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Will This be the Last 
British Election?

Before the last General Election the editorial of this 
magazine was entitled ‘Choosing Between Liberals”. As 
far as England is concerned this is still a fair description. 
There are still three liberal parties in contention in England 
(plus a spoiler in the shape of UKIP, who are unlikely to 
make much of an impact in terms of representation in 
Parliament). 

However, this description is no longer true of Scotland, 
which has an alternative in the form of a nationalist party 
with hankerings for a  mild form of social democracy that 
even incorporates elements of the European social partner-
ship approach to politics and economic policy. Ireland was 
lost to the UK in the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries 
through misgovernment and neglect from Westminster. Most 
of Ireland overwhelmingly rejected Westminster parties 
and left the UK.

Although Scottish nationalists lost the referendum last 
year, party politics at Westminster ensured that they did not 
lose momentum. Indeed, if anything the Scots nationalists 
were energised by the campaign and their party, the SNP,  
turned itself into a mass political party, something not seen 
in the UK since the 1960s. Scottish Labour had fatally 
entwined itself with Toryism, long a toxic brand north of 
the border, by campaigning for the union in a negative way 
that made no concessions to the Scottish desire for a more 
social democratic approach to policy. They managed to 
appear as Tweedledee to the Tory Tweedledum and thus 
sealed their fate.

The Tories immediately took short term party political 
advantage  of  this  by  proposing  that  the referendum 
justified making Scottish MPs become second rate in terms 
of their powers at Westminster. Short term party politics 
trumped preservation of the union. In terms of their Atlan-
ticist and Imperialist aspirations the Tories may come to 
regret this, but British politics is all about securing short 
term party advantage, and on this issue no exception was to 
be allowed. Labour should have understood this beforehand 

and campaigned for union on party lines during the refer-
endum campaign, promising more social democracy and 
social partnership for Scotland if they were to stay within 
the union, which is what the Scots obviously want. The two 
factors Tory-twin Labour and the propect of disenfranchise-
ment at Westminster infuriated the Scots and ensured that 
independence continues to be a live issue.

The Labour Party has compounded its mistake during 
the referendum campaign by further strategic errors dur-
ing this general election campaign and has thus virtually 
assured victory for the SNP at the general election through 
their insulting approach to the Scottish electorate. The 
Labour line of ‘Vote SNP in Scotland and get the Tories at 
Westminster’ represents the Scottish electorate as ‘useful 
idiots’ of the Tories while at the same time not offering the 
Scots any of what they want. The sheer stupidity of this 
can be seen that a consequence of the fact that Labour has 
set its face against any form of social democratic or even 
Christian democratic programme in either England, Wales 
or Scotland is that a powerful social democratic party with 
the likely power to make or break governments will be 
elected to Westminster in May. If Labour will not offer the 
Scottish electorate what they so obviously want – some 
mild form of social democracy in Scotland, then they will 
be rejected with contempt by that electorate, and they will 
deserve to be.

We have already noted in previous issues how the La-
bour Party has set its face against moves towards social 
partnership approaches in some sections of the trade un-
ion movement, will not tackle the rent-seeking from the 
welfare budget by business and is incapable of improving 
VET and addressing youth unemployment and the low skill 
equilibrium economy. They are terrified of being accused 
of being ‘anti business’. They seem incapable of working 
with those sections of the trade union movement and those 
in the business world who would like to move away from 
the doldrums which the British economy finds itself in, 
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particularly with the neglect of  most of 
the British regions and unwillingness 
to incentivise moves towards a high 
skills equilibrium through rewarding 
firms that wish to invest in know-how 
and move up the value chain and by 
implication not bestowing undeserved 
favours on those that do not. It is 
thus unlikely that Labour will form a 
majority. They may have to deal with 
the SNP  in order to form a minority 
government. This will involve making 
concessions to the SNP. They would be 
better off stealing some of their clothes 
now rather than having to borrow them 
under duress after the election.

It is increasingly hard to see how 
the Scots are going to remain happy 
within the British state. In effect they 
are no longer represented within the 
two party system. This is based on divi-
sions of economic and social interest 
that apply throughout the country. The 
three parties now largely represent one 
interest, that of finance capital and a 
large proportion of the electorate are 
disenfranchised. The so-called centre 
ground of politics, beloved of pundits 
is located in a place that may suit the 
major parties, but does not suit the 
electorate. The response in England 
has been to support UKIP, which 
does not have a coherent programme, 
although it can sometimes talk sense 
on foreign policy questions. The Scots 
want much more than a programme 
of inchoate protest and because their 
response is more coherent, they are 
more likely to get some of what they 
want. Any move to launch an in-out EU 
referendum during the next parliament 

is likely to alienate them still further as 
it threatens increasing isolation from 
the European political currents which 
they would like to identify with.

It is hard to see how giving enhanced 
powers to the Scots, while at the same 
time continuing to exclude them from 
the Westminster system is going to do 
anything other than to give legs to a 
further referendum campaign within 
the span of the next five year parlia-
ment. When it does happen, the result 
is likely to be different from what it 
was last year. The chances of a Scot-
tish exit from the union are so high 
because it is highly unlikely that the 
Labour party will change from its cur-
rent stance of being Tory-lite, anti state 
and terrified of the press and business 
and financial community. Whether 
the various strands within the Labour 
and trade union movement such as 
Blue Labour and the leadership of the 
TUC will succeed in getting changes 
made to the current sterile approach 
of a tiny tweaking of the Blair-Brown 
consensus is hard to say, but at the time 
of writing the omens are not good.

As we did five years ago, we see 
little prospect of anything other than 
a choice between three liberal parties 
in England and Wales. The difference 
in five years time may well be that 
this is a choice confined to England 
and Wales. The Scots will have made 
their own political weather, moving in 
a direction that is more like the norm 
in much of northern Europe. If that 
happens Labour will only have itself 
to blame.

The next issue of Labour Affairs will 
be published around mid-May, to take 

account of the British General Election.

There is a new Labour Affairs website, 
at http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/  

Recent editorials and some older articles.  Also PDFs of 
old copies of both Labour Affairs and Problems magazine.
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Statement By Sir E. Grey On The 
Balkans (14 October 1915)

Mr Chaplin:
I understand that the Foreign 

Secretary desires to make some 
statement with reference to the 
Balkans?

The Secretary of State for Foreign 
Affairs (Sir Edward Grey):

With the leave of the House I shall 
make the statement which the Prime 
Minister promised a few days ago 
would be made this afternoon. I am, of 
course, going to make a statement not 
on the military but on the diplomatic 
side of the situation. I am aware that 
many criticisms have lately appeared 
in some quarters of the Press upon the 
conduct of diplomacy since the War, 
and especially with relation to the 
Balkans, but I do not propose to touch 
upon those in any way, not because I 
think there is nothing to be gained from 
considering criticism or because I think 
that no answer could be given, but, as 
the Prime Minister has suggested, it 
is a somewhat delicate time to have 
discussion, and I propose to confine 
myself to a bare statement and short 
resume of the general objects of our 
diplomatic policy in the Near East 
since the opening of the War, making 
as little comment on them as possible 
and confining myself to bare facts.

At the outset of the War, when 
Serbia was the only Balkan country 
engaged in it, we desired that the War 
should not spread in the Near East. We 
did not seek then to bring any other 
country into it, lest by bringing any 
one country on our side we should 
precipitate conflict with another, and 
unnecessarily and to no good purpose 
enlarge the area of the War. Therefore, 
in common with our Allies, on the 
outbreak of War we assured Turkey 
that if she would remain neutral, we, 
the Allies, would see that in the terms 
of peace Turkey and Turkish territory 
should not suffer. This situation, of 
course, was completely changed by the 
entry of Turkey into the War. For some 

time, indeed, Turkey resisted German 
pressure; but when Turkish ships were 
forced by German officers to fire upon 
Russian ports and shipping without 
notice or provocation, war, of course, 
ensued, and all obligations on the part 
of the Allies towards Turkey came to 
an end. That was the first change in 
the situation.

We—and when I say ‘we’ I mean 
the Allies—we and our Allies then 
concentrated on working for Balkan 
agreement. This could be secured only 
by the satisfaction of the reasonable 
hopes and aspirations of all the Balkan 
States, including Bulgaria. The mutual 
concessions necessary to secure such 
an agreement were things that required 
mutual consent, and we used all our 
influence to secure this consent to 
them. Unfortunately, owing to past 
circumstances, the feeling between 
Balkan States was one not of union, 
but of acute division, and the policy 
of encouraging division and embitter-
ing existing antipathies between them 
was infinitely easier than the policy of 
reconciling them and securing union. 
In my opinion, it is clear that nothing 
but a decided and preponderating ad-
vantage to the Allies in the course of 
the military events in Europe during 
the last few months would have ena-
bled us to make the policy of Balkan 
agreement prevail over the opposite 
policy of bringing about Balkan war. 
It is the latter policy that the Sover-
eigns and Governments of Germany, 
Austria-Hungary and Bulgaria—the 
Sovereigns and Governments—have 
succeeded in carrying into effect.

We were given to understand that 
in order to secure Balkan union 
there were certain concessions that 
Bulgaria would require, especially 
in Thrace and Macedonia. The Allies 
were ready to do all in their power to 
secure these things for Bulgaria; but 
to obtain the consent of Serbia and 
Greece to the necessary concessions, 
it was also essential preliminary that 
Bulgaria should take the side of the 

Allies against Turkey. In other words, 
if Bulgaria was to realise her hopes 
and aspirations, she must co-operate 
in the common cause in which were 
engaged the hopes and aspirations of 
other neighbouring States, who were 
to make concessions to her. I need 
not enter in detail what those hopes 
and aspirations on each side were; 
it will be enough to say that what 
we describe as reasonable hopes and 
aspirations were in the main founded 
upon an opportunity to people of the 
same race, the same sentiments, and 
the same religion, to join themselves to 
that State and under that Government 
which was most akin to them. 

We were given to understand, in 
the course of negotiations, that, ex-
cept as regards Thrace, the Central 
Powers—Germany and Austria-
Hungary—offered more to Bulgaria 
as the price of her neutrality than the 
Allies promised, or could in common 
fairness promise, to others on condi-
tion of Bulgaria’s joining with them. 
I have seen it stated lately that no 
secret treaty exists between Bulgaria 
and the Central Powers. I do not know 
whether it is intended to mean that no 
agreement, no promise, no condition 
exists between the Central Powers and 
Bulgaria. It is asking a little too much 
to ask us to believe that Bulgaria, who 
had had large promises from the Cen-
tral Powers for her neutrality, has been 
induced to enter into the War without 
any promises at all. 

