, the struggle for Women’s Equality goes on.

Jamie Dixon

the Roman Colle Aventinus. Renzi’s 
current electoral changes link back 
in spirit to changes made in 1923 
during the time of Mussolini. The 
Acerbo Law replaced the system of 
proportional representation and gave 
the largest party, with 25% (or more) 
of the votes, a premium of 2/3 of the 
seats. (The ground had been prepared 
but Mussolini had no need to force 
this as he was subsequently voted 
in with more than a 2/3 majority.) In 
1924, 150 Deputies of the left and 
centre withdrew from the Chamber 
as a show of opposition to Mussolini. 
The precipitant had been the political 
murder of Giamcomo Matteotti. 
Mussolini’s complicity in this has 
never been proven but at the time there 
was opposition to what was seen as 
his complicity. They went up to the 
Aventino and the event was called The 
Secessione dell’ Aventino.

So Renzi is seen as dictatorial 
not just by Berlusconi. Others are 
increasingly worried by his impulsive 
drive to sidestep opposition. Renato 
Brunetta, a close ally of Berlusconi, 
is concerned by what he calls a drift to 
authoritarianism.  Renzi has managed 

to sustain sufficient parliamentary 
support and his voter popularity is 
high. But future parliamentary success 
without the support of Berlusconi will 
not be easy. Brunetta is obviously 
politically opposed to Renzi and is, 
as expected, one of those using the 
Aventino Hill strategy in protest. 
But he predicts that “Renzi will see 
green mice”. Italian green mice are 
not cuddly creatures but are seen as 
threats. Renzi, as usual, smiles and 
moves on: His Twitter post of 14 
Feb congratulated the tenacity of 
the deputies at working to conclude 
the vote. He then simply and calmly 
patronised the green mice by giving 
them a hug, un abbraccio. 

Continued from Page 24

Never forget that everything Hitler 
did in Germany was legal.

Martin Luther King, Jr.

Nationalism is an infantile disease. 
It is the measles of mankind.

Albert Einstein

My own ideals for the university 
are those of a genuine democracy 
and serious scholarship. These two, 
indeed, seem to go together.

Woodrow Wilson

My experience has been that work is 
almost the best way to pull oneself 
out of the depths.        

 Eleanor Roosevelt

Men might as well be imprisoned, as 
excluded from the means of earning 
their bread.     John Stuart Mill

Management is nothing more than 
motivating other people.

Lee Iacocca

Man must evolve for all human 
conflict a method which rejects 
revenge, aggression and retaliation. 
The foundation of such a method is 
love.         Martin Luther King, Jr.

Majority rule only works if you're 
also considering individual rights. 
Because you can't have five wolves 
and one sheep voting on what to 
have for supper.          Larry Flynt
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

GREEN ITALIAN MICE & 
ELECTORAL CHANGE

Sergio Mattarella was elected 
Head of State and President of the 
Republic of Italy at the fourth ballot 
on 31 January 2015. The electorate 
for Presidential elections comprise 
the full Upper and Lower Houses of 
Parliament, plus regional representa-
tives. The constitutional procedure 
requires a series of ballots. The majori-
ties needed for a successful election 
reduce from 2/3 on the first ballot 
to a simple majority on the fourth. 
The first three were not really taken 
seriously by any group except Beppe 
Grillo’s M5S. Ferdinando Imposimato, 
a Magistrate and Honorary President 
of the Supreme Court of Italy, was the 
internal M5S’s on-line ballot choice 
for Presidential candidate, with 32% 
of their members’ votes. The 78 year 
old M5S member has been involved 
in important anti-mafia cases and both 
he and Mattarella have had a brother 
killed by the mafia. He also believes 
that the FBI were aware of the presence 
of the 9/11 terrorist group in America 
and did not share this information 
with the CIA.