These promises, whatever they 
are, must be given to her by the 
Central Powers at the expense of her 
neighbours, without, of course, any 
corresponding advantage to those 
neighbours. Throughout all this we 
have remained in the most friendly 
relations with Roumania, who has 
been entirely favourable to the policy 
of promoting agreement between 
her neighbours in the Balkans, and 
has throughout, according to our 
information, in all her dealings with 
them, shown a readiness to promote the 
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same policy we were pursuing, which 
was that of Balkan agreement, and not 
Balkan division. The Allies themselves, in 
constant discussion, have remained united 
in their diplomatic efforts.

I now come to the question of the 
moment—the critical question—that of 
the acute struggle in which Serbia is en-
gaged. Before the War we had no previous 
alliance or engagement with Serbia, but 
throughout the War we have naturally, in 
common with our Allies, given her all the 
assistance in our power as can Ally. The 
geographical position of Serbia and the 
use of our forces elsewhere has necessarily 
made that assistance limited, but all that 
could be given since the outbreak of War 
has been given freely and unconditionally 
by the Allies to Serbia. Last winter, it will 
be within the recollection of everybody, 
there was an acute crisis in the military 
position of Serbia. She had to evacuate 
Belgrade and retire on her own territory 
before superior forces. It was impossible 
for her then to receive any assistance by 
the despatch of troops from outside. The 
skill and courage with which she turned 
on her enemies and drove them out of her 
country is one of the most outstanding and 
remarkable things that has so far happened 
in the War.

Again, a crisis is upon Serbia, which 
she is meeting with the same splendid 
courage as before. But this time the entry 
of Bulgaria into the War against Serbia 
makes a great difference in the situation. 
The attack upon Serbia by Bulgaria raises 
the question of Treaty obligations between 
Greece and Serbia. For the attitude and 
intentions of the Greek Government at 
the moment, and the feeling of the Greek 
people, I can only refer to the speeches of 
Mons. Zaimis and Mons. Venizelos which 
have recently been published in the Press. 
But it must be obvious to everyone that 
the interest of Greece and Serbia is now 
one, and that in the long run they stand or 
fall together. It is through Greek territory 
alone that direct assistance can be given 
rapidly by the Allies to Serbia. Such help 
as was within their power to give at once 
the Allies desired to give to Greece and 
Serbia in this way, and they accordingly 
sent such French and British troops as were 
immediately available to Salonica. 

Greece had ordered mobilisation in 
consequence of the Bulgarian mobilisation. 
She made a formal protest when the first 
Allied troops arrived, but that the assistance 
given in this way is welcome is sufficiently 
proved by the circumstances of the landing, 
the reception of the troops, and the facilities 

for continuing disembarkation which has 
been given. Indeed, in view of the Treaty 
between Greece and Serbia, how could 
there be any other attitude on the part of 
Greece towards the assistance offered, 
through her, to Serbia to meet the attacks 
by Bulgaria? In the steps thus taken we 
have acted in close cooperation with 
France. The cooperation of Russian troops 
is promised as soon as they can be made 
available. The military measures which 
are best adapted to meet the requirements 
of the new situation in the Near East are 
the subject of continuous attention by the 
military authorities of the Allies, and will 
be taken in closest consultation with each 

SLEEPY HOLLOW

other. It is not in my province, and if it 
were it would not be expedient, to make 
any public disclosure of military plans. I 
will only say that they will, we believe, 
be based on principles of sound strategy. 
Serbia is fighting for her national existence. 
With her the struggle just now is intense 
and acute. But all of us are fighting the 
same issue for ourselves. As the struggle is 
one, so the issue is one in whatever theatre 
of war it is taking place. It is a fight for 
the right to live—not under the shadow of 
Prussian militarism, that will not observe 
the ordinary rules of humanity in war, nor 
in peace leave us free from menace and 
oppression.

the rough sleepers,
zero hour jobs,
the drug culture,
the under-class as yobs,
theme parks
peddling false history,
covering up their own
as a mystery,
the banking vultures,
the Primark-clad benefit-slums.
How we used to wind-up our mates,
a sort of rough love
without the hearts
and doves,
until the machinery starts.
The only sound of banter
now comes from under 
Asia’s sweat-shop hoods.
The hooter for five-O-clock
knock-off-time slumbers, 
steel shavings from the lathes
don’t roll in the draught
across the wood-block floor,
the ridging machines no longer
sings alto as it ploughs,
and where’s that canteen girl
we once adored.
Now it’s lights out,
lock-up time,
the tourist go,
the limp flag
no longer flows,
damp, bedraggled,
wrapped around the flagpole
curled,
in bold lettering it blags:
`Workshop-of-the-World.’

Wilson John Haire. 21st March, 2015 

There is an industrial museum
where making a wage
was possible,
well, used to be,
the machines are polished bright
but there’s no foreman to duck
in glee
as he’s about to hold a symposium 
when we take too long coming
back from a pee,
he knew he couldn’t do without
us
for up the road 
is another job
five minutes by bus.
We were the machinists,
they who for export
load,
the furnace men,
the precision toolmakers.
But have they heard of us
these worker-fakers
in their designer torn jeans.
No great belly of fire
makes the roof and walls
gleam,
the massive guillotines
has lost all desire
to cut to length
the steel beams, 
the great overhead crane
has lost its muscles,
it thirsts for electric
and creaks in vain.
This gigantic orchestra
no longer even hums,
could a Zarathustra 
have forecast
this disempowering,
the pound shop, the food
bank, the call-centre,
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

The laws that are passed 
or proposed by the Hollande 
government mainly serve to disturb 
and further divide the population.  
Recent proposals are examples 
of one of the government’s main 
preoccupations, which is to fight 
religion, especially Islam (and 
there the government hopes to be 
popular with anti-Moslem feeling 
in France), but also  Catholicism, 
since Catholics oppose same sex 
marriage, assisted procreation 
for same sex couples, surrogate 
motherhood, assisted suicide etc, 
all measures which are its bread 
and butter.

More anticlericalism
The law of 2004 forbidding pupils 

from wearing anything which shows 
they belong to a religion applied so 
far only to the public sector. Three 
years ago a new law was proposed 
for the private sector  which receives 
state subsidies, and it will be revived 
and discussed in May. It concerns 
young children being looked after in 
the private sector, and demands that 
individuals (child minders) or insti-
tutions (crèches, nurseries, but also 
holiday centres and scout groups) 
refrain from showing any sign of 
religion affiliation.

The Conference of French Bishops 
(for Catholics), the Conseil Supérieur 
du Culte Musulman (CFCM) (for 
Muslims), and the Federation of Scout 
Organisations all protested against this 
proposal.  The proposal is not clear, it 
seems to apply to infants, but it also 
mentions ‘ youth establishments open 
to minors’, which if taken at face value 
would include Catholic schools, which 
are ‘private’ but receive State subsidies 

in exchange for following the national 
curriculum and charge token fees.

Hollande made clear what he thinks 
of religion in his speech of 27th January, 
when he extolled France’s tolerance of 
opinions, “even” of religious ones, as 
if it required a special effort to tolerate 
religious opinions.

The government contains ministers 
who actively hate religion as such, or so 
it would appear from their behaviour; 
they indulge this pet hate under cover 
of popular feeling against Muslims, 
and with the support of the old left 
who think anti-clericalism is part of the 
good fight. All they succeed in doing is 
increasing divisions among the French, 
and making the situation of Muslims, 
and relationships between different 
citizens, ever more difficult.

Surveillance law
Newspapers and magazines, en-

couraged by the speech by Hollande 
mentioned above, published the names 
of sites deemed dangerous.  They 
even called for their readers to sug-
gest names of deviant sites (deviant 
meaning wrong thinking)! It turns out 
many of the sites whose names were 
published are simply pro-Russian, for 
example the site ‘histoire et société’ run 
by a Jewish communist who publishes 
articles about Russia  and Ukraine. 
The funny thing is that the magazine 
Marianne and the paper Libération, 
both supposedly left wing, published 
these lists, although  Libération got 
a strong negative reaction from its 
readers.

How did Hollande manage to per-
suade these so-called leftwingers to 
participate enthusiastically in these 
denunciations?  Easy. Here is the 
reasoning: the Holocaust started with 
conspiracy theories. So conspiracy 

theories lead to the genocide of Jews. 
So all websites which don’t convey the 
official truth risk causing the genocide 
of Jews. 

Hollande explained this, at the Shoah 
Memorial on January 27, 2015: 

“The third response [against anti-
semitism] is the realization that con-
spiracy theories are broadcast on the 
internet and on social media networks. 
And we must remember that it is words 
that have in the past prepared extermi-
nation. We need to act at the European 
level, and even internationally, so that 
a legal framework can be defined, and 
so that Internet platforms that manage 
social networks are held to account and 
that sanctions be imposed for failure 
to enforce” 

(La troisième réponse, c’est de 
prendre conscience que les thèses 
complotistes prennent leur diffusion 
par Internet et les réseaux sociaux. 
Or, nous devons nous souvenir que 
c’est d’abord par le verbe que s’est 
préparée l’extermination. Nous 
devons agir au niveau européen, et 
même international, pour qu’un cadre 
juridique puisse être défini, et que les 
plateformes Internet qui gèrent les 
réseaux sociaux soient mises devant 
leurs responsabilités, et que des sanc-
tions soient prononcées en cas de 
manquement.)

The second weapon was education; 
the Holocaust is taught three times dur-
ing a child’s schooling, the first time 
at the impressionable age of 10.

At the end of his speech, Hollande 
said:

[En France] “nul ne peut être in-
quiété pour ses opinions, même reli-
gieuses, et la libre communication des 
pensées et des opinions est un des droits 
les plus précieux de l’homme.”

[In France] “No one can be attacked 
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for his opinions, even (sic) 
religious opinions, and the free 
communication of ideas and 
opinions is one of the most 
precious of human rights.”   

It’s one of the most precious 
of human rights, but sometimes 
it has to be sacrificed. Hollande 
on 27 January called for a legal 
framework against internet com-
munications. The prime minister 
Valls then presented a new law 
to the Council of Ministers on 
19 March, a proposal that would 
commit all internet providers to 
keep data about individuals’ use 
of sites that fulfil certain criteria, 
to prevent jihadist type terrorist 
attacks and to identify potential 
terrorists. However, two other 
fields are included for surveillance 
in this same text: “prevention of 
collective violence” (demonstra-
tions? strikes?) and “defence of the 
interests of foreign policy” (criti-
cizing French foreign policy?). 
This would explain the inclusion 
of pro-Russian sites among those 
suggested for surveillance.  

The connection with the Holo-
caust is more tenuous here. Want-
ing to make an ally of Russia 
instead of an enemy is not going 
to increase anti-Semitism. On the 
other hand, it will displease the 
United States and its allies, and 
its allies include Israel. Is that the 
connection?

France used to protect its citizens 
against government intrusion. 

A government body oversee-
ing privacy does exist, to deal 
with intolerable use of private 
data, and it is very critical of this 
proposed law; as it happens, it 
will not be allowed to oversee 
this particular surveillance, and 
a new supervisory body will be 
created instead.

The Minister for the Interior, 
Bernard Cazeneuve, ordered 
internet service providers to block 
5 sites, suspected of links with 
terrorism; a 2014 law permits 
this to be done without a court 
order. Cazeneuve said: “I make 

a distinction between freedom of 
expression and the spread of messages 
that serve to glorify terrorism. These 
hate messages are a crime.”  Internet 
service providers were given 24 hours 
to comply. It seems as if pro-Russian 
sites might become criminal eventually, 
if the Valls law is adopted and taken 
literally.

Local elections
Last year at this time voters elected 

mayors and municipal councils. It was 
the first time that an equal number of 
men and women candidates was ob-
ligatory. To stand for local election you 
have to present a list of people who will 
form the municipal Council if elected; 
the Municipal Council will vote for the 
Mayor, usually the first person named on 
the list.  Electors vote for a list, headed 
by a personality representing a party or 
coalition of parties. From 2014 all lists 
have to include 50% women; indeed you 
have to list men and women’s names 
alternately, one man, one woman etc.

In a municipal council, there are 
important and unimportant posts. The 
mayor is most often a man, and the 
important posts, finance in particular, 
occupied by men. Martine Aubry is by 
all accounts a very good mayor of Lille; 
fewer than 14 % of the 36,769 mayors in 
France are women. This year elections 
to the ‘regional councils’ are taking 
place; the regional council runs the 
‘département’, of which there are 98 in 
mainland France.  Here again, the rule 
applies: one man, one woman figure 
alternately on the lists. From less than 
20% of women councilors, we will have 
50%.  This does not mean that women 
have suddenly acquired a desire to be 
involved in practical politics.  

Forcing people to stand for election 
when they don’t want to seems a pe-
culiar thing to do.

Results
Elections are interesting for people 

if the result makes a difference. The 
National Front is guaranteed to make 
headlines, because of its aura of 
nastiness. For the municipal elections it 
made headlines, but achieved very little. 
9754 Mayors were elected (as head of 
lists, not personally) in towns of over 
1000 inhabitants. Judging from media 
coverage, the National Front should 
have won hundreds of seats. In fact, 
the National Front ended up with 12 

Mayors. In the European elections the National 
Front scored 25% of votes.

This year, the score is similar to the European 
elections in the first round of regional elections, 
which is new. The party had only one regional 
councillor up to now; it stands to gain perhaps a 
hundred, since it is present in the second round 
in half of places (they are contesting about 1000 
seats); Nicolas Sarkozy, the head of the UMP, the 
main right wing party, is not calling for an agree-
ment when the three main parties are present as 
possible candidates for the second round, even if 
it would ensure the defeat of the National Front. 
When the UMP still stands in places where the 
socialists might win, the vote will be divided and 
the National Front can win.

The National Front is useful as a device to 
keep people interested in politics. The political 
class runs the risk of being overtaken by this 
new force which it had sought to utilize for its 
own purposes.

JIHAD’S OTHER GOD

At boarding school he was a quiet boy,
shy,
showing no sign of violence,
bullied,
he didn’t ask the reason why,
taking all in silence.
At Eton
he excelled,
though,
at the Wall Game
he was beaten
and in relationships he never
gelled.
Then at Oxford,
philosophy, politics, economics.
(though he wished he had studied
bionics
to teach him something
about mainstream politics
and its histrionics)
Later he sent troops abroad
to lands that never did him 
any harm,
they killed
with the aid of his god,
sometimes too much
to his populace’s alarm.
But blame it on his background,
his father’s money
hounded
to a Panamanian investment fund
to save his assets from being everyone’s
little honey bunny,
especially Her Majesty’s Inspector of
Taxes,
while he himself preached against
tax evasion
by the big business
axis.

Wilson John Haire. 6th March, 2015
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ARE ITALIANS DIFFERENT?
Silvio Berlusconi was acquitted of all 

the charges relating to the Ruby case at 
the start of March. The charges involved 
corruption in judicial acts, i.e. bribing 
witnesses and also paying for sex with a 
woman under 18 years of age. Ruby was 
17 years and 10 months old at the time, 
or as Berlusconi’s lawyer said, she had 
said “she was twenty-four and from her 
physique that was plausible” (Corriere 
della sera, 15.03.15). The penalties, if 
the case had not been dismissed, would 
have been seven years in jail and a ban 
on public office for life.

Berlusconi has been tried in court around 
30 times for varying offences in the last 
25 years but the case previous to Ruby, for 
tax fraud, was the first to result in a con-
viction.  It is said, particularly by Marcus 
Travaglio, Il Fatto Quotidiano’s  Director, 
that Berlusconi entered politics to protect 
his own business interests. Certainly the 
way that his administration introduced 
mechanisms to time out possible legal 
cases through statutes of limitations have 
allowed him to squeeze his way out of a 
significant number of legal difficulties.

The tax case resulted (after a partial 
amnesty) and taking his age into consid-
eration, in only a period of community 
service, which has now been completed. 
He spent one day a week in a residential 
centre for people suffering from dementia. 
The problem that remains is the ban on 
taking up legislative office. This would 
be a problem for any leader of a political 
party but it is a challenging obstacle for 
a man who will be 79 in September. For 
Berlusconi this irritating block, or left wing 
plot, is there to be defeated, if necessary 
all the way to the European Court. This is 
ongoing. As his pact of cooperation with 
Premier Renzi is over,  he now poses a 
significant threat to government stability, 
whether in or outside parliament.

An anti-corruption law brought in by 
Mario Monti’s technocrat government is 
relevant to this. Known by the name of 
the Minister of Justice, Paola Severino, 
The Severino Law stipulated that anyone 
given a sentence of more than two years 
would be barred from public office. The 
law and subsequent modifications actually 
facilitated Berlusconi’s acquittal from the 
Ruby case. Marcus Travaglio wrote a long, 
widely reported article throwing his hands 

Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

up in Italian disbelief at Berlusconi’s legal 
team’s ability to get the dismissal. “Acquit-
tal with a trick” - a dodge. Obviously, he 
said, Silvio should be lighting a candle 
to Saint Paula Severino. This hit many 
headlines and the comparison is shrewd 
and has caused a measure of amusement. 
The Catholic Herald writes this about the 
Ancient Roman Santa Paola: “the more 
she cast herself down, the more she was 
lifted up by Christ”. She actually had an 
odd life. Once rich, she left her family to 
become a severe ascetic, giving her money 
away with “reckless abandon”. 

Meanwhile, the Berlusconi camp re-
joiced at the Ruby judgement. The news 
services reported a noisy flashmob waving 
celebratory blue flags. Marcello Fiori, the 
coordinator of Club Forza Silvio, Berlus-
coni’s supporters club, (who sell rock star-
like mementoes and tee shirts), said that 
“Today is a great day for democracy (and) 
for justice.” Berlusconi himself declared 
that this was “finally the truth” and that the 
process had not only damaged himself but 
all Italians. He often blames the judiciary 
for trying to destabilise and wreck him at 
times when the political left are too inef-
fective to do that themselves.

Archbishop Bagnasco of Genova agreed 
with Travaglio. While the law had con-
cluded the legal case, the point that was 
brushed aside by Berlusconi, but had not 
escaped him, was that there had been no 
discussion of the morality, or the lack of 
morals unveiled by the case. And this is 
where Italian and British perceptions of 
Berlusconi are usually different. Professor 
Franco Coppi, Berlusconi’s lawyer, has 
no comment to make on the nature of the 
dinners at Arcore (Berlusconi’s residence). 
Were they elegant dinners or orgies?, the 
British press would ask with fascination. 
Franco Coppi said ” It was the prosecution 
who claimed the evenings weren’t elegant 
dinners. That was the starting point and by 
then it didn’t make much sense to discuss 
how uninhibited the young ladies were.” 
He goes on to say that Berlusconi will sort 
things like that out in the confessional. 
(Corriere della sera: 15 03 14)

Many Italians not only like but admire 
Berlusconi, while the British press gener-
ally portray him as a buffoon. Italians have 
respect for people who fight to win, who 
are cheeky and take chances.  In contrast, 
Northern Europeans inhabit a culture 

underpinned by Protestantism which has 
a moral sense that is black and white, right 
or wrong and is unforgiving. The Italian 
culture is based more on the redemptive 
Catholic Church which allows matters to 
continue by forgiving and absolving sins 
and sinners. 

My simplistic summary lies inside ex-
planations of the Italian mentality given in 
John Hooper’s recent book The Italians. 
He discusses the terms furbo and fesso. 
To be furbo is to be a Berlusconi: smart, 
cunning, crafty, sly. He says that while it 
shouldn’t be seen as a blanket national 
characteristic, it is something that Italians 
have a complicit approval of. The oppo-
site: fesso, translates as idiot, simpleton, 
but Hooper cautions about equating this 
with a lack of intelligence. He quotes the 
journalist and wit Giuseppe Prezzolini 
explaining that you are fesso “if you pay 
the full price rail ticket...tell the taxman 
your real income...” “The fessi have 
principals, whereas the furbi only have 
aims.” Hooper calls the clever and grey 
Mario Monti an arch-fesso and sees this as 
a solidly Northern European trait.

The Guardian of 25 March ran an ar-
ticle about the appeal of Nigel Farage. It 
summed this up by quoting a supporter, 
who said of Farage: “He’s a snake, ruthless, 
but that’s why I’d vote for him. The rest 
are trying to be nice and he doesn’t care 
if he’s popular or what people think.” Are 
we starting to admire Berlusconi-esque 
figures? Is Farage a furbo? Have we been 
infected by too much vino and pasta?

FASCISTS AND ANTI-FASCISTS
 

They walk in groups 
Like sheep,
They talk in groups 
Like monkeys, 
They eat in groups 
Like seagulls, 
They kill in groups 
Like wolves. They dream alone.

We still clutch that tenuous warm 
connecting thread 

By which we dream in groups,
Like men.