The first three ballots showed Im-
posimato to be the highest scorer with 
120, 123 and 126 votes. Mattarella 
received a curious 5, 4 and 4. The cred-
ible candidate Romano Prodi received 
9, 5 and 3. A large number of suggested 
presidential candidates were written in 
each time and well over 500 scheda 
bianca, or blank ballot papers appeared 
with each of the ballots. During the 
progress of the first three ballots the 
serious horse trading was obviously 
proceeding in the background. The 
final result was Mattarella winning 
the fourth ballot with 665 votes, or 
66% of the votes. Imposimato gained 
a consistent 127, while Prodi’s votes 
declined to 2. But who gave the single 
vote to ex-President Napolitano? By 
then he must have been planning his 
ninetieth birthday celebrations with a 
feeling of enormous relief.

Sergio Mattarella is a 73 year old 
Sicilian judge known for devising 
the system of electoral reform named 
after him: the Mattarellum. He is a 
quiet man, with determination and a 
reputation of being able to separate 
himself from party politicking. He was 
a member of the Christian Democrats 
and towards the left. 

Matteo Renzi’s Nazareno pact with 
Silvio Berlusconi, predictably unpopu-
lar with the left of his party, played 
an important part in the election. The 
name comes from the Italians’  
 metonymic way of naming something 
after the place where it was agreed. 
The via del Nazareno is a street in 
Rome. The pact’s finer details were 
always kept secret but the result was 
that Berlusconi supported Renzi in 
parliamentary votes. But Berlusconi 
couldn’t countenance supporting Ren-
zi’s choice of Mattarella for President 
because he had challenged his increas-
ingly monopolistic commercial media 
interests in the past. Berlusconi told his 
Forza Italia group, Fi, to vote against 
Mattarella. He was also expecting his 
former deputy Angelino Alfano, who 
had formed the Ncd (New Centre 
Right), to follow his line. In the end 
the pull of Renzi was stronger and 
Alfano voted for Mattarella, as did 
several members of Berlusconi’s own 
party. 

Berlusconi managed to organise a 
neat piece of spying on his party’s vot-
ing performance. It is possible to see 
on camera the difference in the time 
taken by an abstainer to fold a blank 
voting paper, and compare it with the 
time taken to write in a name. In this 
way Silvio managed to organise a 
clear tally of those who had chosen not 
to follow his diktat and be whipped. 
After this cracks began to open up in 
Berlusconi’s territory of the right and 
he was seen to be humiliated.  

Renzi and Berlusconi’s Nazareno 
pact was mutually beneficial while 
it lasted. It gave  Renzi additional 
votes to push through unpopular 

legislation while Berlusconi was 
able to declare and feel that he was at 
the centre of power. Renzi’s shrewd 
choice of Mattarella was partly made 
to appease rebels in his party, at the 
same time as knowing that it would 
break the by now counter-productive 
Nazareno pact. Its end represented a 
second humiliation for Berlusconi. 
Then, Berlusconi had also to swallow 
his pride and congratulate the new 
President Mattarella.

But Berlusconi always works swiftly 
to put difficulties behind him and by 
the 7 February was wining, dining and 
working to rebuild alliances, particu-
larly with the Lega Nord’s Secretary, 
Matteo Salvini. The Lega Nord are 
seen as traditional allies. Berlusconi’s 
new mission of revenge was one of 
total opposition to Renzi and his re-
forms. Alessandro De Angelis in The 
Huffington Post described it as having 
the “objective of creating an inferno” 
to kill the Italicum electoral changes. 
He was going out to organise “ a war 
cabinet” against Renzi who he was ac-
cusing of being a bully and a dictator. 
One could smile at this sabre rattling, 
seeing it as a case of pots and kettles. 
But the truth of his description of 
Renzi is beginning to resonate just as 
strongly in Renzi’s own party, as well 
as wider. This is becoming much more 
than just a Berlusconian rant. 

On 11 February opposition to 
Renzi’s changes led to a scuffle in the 
Chamber of Deputies. The sitting of the 
Chamber of Deputies, the Camera, was 
suspended and three Deputies were 
also given suspensions. La Stampa 
called it “the brawl of the left”. It is 
easy to snigger at the disorder, but 
it is refreshing to see the contrast 
between their strong feelings and 
the UK parliament’s limp reactions 
and acquiescence. The Camera had 
had an all-night sitting. Deputies 
were increasingly being put under 
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