Jamie Dixon
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Money and Power.
“If inequality was really about 

education, we would expect to see 
income growth sorted by education 
level: wages declining for workers 
who never made it past high school but 
rising for those who finished college. 
But that’s not the pattern [in the USA]. 
Rather, wages have stagnated for col-
lege graduates, too. What separates the 
members of the 99th percentile from 
their friends in the 91st percentile isn’t 
a college education.

“’All the big gains are going to a 
tiny group of individuals holding 
strategic positions in corporate suites 
or astride the crossroads of finance,’ 
writes Krugman. ‘Rising inequality 
isn’t about who has the knowledge; 
it’s about who has the power.’

“But there’s a reason Washington 
prefers talking about education than 
power. If the answer to inequality is 
simply more education, than that’s 
relatively easy: most everyone agrees, 
conceptually at least, that a better 
education system would be better. 
But if the answer to inequality is 
redistributing economic power, well, 
that’s more controversial — particu-
larly among those who currently hold 
the power.”1

Market forces are all about power, 
not usefulness.  Education is useful 
for acquiring power, but not the main 
factor.  So it gets less attention than 
it merits, even though it is one of the 
biggest generators of real wealth, and 
also social peace.  For almost any so-
ciety, most of the violence and crime 
comes from the less educated.

Finance has a limited role as a gen-
erator of real wealth.  But it’s a great 
way for a few smart insiders to grow 
fat at the expense of the rest of soci-
ety.  Of course it gets talked up as the 
vital core of the society.  The media 
are dominated by conglomerates, who 
often borrow a lot of money from banks 

for their take-overs.  They don’t bite 
the hand that feeds them.

In the USA, the silly refusal to have 
limits on campaign funding mean that 
politicians depend heavily on the rich. 
The people doing nicely out of huge 
banks that do a lot of gambling and then 
get bailed out when things go wrong. 
(This is what Quantitative Easing 
means - one of many ‘Feed the Rich’ 
policies popular since the 1980s.)

All of this meant that it was unthink-
able for the state to keep control of 
banks that had run up huge debts by 
speculations that had made individual 
traders and managers very rich.  The 
state was used to stop them collaps-
ing and nurse them back to health, in 
defiance of “Free Market” ideology.  
But once healthy they were returned 
to the private sector, for much the 
same to happen again.  And while the 
notion of breaking up banks that were 
‘too big to fail’ was floated, it didn’t 
actually happen.

More widely, this is the backwash of 
1960s attitudes. The view that if you 
let everyone do what they like, all will 
be well.  The view that the state should 
do as little as possible and mostly leave 
people alone.  This worked for sex, 
but dubiously for drugs and not at all 
for economics.

Wealth Creation, as distinct from 
commercial profit, mostly comes from 
those who do not exercise power.  
They just need a stable configuration 
of authority, but the people in charge 
easily abuse their authority.  This might 
seem an argument against state power, 
and would be if the dream of restoring 
individual small property had ever 
been realised.  But the reality is that 
business elites are much more remote 
and unaccountable than even the worst 
politicians.  The prosperity of the 
nation is not their responsibility, and 
they had fed and nurtured a chorus of 
praise-singing economists who assert 

that for business people to look after 
their own interests works best.

People are being very slow on the 
uptake.  Britain seems undecided 
between the Tories and a very mild 
brand of Labour, neither New Labour 
nor Old Labour but best called Vaguely 
Labour.  And the USA may well vote 
in a Republican President and certainly 
has not lost enthusiasm for the people 
who restored the deficit that Clinton 
had briefly cured.

Just What Is Liberalism?
Is this inequality the result of liberal-

ism?  People have a mistaken notion 
that liberalism and liberty are almost 
the same.  In fact the two English 
words have a separate history, though 
with some overlaps.  Liberty goes 
back to the 14th century.  According 
to the Oxford English Dictionary, the 
original meanings were:

“1.a  Exemption or release 
from captivity, bondage, or slavery.

“2.a  Exemption or freedom 
from arbitrary, despotic, or autocratic 
rule or control.”2

But can also mean a privileged 
position:

“7.a  A privilege or exceptional 
right granted to a subject by the sov-
ereign power.”

Liberty and liberalism both derive 
from the Latin for “free” – but in the 
Roman Empire and the Roman Re-
public before it, to be free was a social 
position not enjoyed by everyone, and 
with various levels of privilege above 
those who were free but not well-born 
or rich.  This original meaning is also 
closer to what Liberalism mostly is 
in practice.  Moderation in all things, 
including social justice.

Liberals are often guilty of neglect-
ing the liberty of others.  Or of giv-
ing undue weight to the interests of 
people like themselves, when types 
of liberty clash.  It can mean the idea 
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that Superior Persons should be free 
to do what they want.  It is assumed 
that this is broadly positive and seldom 
dangerous.  The welfare of Lesser 
Persons is seen as not so important 
and definitely should not be allowed 
to interfere with the grand freedoms 
of Superior Persons.

This is most clearly seen in the career 
of South Carolina politician John C. 
Calhoun.  Most of his policies and 
beliefs would make him a clear part 
of early 19th century liberalism.  But 
he was also the first major US politi-
cian to say that negro slavery was an 
excellent thing that should continue 
for ever.  Of course liberal hero John 
Locke was a major investor in the 
Atlantic slave trade.  But the USA’s 
‘Founding Fathers’ mostly viewed it 
as an embarrassment that should end 
eventually.  Calhoun overturned this, 
so that by 1860 most of the US South 
preferred a war to the possibility that 
slavery might be limited to states 
where it already existed.  (The South’s 
choices are detailed later on in these 
Newsnotes.)

An aberration within liberalism?  
Looking again at the Oxford English 
Dictionary, the term ‘liberal’ has a 
complex history:

“1 Originally, the distinctive 
epithet of those ‘arts’ or ‘sciences’… 
that were considered ‘worthy of a free 
man’; opposed to servile or mechani-
cal. In later use, of condition, pursuits, 
occupations: Pertaining to or suitable 
to persons of superior social station; 
‘becoming a gentleman’. Now rare, 
exc. of education, culture, etc.”3

Later meanings include:
2.a Free in bestowing; bountiful, 

generous, open-hearted.
3.a  Free from restraint; free in 

speech or action. In 16–17th c. often in 
a bad sense: Unrestrained by prudence 
or decorum, licentious.

4.a Free from narrow prejudice; 
open-minded, candid.

5 Of political opinions: Favour-
able to constitutional changes and le-
gal or administrative reforms tending 
in the direction of freedom or democ-
racy. Hence used as the designation 
of the party holding such opinions, in 
England or other states; opposed to 

Conservative. 
It was only in early 19th century Brit-

ain that it became the party-political 
name by a loose alliance of Whigs and 
Radicals.  It never was clear what it 
meant: power came first and various 
people tried to attach principles to it.

People mostly think they know what 
freedom means, but include assump-
tions that they don’t notice.  Thus for 
Anglos, it is taken for granted that 
freedom did not include the right to 
drive an automobile without passing a 
test or displaying number plates.  Nor 
does it include the right to drive on the 
right in Great Britain or on the left in 
the USA.  Jaywalking is frowned upon 
but entirely legal in Great Britain: 
technically illegal in most of the USA 
but not often penalised in practice.  
Freedom to smoke cigarettes largely 
vanished during the 20th century in the 
Anglosphere, while a right to freely 
engage in homosexuality emerged in 
much the same era.)

Not being a liberal, I see it differ-
ent.  Functional Freedom – what you 
can actually do – is not the same as 
freedom from state regulations.  For 
the ordinary person, regulations that 
restrain the rich, the aggressive or 
the violent give a lot more functional 
freedom.

Which does not mean that I ignore 
the achievements of liberalism.  It 
removed a lot of the violence and in-
equality that had been inherited from 
mediaeval Europe, and were mostly 
defended by conservatives prior to 
reform, though not afterwards.  Lib-
eralism also recognises that limits on 
power do protect, as well as hinder 
radical reforms.  That was the problem 
with Leninism: it removed the safe-
guards in the belief they were no longer 
needed now that ‘the people’ ruled.  
But it turned out that removing private 
ownership does not end selfishness 
or the abuse of power.  The common 
response on the left has been foolish, 
trying to distance the original notion 
from the Stalin Era, which was actually 
the era of most solid Leninist achieve-
ment.  It’s been half-arsed, falling into 
the Valley of Ineffective Radicalism 
that lies between serious reform within 
a system and a successful revolution 

that consolidates itself by organised 
violence.  (A successful revolution 
also needs to make priorities, giving 
up grander schemes in order to se-
cure some positive achievements and 
maybe make something more radical 
possible later on.)

Lee Kwan Yew 
– a Cold War Winner
I’d been planning to say something 

about Lee Kwan Yew when I heard he 
was near to death.  But the trash that 
Western news sources started talking 
since his death persuaded me to say 
more.  They noted the successes but 
complained loudly about the treatment 
of oppositionists and the Western me-
dia.  They seemed to see this as much 
more important than lifting ordinary 
people out of poverty.4  Or that his 
policies worked as a method of mass-
producing Western values among 
people not familiar with them, whereas 
their alternatives fail hopelessly.

Lee Kwan Yew was the most notable 
of various East Asian autocrats who 
were pro-Western and made the main 
contribution to winning the Cold War.  
It was one of the Four Tiger Econo-
mies that revived the reputation of 
capitalism, even though they deviated 
strongly from capitalism as defined by 
the New Right.  In a regional context, 
Communism in Malaya, Singapore and 
Indonesia was once a formidable force 
and could easily have won power in the 
1960s.  Malaya expanded to become 
Malaysia and was rather more auto-
cratic than Singapore: they expelled 
Singapore because there was a serious 
possibility that Lee Kwan Yew’s party 
could have become dominant had it 
remained part of Malaysia.  And in 
Indonesia, the Western interest was 
upheld by a military dictatorship that 
slaughtered large numbers of Indone-
sian Communists.

I wasn’t hugely surprised that the 
Western media either knew nothing 
of this or chose to say nothing. That 
they engage in small-minded bitching 
about Lee with the conflict safely won.  
And fail to recognise the damage they 
have done even to their own cause by 
imposing a free-flowing mutli-party 
system on places that are not coherent 
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nation-states and have no notion of a 
Government and Opposition politely 
taking turns to govern.  Most states 
in East Asia and Southeast Asia have 
a single governing party that always 
wins the elections.  There was chaos 
in Thailand when the “wrong peo-
ple” won: for strongly pro-Western 
Thailand, a significant US ally in the 
Vietnam War, the West chose to be 
very tolerant when normal democracy 
was undermined and finally abolished 
with a military coup.  

Taiwan was briefly held up as a 
shining example after the opposition 
party won the Presidential Election 
in 2000 and 2004.  Less is said about 
him being jailed for corruption after 
the Kuomintang won back the Presi-
dency in 2008.  Likewise in Japan, 
the Liberal-Democrats have been the 
dominant party since 1945, apart from 
2009 when the Democratic Party of 
Japan won a sweeping victory.  Fol-
lowed by a sweeping defeat in 2012, 
after they failed to fix anything, with 
the Liberal-Democrats once again the 
dominant party.  Only in South Korea 
has something like a normal multi-
party system been established.

In the case of Singapore, the country 
is small and vulnerable, and has also 
done much better economically than 
its neighbours Malaysia and Indone-
sia.  A high degree of social discipline 
has been part of the process and is 
intimately connected with its success.  
Malaysia and Indonesia have been 
traditionalist, mostly allowing people 
to live much as they please so long as 
they don’t challenge authority, though 
Indonesia was extremely brutal in East 
Timor and West Papua.  Singapore 
has shown much more concern for its 
citizens’ welfare and also felt much 
more need to regulate them.  The two 
are connected.

Understanding the process is helped 
by being aware of late arrival of democ-
racy in Britain itself.  Representative 
Government for Britain was sort-of 
established in 1688, after half a century 
of Civil War which had showed that 
no one faction could govern alone.  It 
involved continued brutal suppres-
sion of the Catholic Irish, who did 
not accept or fit into the new liberal 

system.  It was also helped by having 
a monarch to impose coherence and 
to stop a populist movement emerg-
ing, but was almost overthrown by a 
small army of Highlanders in 1745.  
Its economic prosperity depended  
heavily on sugar grown by slaves 
in the West Indies, where they were 
generally worked to death because it 
was cheaper to buy fresh slaves than 
to treat them decently.  The rather 
less brutal system of slavery in the 
southern colonies of British America 
also contributed, as did mass plunder 
of the Indian Subcontinent.

In the 1760s, the British system 
seemed to have settled down, with 
George 3rd as a monarch wholly at 
home in Britain and able to play Whig 
against Tory to get the government he 
wanted.  This same system provoked 
the American War of Independence by 
its small-minded refusal to give the 
North American colonies seats in the 
House of Commons, which was their 
initial demand.  It was also heavily 
disrupted by John Wilkes’ populist 
movement in the 1770s, which howev-
er self-destructed after Wilkes helped 
suppress the populist but sectarian and 
anti-Catholic Gordon Riots.  It was 
maintained by extreme authoritarian-
ism during the years of the French 
Revolution and Napoleonic Empire, 
which upheld principles much closer 
to modern democracy than any British 
government of the time.  Britain didn’t 
reform a blatantly unfair system of 
elections until 1832, and only allowed 
the richest seventh of British males to 
vote for MPs.  It didn’t extend the vote 
to a majority of adult males until the 
1880s.  And only included women in 
1918, and only from the age of 30 as 
against 21 for men.

That’s the real history, but Britons 
tend to be unaware of it.  They demand 
a smooth fast transition to multi-party 
democracy.  The total failure of the 
Arab Spring has taught them nothing.  
They continuously complain about 
events and never learn from them.  
Which is in a way reassuring: we can 
safely discount the fears expressed 
by writers on the ‘Information 
Clearing House’5 that the USA aims 
at some global dictatorship.  The 

Anglosphere’s rulers are committed 
to systems that have the outward 
appearance of tolerant democracy, 
assuming that they can subvert them 
in various ways to serve Anglo ruling 
class interests.  They don’t seem to 
understand the process clearly enough 
to realise that these methods won’t 
work in societies with a completely 
different history.  (And would also 
probably have failed if applied in their 
own history rather than actual brutal 
methods that they deplore when they 
venture to admit them.)

Singapore has succeeded by ignoring 
unwanted New Right advice.  “’We 
were called a nanny state,’ Mr Lee 
once told the BBC. ‘But the result is 
that we are today better behaved and we 
live in a more agreeable place than 30 
years ago.’”6  The electorate tended to 
agree, repeatedly re-electing his party 
with overwhelming majorities.

As for Singapore’s future, it has 
elections due in November 2015, 
shortly before the 50th anniversary of 
the state.  Currently Lee Kwan Yew’s 
son seems secure as Prime Minister, 
having smoothly succeeded the man 
who succeeded his father.  But in 
Chinese politics, the significance of 
Elders is often very large, and tends 
to lapse with their deaths.  (Remember 
how Mao’s authority ceased to count 
for much among the ruling elite once 
he was dead.)  I’d wondered before if 
the Singapore system would unravel: 
I still wonder.  Currently the main op-
position is the left-wing Workers Party, 
who want and would probably create 
just a rather more left-wing version of 
the same thing. But all sorts of other 
developments might now become 
possible.  No doubt the Western media 
would once again express shock and 
amazement if functional mutli-party 
democracy were to open up the ethnic 
divides that Lee Kwan Yew success-
fully kept smooth.  They never do 
seem to learn.

The Nemtsov Murder
The West said a lot about the 

shocking killing of Boris Nemtsov.  But 
kept referring to him as ‘an opposition 
leader’, as if he were a major force.  He 
was once.  But well before his death, 
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he had become ‘a man with a great 
future behind him’.

For most Russians, Boris Nemtsov 
was part of the discredited Yeltsin 
years.  At the time of his murder he was 
one of three co-leaders of an alliance 
with no national representatives and 
very few representatives among nearly 
4000 members of various regional 
parliaments.  No less than five oppo-
sition parties in Russia have greater 
support among Russians, though only 
three of those passed the 5% threshold 
for national representation at the last 
election.

Nemtsov rose to prominence under 
Yeltsin.  And like other liberals, fell 
into insignificance as far as internal 
Russian politics were concerned, as an 
overwhelming majority realised what a 
complete botch it had been.  At one time 
he was a possible heir to Yeltsin.  But 
he was one of those held responsible 
for the 1998 collapse of the Russian 
stock market, which effectively ended 
his prospects.  Since then, his career 
had been one of continuous decline.  

In August 1999, Nemtsov was one of 
the co-founders of the Union of Rightist 
Forces, a new liberal-democratic coali-
tion which received nearly 6 million 
votes, or 8.6%, in the parliamentary 
elections in December 1999.  In the 
elections of 2003, it fell below the 5% 
threshold for national representation.  
And then fragmented, with Nemtsov 
leading one fragment and none of them 
counting for much.  

The most recent (2011) elections 
gave Putin’s supporters a clear ma-
jority, 238 seats out of 450.  The 
opposition parties are the Russian 
Communists (92 seats), a centre-left 
group called ‘A Just Russia’ (64) and 
the semi-fascist Liberal Democrats 
(56).  The remnants of pro-Western 
opinion were mainly represented by 
Yabloko, with 3.43% of the votes 
and no seats at a national level.  They 
do have 12 seats among nearly 4000 
from the various regional parliaments, 
which makes them the giant among 
the surviving pro-Western element.  
They were helped by having criticised 
what actually happened under Yeltsin 
at the time it was happening, though 
it’s moot if they could have done any 

better on the basis of their shared pro-
Western beliefs.

The Union of Rightist Forces had 
split by 2011.  One fragment that had 
united with similar people as Right 
Cause got 0.6% of the national vote 
and 2 seats in regional parliaments.  
Another fragment, the People’s Free-
dom Party, had Nemtsov as one of 
four leaders of an alliance, but was 
disqualified for having dead people 
and under-age children among its sup-
posed members.7  At the time of his 
death there had been another shuffle 
and he was part of another alliance 
called the Republican Party of Rus-
sia – People’s Freedom Party.  He was 
one of three co-chairs.  The party had 
no national representatives and just a 
handful of seats in the various regional 
parliaments.  

As an opposition force, Nemtsov’s 
people would have been struggling 
for 6th place against their former col-
leagues in Right Cause.  5th place in 
opposition in 2011 belonged to a small 
group of left-wing nationalists called 
Patriots of Russia, who got 0.97% of 
the national vote and 33 seats in the 
various regional parliaments.

Lions don’t kill mice. Putin had no 
reason to worry about Nemtsov, one 
of many rival leaders among Rus-
sia’s discredited mix of pro-Western 
liberals.  His death does however suit 
anyone who wants to widen the gap 
between Putin and the West.  Which is a 
lot of people, many with contradictory 
interests, but not including Putin.

It’s also possible that a relative of 
someone killed fighting against the 
Kiev forces in Ukraine took personally 
Nemtsov ringing support for Western 
policies and his habit of blaming Putin 
for everything.

Land of the Free?
The USA claims the right to med-

dle in everyone else’s politics on the 
grounds of its glorious record of up-
holding liberty.

It’s not actually so glorious, just made 
to seem so.  For instance, how many 
people would give the right answer if 
asked “who was US President when 
seven slave-owning states formed the 
Confederate States of America?

The correct answer is James 
Buchanan.  Abraham Lincoln was 
elected in November 1860, but only 
took office in March 1861.  South 
Carolina seceded on 20th December.  
Six other Deep South states followed, 
and they assembled and formed 
the Confederacy in February 1861.  
Lincoln as President did nothing 
decisive until Confederate forces fired 
on Fort Sumter.  He then called for a 
volunteer army, which caused Virginia 
and three other slave-owning states to 
join the Confederacy, plus a split in 
authority in Missouri and Kentucky.

Lincoln had stated that he had no 
intention of trying to end slavery in 
those US states that were part of the 
Union.  He also did not think this 
was possible without a Constitutional 
Amendment, which would not at the 
time have been remotely feasible.  He 
was even willing to accept a Consti-
tutional Amendment (now known as 
the Corwin Amendment) which said:

“No amendment shall be made to the 
Constitution which will authorize or 
give to Congress the power to abolish 
or interfere, within any State, with the 
domestic institutions thereof, including 
that of persons held to labor or service 
by the laws of said State.”8

This actually passed Congress and 
Lincoln signed it off.  It then needed 
ratification by a sufficient number of 
US states, which never happened.  Just 
three ratified it, one with questionable 
procedures.  But only in 1864 was it 
formally withdrawn. 

Had the Deep South been more 
sensible, this rather than the abolition 
of slavery would have been the Thir-
teenth Amendment.  It even seemed 
to close the door to further Constitu-
tional Amendments to abolish slavery: 
current legal opinion is divided as to 
whether it would be constitutional to 
do this, and it would ultimately have 
been for the Supreme Court to decide.  
Regardless of that, it would have been 
a tremendous boost to ‘State Rights’, 
had that been the issue.

What it would not have prevented 
was Lincoln’s stated intention to ban 
slavery in the Territories, parts of 
the US not yet admitted as states in 
the Union.  He intended to stop the 
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westward march of slavery,  which had 
proceeded smoothly up until then.  It 
was this that was unacceptable.

The other issues were the victory 
for anti-slavery forces in newly settled 
Kansas and the refusal by Congress 
to let southern California become a 
separate state called ‘Colorado’, which 
would probably have had a pro-slavery 
majority.  (The name ‘Colorado’ was 
later applied to a completely different 
state.)  And tariffs were also an issue, 
but tariffs could easily have been op-
posed within the Constitution and in 
Congress.

A threat to secede over tariffs or 
over state rights would probably have 
blocked any relevant legislation.  Se-
cession, unless slavery was allowed 
to continue to expand westwards, 
was offensive enough to the North 
to cause a war.  Of course there were 
many Northerners who were ready to 
let slavery expand westward in order 
to save the union, notably Lincoln’s 
long-term rival Stephen A. Douglas.  
Douglas however felt obliged to sup-
port the suppression of secession, as 
did many others who had been happy 
to co-exist with slavery in the South.

What could have saved the Union, 
short of a war?  The Southern idea 
was something called the Crittenden 
Compromise,9 which would have 
formalised the Missouri Compromise, 
allowing slavery in territories south 
of a specified line.  It would have 
also strengthened the Fugitive Slave 
Laws.  Slavery would have continued 
to march westwards, and perhaps the 
efforts to split California and create a 
slave-owning ‘Colorado’ would have 
succeeded.

The actual war led to Lincoln’s 
Emancipation Proclamation at the start 
of 1863, in which he declared slavery 
abolished in the states that had seceded.  
There were still slave states within 
the Union, and he accepted that he 
could not touch slavery there without 
a Constitutional Amendment, which 
was only ratified after his death.  This 
was followed by the 14th Amendment, 
which confirmed that blacks were 
citizens, and the 15th that prevented 
them from being disqualified from 
voting on racial grounds.  This last was 

quickly subverted in the South, with 
blacks being prevented from voting 
until the 1960s, when it had become an 
embarrassment to the USA’s claims to 
be the global upholder of freedom.

China Stays Robust
The intellectual dominance of the 

New Right was established by the 
mess the mainstream left made of the 
opportunities of the 1970s.  It is now 
being undermined by the rise of China, 
which moved from strong collectiv-
ism to its own version of the highly 
successful system of Mixed Economy 
that had been introduced after 1945 
by the West and by non-Communist 
East Asia.

The end of China’s remarkable rise 
has been repeatedly predicted by West-
ern experts.  It may be that they are now 
giving up.  Certainly The Economist 
seems to have done so:

“China’s economy is not as robust as 
it was. The property market is plagued 
by excess supply. Rising debt is a bur-
den. Earlier this month the government 
said that it was aiming for growth of 
7% this year, which would be its low-
est for more than two decades—data 
this week suggest even this might be 
a struggle… Despite this, China will 
continue to have three formidable 
advantages in manufacturing that will 
benefit the economy as a whole.

“First, it is clinging on to low-cost 
manufacturing, even as it goes upmar-
ket to exploit higher-value activities. 
Its share of global clothing exports has 
actually risen, from 42.6% in 2011 to 
43.1% in 2013. It is also making more 
of the things that go into its goods. The 
World Bank has found that the share 
of imported components in China’s 
total exports has fallen from a peak of 
60% in the mid-1990s to around 35% 
today. This is partly because China 
boasts clusters of efficient suppliers 
that others will struggle to replicate. 
It has excellent, and improving, infra-
structure: it plans to build ten airports 
a year until 2020… And its firms are 
using automation to raise productiv-
ity, offsetting some of the effect of 
higher wages—the idea behind the 
government’s new ‘Made in China 
2025’ strategy.

“China’s second strength is Factory 
Asia itself. As wages rise, some low-
cost activity is indeed leaving the 
country. Much of this is passing to large 
low-income populations in South-East 
Asia. This process has a dark side. Last 
year an NGO found that almost 30% 
of workers in Malaysia’s electronics 
industry were forced labour... But as 
Samsung, Microsoft, Toyota and other 
multinational firms trim production in 
China and turn instead to places such 
as Myanmar and the Philippines, they 
reinforce a regional supply chain with 
China at the centre.

“The third advantage is that China 
is increasingly a linchpin of demand. 
As the spending and sophistication of 
Chinese consumers grows, Factory 
Asia is grabbing a bigger share of 
higher-margin marketing and customer 
service. At the same time, Chinese 
demand is strengthening Asian supply 
chains all the more. When it comes to 
the Chinese market, local contractors 
have the edge over distant rivals.”10

The USA is still fighting a global 
crusade for unclear ends.  But the 
embarrassing failure of reconstructed’ 
Iraq and the dismal failure of the Arab 
Spring dent its credibility.  Some allies 
are now moving to a more middling 
position:

“Support for a Chinese-led develop-
ment bank is growing despite US op-
position, with Australia indicating that 
it could join the UK and New Zealand 
as a founding member. 

“Analysts predicted that others 
would follow Britain’s surprise deci-
sion to put its weight behind the new 
$50bn institution, despite the US mak-
ing its irritation clear in an unusual 
public rebuke. 

“’Now the US’s closest ally has 
been emboldened to do this, there’s 
very little reason for others not to, 
because the rubicon has been crossed. 
If you’re looking at South Korea and 
Australia, it’s a bit of a no-brainer,’ 
said Stephen Spratt, a research fellow 
at the UK-based Institute of Develop-
ment Studies .

“The Asia Infrastructure Investment 
Bank (AIIB), which is designed to pro-
vide funds to the Asia-Pacific region, is 
viewed with suspicion in Washington, 
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where it is seen as a rival to the World Bank 
and a possible instrument of Chinese soft 
power in the region.”11

This strengthens the probability that 
the change in the global balance will be 
broadly peaceful, which I always thought 
likely. China is not looking for control 
outside of what it sees as its proper borders. 
Border disputes are much too small for 
anyone to consider a war over.  Similar 
disputes in the wider world tend to linger 
on without war and without resolution, or 
occasionally get fixed when both sides get 
tired of the dispute.

It rather depends on what the USA does. 
Right now, it is ruining itself in the Arab 
World. If the USA were to stop claiming a 
right to run other people’s lives, the world 
could easily achieve relative peace.  

Note that remarkably few nations in the 
20th century have profited after waging 
war outside of what they claimed as their 
proper borders. It wasn’t true for previous 
centuries, but perhaps the balance of cost 
and benefit has tipped.

Accursed Lepers and Mitochondria
It is now legal in Britain to help couples 

have healthy babies when the mother has 
a defect in tiny but vital parts of the cell 
known as mitochondria.

“Mitochondria are the tiny compart-
ments inside nearly every cell of the body 
that convert food into useable energy. 

“But genetic defects in the mitochondria 
mean the body has insufficient energy 
to keep the heart beating or the brain 
functioning.

“The structures are passed down only 
from the mother and have their own DNA, 
although it does not alter traits including 
appearance or personality. 

“The technique, developed in New-
castle, uses a modified version of IVF 
to combine the healthy mitochondria of 
a donor woman with DNA of the two 
parents.”12

Alarmist talk of ‘three-person babies’ 
almost stopped it.  If someone nowadays 
said that lepers must have deserved their 
fate, they would be treated as obnoxious 
and insane.  Likewise if they said that lep-
rosy, heart failure or cancer were part of the 
‘natural order’ and should not be interfered 
with.  Similar views keep re-surfacing with 
each new medical advance.

Mitochondria actually have very little 
to do with human characteristics.  They 
supply power, nothing more.  Humans 
have read the entire human genome, but 
are still very far from understanding what 
it means, in part because genes code for 

cells and the human organism is defined 
by subtle interactions of these cells.  The 
process is ultimately under genetic control, 
but it’s mostly not clear how.  We know 
only that particular genes may cause ill-
nesses or defects when certain dangerous 
mutations occur in them.

There is of course a legitimate fear of 
‘designer babies’.  But humans are a very 
long way from the knowledge that would 
let them redesign a whole organism, even 
if this should be thought desirable.  In 
animals, plants and bacteria, individual 
genes have been inserted to allow some 
natural product to be produced where it 
was never previously made.  For humans, 
all that has so far been done has been 
fixing errors.

Snippets
Money can’t buy you truth.  It can buy 

you a favourable opinion.  This has been 
done in many areas, including the creation 
of a dubious ‘Nobel Prize for Economics’ 
by a Swedish bank.  But worse things were 
done and are still being done on the key 
matters of both tobacco safety and climate 
change.  A recent interview with the author 
of an informative book gives details:

“JB: In your book Merchants of Doubt, 
you show that many of the people who 
attacked the science of smoking also 
attacked climate change. What was mo-
tivating them?

“NO: Normal scientists don’t move to 
totally different, unrelated issues. You have 
one area of expertise. No one could be an 
oncologist and a climate scientist at same 
time. So that was the key that this wasn’t 
a scientific debate. 

“Most people assume this is just a story 
about people being corrupted by industry 
shills. The book Merchants of Doubt is 
the origin story, about where this all came 
from in the first place. We wanted to know 
why someone like prize-winning scientist 
Frederick Seitz would risk his scientific 
reputation to work for both the tobacco 
and energy industries and distort science. 
That’s where the ideological piece came 
in. We started reading their letters, what 
they had written. We found this free-market 
ideology, this idea that any government 
intervention is a slippery slope down to 
socialism. It came down to Cold War work, 
Cold War beliefs, that the Soviet Union is 
an evil empire and therefore people have 
to be vigilant and on guard.

“JB: Politically, what do tobacco and 
climate change have in common that would 
motivate these esteemed researchers to 
mess with the science? 

“NO: They are both places where you 
have a problem created by a product, and 
that product is legal. It’s not illegal to sell 
or use the product, yet we’ve discovered 
it has created this gigantic problem. It’s 
market failure: the market created a 
problem it then has not remedied. This is 
a legitimate place for government inter-
vention — carbon tax, emissions trading 
systems, various options one can draw 
on — but all require the government to 
do something. In the US, even though 
the Cold War is over, these guys tap into 
this anti-government strand in American 
culture and politics: the government that 
governs best governs least. The reason 
this gained so much traction in the 1980s 
is because President Ronald Reagan had 
come to power on this platform.”13

Business people get used to thinking 
that one opinion is as good as another 
and you go for the one that suits you.  In 
law, the opinion of the highest court with 
real power is the functional truth, even 
though people try to claim some higher 
‘objective law’.  In science, there really 
is an objective truth and you had better 
get used to it.

***
When the British rulers of the Indian sub-

continent tried to round off their domain, 
they found themselves bumping up against 
Himalayan kingdoms that were loosely 
tied to China, sometimes directly and 
sometimes via the Regional Government 
in Lhasa.  The exact border never really 
was sorted out.  The Simla Accord of 1914 
would have given British India an area the 
Chinese call South Tibet, and which is now 
the Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh.  But 
though China’s representatives accepted 
it in return for Britain accepting Outer 
Tibet as an autonomous region of China, 
the Central Government felt too much had 
been conceded it and repudiated it.  A Brit-
ish annexation of Outer Tibet (the Lhasa 
valley and surrounding plateau) seemed 
a serious possibility and may only have 
been prevented by the Great War.  Later on 
the British authorities pushed into ‘South 
Tibet’ and made it part of Assam, as the 
North-East Frontier Tracts.  Newly inde-
pendent India continued this, constituting 
it as the North-East Frontier Agency.

Separately from this, an uninhabited 
desert called the Aksai Chin was claimed 
as part of British-ruled Kashmir.  Kashmir 
was later split between India and Pakistan 
– India has never allowed the inhabitants 
to decide their own future, in part because 
India’s first Prime Minister Jawaharlal 
Nehru came from the highest-ranking cast 
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among Kashmir’s Hindu minority.  The Aksai Chin was next 
to the part of Kashmir held by India and was shown on British 
and Indian maps as part of India,.  India ignored it until they 
learned from Chinese sources that China had built a road across 
it, which they then chose to view as an invasion.  Nehru reacted 
by getting confrontational on the northern border of what was 
then the North-East Frontier Agency, now Arunachal Pradesh.  
In 1962 China reacted, pushing Indian troops out of the entire 
territory, and then withdrawing again.  Presumably they found 
that the people there saw themselves as part of India and were 
best left alone.

The rational solution is for India to drop its claim to the Aksai 
Chin, which is utterly useless to it, in return for most or perhaps 
all of the other disputed territories.  China would probably accept 
this, but up to now India has been demanding everything.

Just possibly this is now changing.  The BBC reports “India and 
China have opened their first talks about their disputed common 
border since Prime Minister Narendra Modi came to power.”14  
Maybe Mr Modi, as the dominant force in Hindu nationalism, 
could dare to make the settlement that Nehru’s heirs never did.

***
Following the Yemeni version of the much-praised Arab Spring, 

the place has disintegrated into tribal and sectarian blocks.  It 
began in 2011, when the existing President was forced out.  His 
replacement has failed to hold things together:

“In Yemen there is little history of sectarian strife. The two 
main sects, Shia Zaidi and Sunni Shafi, have traditionally been 
seen as moderate with minimal differences.

“But this changed when the Houthis, followers of an obscure 
Shia tradition who are accused of serving Iranian interests in 
Yemen, stormed the capital, Sana’a, in September, forcing 
President Abd-Rabbu Mansour Hadi to flee to the southern port 
city of Aden.

“Their advance had a galvanising effect in the country’s Sunni-
dominated south, where al-Qaida is particularly strong and the 
jihadis of Islamic State are just starting to secure a toehold. A 
volley of suicide bombs has shaken the capital, most recently 
on Friday, when more than 142 people were killed in a series of 
coordinated attacks on mosques during Friday prayers.”15

States ruling populations just entering the modern world al-
most always need a period of authoritarian government before 
anything else can develop.  But none of the Western “experts” 
seem able to realise this.

***
George Monbiot recently wrote a good article about Britain’s 

system of ‘Cashless Corruption’.
“No senior figure has been held criminally liable or has even been 

disqualified for the practices that helped to trigger the financial 
crisis, partly because the laws that should have restrained them 
were slashed by successive governments. A former minister in 
this government ran HSBC while it engaged in systematic tax 
evasion, money laundering for drugs gangs and the provision of 
services to Saudi and Bangladeshi banks linked to the financing 
of terrorists. Instead of prosecuting the bank, the head of the UK’s 
tax office went to work for it when he retired.”16

Ambitious young people must soon realise that various benefits 
will flow to those who play along with the system.  It is not often 
as crude as actual cash.  Mostly it starts by being a ‘suitable person’ 
for promotion to the better-paid jobs.  Later there are various legal 
methods, including book deals and well-paid consultancies and 
lecture tours.  It’s an excellent way of buying up MPs, among 
others.  That’s why we have since the 1980s had governments 

that manage successfully to run the state for the benefit of the 
rich rather than for those who vote them into power.

***
Ukraine has gone quiet recently, after another failure by the 

Kiev Government to impose itself on the east, areas that voted 
solidly for the President ousted by rioters including Ukrainian 
Fascists in February 2014.  But Kiev probably intends to arm 
further and try again:

“Speaking to the Luhansk Information Center on Sunday, 
Deynego responded to the president’s remarks by noting that 
indeed a so-called ‘point of no return’ on reintegration has ‘not 
been reached.’ Moreover, ‘provided that there is a concrete and 
prompt fulfilment of a complex series of measures, Ukraine has 
a chance to renew itself, to cleanse itself of fascist minions and 
pro-fascist politicians and to return to the democratic path of 
development. Only in this case can we talk about reunification, 
reintegration…into a united, truly popular, democratic state of 
all those territories which, until recently, considered themselves 
part of Ukraine.’”17

Soviet Ukraine was a bundle of similar but distinct identities, 
some pro-Russian and some hostile to Russia.  Only modera-
tion could have kept it together.  Sadly, the West has given it 
the worst possible advice.  It will probably become yet another 
frozen dispute.
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Love is the only force capable of transforming an enemy into 
friend.                                     Martin Luther King, Jr.

Let us never forget that government is ourselves and not an 
alien power over us. The ultimate rulers of our democracy 
are not a President and senators and congressmen and 
government officials, but the voters of this country.   

Franklin D. Roosevelt
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Ukraine: Perfidious Albion Sends 
“Military Advisors And Trainers”

On 25 February, Labour’s Kevan 
Jones asked Secretary of State Michael 
Fallon if he will make a statement on 
the deployment of UK personnel to 
train Ukrainian forces. The follow-
ing is his statement with responses 
from some of the many Members 
who participated. They show, with 
the odd exception, the belligerence 
of Labour. 

The Secretary of State for Defence 
(Michael Fallon):

The Government’s position from the 
outset has been that we deplore Rus-
sian aggression in Ukraine. We do not 
believe that there is a military solution. 
There needs to be a diplomatic solu-
tion, which can be enabled through 
sanctions, pressure and the economic 
weight of Europe and America. Obvi-
ously, however, as the Prime Minister 
has said, where we can help a friend 
with non-lethal equipment, we should 
do so. The second Minsk agreement 
of 12 February provided a framework 
for stabilising the situation in eastern 
Ukraine. We want it to succeed and 
we urge all sides to take the necessary 
steps to implement it. 

In light of continued Russian-backed 
aggression in eastern Europe, the UK 
is committed to providing additional 
non-lethal support to the Ukrainian 
Government to help their forces deal 
with the pressures they are facing. 
As the Prime minister confirmed in 
Parliament yesterday, we are pro-
viding additional non-lethal support 
by sending advisory and short-term 
training teams. This support, provided 
at the request of the Ukrainian Gov-
ernment, will help their armed forces 
develop and maintain the capacity and 
resilience they need, and help reduce 
fatalities and casualties. Support to 
the Ukrainian armed forces is not 

new; we have been providing it for 
some time. This includes support on 
anti-corruption, on defence reform 
and on strategic communications and 
procurement. Over the last year, we 
have also provided personal protective 
equipment, winter fuel, medical kits 
and winter clothing for the Ukrainian 
armed forces.

As part of the wider Government 
effort to support Ukraine and ensure 
a robust international response to Rus-
sia’s aggression, UK personnel will 
now provide to the Ukrainian armed 
forces medical, logistics, infantry, and 
intelligence capacity-building training 
from mid-March. Most of the advisory 
and training support will take place in 
Ukraine, but well away from the areas 
affected by the conflict in the east of 
the country. The number of service 
personnel involved will be around 75. 
In respect of medical support, we will 
provide combat life-support training 
through a “train the trainer package” 
to multiply the numbers trained. The 
logistics team will identify and help 
improve deficiencies within Ukraine’s 
logistics distribution system. The 
infantry training package will focus 
on protective measures to improve 
survivability, and the intelligence 
capacity building team will provide 
tactical-level analysis training.

We are considering further requests 
from the Ukrainian Government for 
support and assistance, and we will 
work closely with key allies through 
the Ukraine-US-UK-Canada joint 
commission. In the meantime, Rus-
sia must abide by its commitments 
in Minsk. That means the separatists 
withdraw their heavy weapons, stop-
ping continued separatist attacks so 
that an effective ceasefire can hold, 
and allowing effective monitoring to 
take place.

Kevan Jones (Lab.):

Let me begin by apologising to the 
Secretary of State and the House on 
behalf of my hon. Friend the Member 
for Gedling (Vernon Croaker). As the 
Secretary of State knows, my hon. 
Friend is currently making a sched-
uled visit to our armed forces who 
are involved in Operation TOSCA. 
Members on both sides of the House 
are rightly concerned about the seri-
ous and ongoing situation in eastern 
Ukraine, and about the question of an 
immediate ceasefire. Labour Members 
have made it clear that the international 
community must be ready to increase 
diplomatic pressure on the Kremlin 
should Russia fail to implement the 
ceasefire and change course. We sup-
port these non-lethal steps to improve 
the capacity of the Ukraine armed 
forces, but the public will want not only 
to know what strategic rationale lies 
behind the announcement, but to ask 
questions about the operation itself.

If this deployment is to succeed, it 
must form part of a broader NATO 
strategy. How does the Secretary 
of State’s announcement fit into the 
broader NATO strategy on Ukraine, 
and what discussions has he had with 
our NATO partners about the deploy-
ment? What is the overall strategic 
objective of the deployment, and how 
long has it been in the planning? How 
does it fit into the wider ongoing diplo-
matic efforts to bring about a peaceful 
resolution to the current crisis? 

Let me now ask some specific 
questions about the operation itself. 
What force protection arrangements 
will there be for the UK service 
personnel who are involved in this 
operation, and how long does he 
expect the deployment to continue? 
What will be the legal status of the UK 
forces while they are in Ukraine? As I 
have said, we support these non-lethal 
steps to reinforce the Ukrainian forces’ 
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logistical, medical and intelligence 
capabilities. We also pay tribute to, 
and recognise the professionalism of, 
those of our armed forces who will 
take part in this vital operation. 

Michael Fallon:
I am grateful to the hon. Gentleman 

for what he has said. Let me make 
it clear from the outset that Ukraine 
has the right to defend herself, and to 
defend her sovereign territory. The 
hon. Gentleman asked what was our 
strategic objective. It is to help Ukraine 
in that task: to help it to build up the 
capacity and resilience of the armed 
forces, and above all, when we can, to 
help to reduce the number of fatalities 
and causalities that are occurring. The 
hon. Gentleman asked about NATO. 
This is not a NATO deployment; 
it follows a decision by the United 
Kingdom Government. Obviously 
we consult our allies very closely---I 
hope to do that in Washington very 
shortly---and NATO has set up a cou-
ple of trust funds, to which we have 
contributed, as part of its partnership 
with Ukraine. Nevertheless, this is 
not a NATO operation. A number of 
our allies are considering providing 
non-lethal assistance, and the United 
States is already doing so. 

As for how the deployment fits in 
with other efforts, it accompanies 
our continuing diplomatic efforts. I 
should emphasise that this country has 
been at the forefront of the efforts to 
impose sanctions on Russia. I should 
also emphasise that it is leading the 
efforts to ensure that those sanctions 
are renewed, and to make Moscow 
understand that unless its aggression 
ceases, it will face further sanctions 
and additional international isolation. 
The hon. Gentleman asked about force 
protection. The training will be carried 
out either around Kiev itself or in the 
west of the country, an area that we 
know well and where exercises and 
training takes place. Obviously, how-
ever, we will continue to assess what 
force protection is required for each 
specific mission. The hon. Gentleman 
asked about the status of our trainers. I 
want to make it very clear that we are 
providing this training capacity at the 
request of the Ukrainian Government. 

Each of these things has been asked 
for by Ukraine; we care answering 
Ukraine’s call. 

Sir Edward Leigh (Con.):
The trouble with sending advisors 

is that, as the Americans found in 
Vietnam, and as many other nations 
have found since, mission creep even-
tually results in the sending of combat 
troops. Given that Ukraine is an area 
the size of France, where whole Ger-
man armies of tens of thousands of 
men were enveloped and destroyed 
in the second world war, is there not a 
real danger of that? We must rule out 
sending ground troops, and we should 
concentrate our efforts on promoting 
peace, self-determination in the east 
within Ukraine’s borders, and solving 
what the Foreign Secretary described 
as a “sink of corruption” in Kiev. We 
should send advisors to help sort out 
corruption, not wage war. 

Michael Fallon:
We already provide advice and sup-

port on how to tackle corruption inside 
the Ukrainian Government. We have 
done so over the past few months and, 
indeed, I think even before then. As for 
mission creep, may I make it absolutely 
clear that we are not deploying combat 
troops to Ukraine, and we will not 
do so? We are providing non-lethal 
assistance that has been requested by 
the Ukrainian Government to enhance 
the capability of their armed forces 
and to attempt to reduce the number 
of fatalities and casualties that they 
have suffered.

John Woodcock (Lab/Co-op):
Of course everyone wants a diplo-

matic solution to the crisis, but are the 
Government not at risk of showing 
naivety in the face of a calculating 
thug in President Putin? Every time 
that the hon. Gentleman stands at the 
Despatch Box and rules out a military 
solution from the UK and its allies he 
makes such a military catastrophe more 
likely by emboldening Putin.

Michael Fallon:
I do not accept that. W have to make 

it clear to Russia that it has to cease 
its aggression and its encouragement 
of the separatists in eastern Ukraine. 
The best way to do that, as we are al-
ready doing, is through sanctions and 

political pressure on Russia. Equally, it 
would not be right to refuse the call that 
we have received from Kiev---from the 
Ukrainian Government---to help with 
some of the basic training, support, and 
equipment that they need. 

Sir Gerald Howarth (Con.):
The whole House will recognise 

that there is a risk here, but does my 
right hon. Friend agree that it is in our 
interests to check President Putin’s ag-
gression? Does he also agree that it is 
entirely consistent with our obligations 
under the 1994 Budapest agreement, 
signed by Boris Yeltsin, John Major 
and Bill Clinton? 

Michael Fallon:
I agree with my right hon. Friend, 

who has experience of serving in the 
Ministry of Defence. He is right about 
the aggression that Putin has shown. 
We need to stand up to that, but there 
are a number of routes to that. They 
are political and diplomatic: we do 
not think there is a military solution 
to the conflict. However, where we 
have been asked to help, we should 
do so. We are a friend of Ukraine, 
and we should come to the help of a 
friend in need. 

Angus Robertson (SNP):
Like the Defence Secretary, I abhor 

the Russian aggression in eastern 
Ukraine, and I support the EU sanc-
tions approach. Has he had the oppor-
tunity to review the Ukrainian media? 
The Kyev Post writes: “The United 
Kingdom stunned officials across 
Europe with a unilateral announce-
ment that it would send 75 troops to 
Ukraine...EU officials in Brussels first 
learned of the decision when contacted 
by the Kyev Post for comment, and 
were unable to provide one.” Why do 
our allies seem so badly informed, and 
why did the Government not come to 
the House and make a proactive state-
ment to Parliament? 

Michael Fallon:
On the latter point, I announced in 

Defence questions on Monday that 
we were preparing such a package, 
and the Prime Minister gave details of 
the package to the Liaison Committee 
yesterday. One thing we cannot be 
accused of is not keeping Parliament 
informed: we are keeping Parliament 
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informed. As for consultation with 
allies, of course we talk to them. I meet 
my fellow Defence Ministers in NATO 
all the time, and I shall meet another 
one later this afternoon I saw High 
Representative Federica Mogherini 
yesterday. This is a decision for the 
UK Government, this is not a NATO 
deployment. It is a decision by the UK 
Government to respond to a request 
from the Ukrainian Government.

Dr Liam Fox (Con.):
I welcome the Government’s ini-

tiative, particularly if it is alongside 
our allies in the United States. The 
Ukrainians need the ability to defend 
their homeland against a much more 
powerful aggressor and they require 
equipment such as unmanned aerial 
vehicles for reconnaissance and target-
ing. They require anti-tank capability 
and encrypted communications. Is 
not the argument that we cannot give 
defensive equipment to a country un-
der threat because it might provoke a 
further reaction from Russia simply a 
bully’s charter that is already discred-
ited by history? 

Michael Fallon:
I agree with my predecessor but one 

as Secretary of State. We are supplying 
defensive equipment. It might not be 
lethal, but it does help the Ukrainian 
armed forces better defend themselves. 
As I said in my initial statement, in ad-
dition to the secondment of 75 trainers 
we are considering a further request 
from the Ukrainian Government for ad-
ditional equipment and support. That 
is non-lethal, but we reserve the right 
ultimately to keep it under review.

Madeleine Moon (Lab.):
The Secretary of State said that the 75 

trainers would “mostly” be in Ukraine. 
Where else will they be operating 
from? If any Ukrainians are coming 
to the UK for training, can we have an 
absolute assurance for the citizens of 
the UK that we will not face another 
incident such as those in Bassingbourn, 
where we were training Libyans and 
members of the Cambridge community 
were assaulted? Can we have an as-
surance about how many are coming 
to the UK and where else they will 
be trained? 

Michael Fallon:

It is slightly unfortunate that the hon. 
Lady has compared the general purpose 
force we were attempting to train---a 
very raw force of recruits from Libya--
-with the Ukrainian armed forces. She 
asked me a straightforward and quite 
reasonable question about where else 
the training might be. There will be, 
and has already been, some training in 
the UK, but there can also be training 
in countries alongside Ukraine. We are 
looking at where the training can best 
be provided, but it is likely that most 
of it will be provided in Ukraine, in 
the Kiev area or elsewhere in the west 
of Ukraine, areas that are very familiar 
to the British military as we have been 
on exercise there in the past.

James Gray (Con.):
It is of course very important that 

there should be non-lethal support and 
training, but in a parallel situation in 
north-east Iraq, where we are training 
the Peshmerga in Kurdistan, we have 
discovered that the Americans and 
other EU allies are training on the 
front line and they find that much more 
effective than the kind of training we 
have been providing about 100 miles 
behind the front line. Is there not an 
argument that, although that support 
is non-lethal, we might find a way to 
move the troops forward so that they 
can advise the Ukrainians where they 
are doing the fighting? 

Michael Fallon:
I do not think it is right for other 

countries to get involved in the conflict 
in eastern Ukraine. On the contrary, 
Russia should now be withdrawing its 
heavy weapons from eastern Ukraine 
and be putting pressure on the sepa-
ratists to lay down their arms. On the 
location of the training, we are not 
putting combat troops anywhere near 
the front line. The training we have 
been providing to the Peshmerga in 
northern Iraq has, as my hon. Friend 
says, been well away from the front 
line. We have trained more than 1,000 
Peshmerga as well as supplying them 
with machine guns and ammunition. 

Derek Twigg (Lab.):
We know for a fact that the Russians 

are supplying lethal weapons to the 
rebels. NATO’s response has been 
pretty woeful, but may I ask a specific 

question about what the Secretary of 
State said? I am sure that he mentioned 
that he was considering what else can 
be done about further requests, so will 
he enlighten the House on what more 
might be being considered to be put 
in place in the future? 

Michael Fallon:
We have had a series of requests from 

the Ukrainian Government, including 
lists of equipments of all kinds. I do not 
want to give too many details, but we 
are looking at these shortfalls in their 
capacity and at what further training 
we might be able to provide in addi-
tion to the infantry training, logistics 
and medical and intelligence capacity-
building training I described.

Sir Nick Harvey (LD):
I welcome the Secretary of State’s 

announcement. These are proportion-
ate and sensibly judged measures for 
us to take. We are good at this sort of 
thing and as we have been asked to 
help it is only right that we should do 
so. Let us not exaggerate the scale of 
what we are doing, however. The idea 
that 75 trainers will lead to creep into 
a mission in an area the size of France 
is clearly far fetched, but we should be 
willing to respond to anything more of 
a similar kind and we should do so on 
a pan-governmental basis to help the 
Ukrainian Government build up their 
capacity more widely.

Michael Fallon:
I am particularly grateful to my hon. 

Friend, another former Minister in 
the Ministry of Defence. He has got 
it exactly right. We should respond 
to requests. Ukraine is our friend, it 
is in need and we should respond to 
requests, whether they are for equip-
ment or additional training. I want to 
assure the House that that is exactly 
what we will continue to do. 

Dennis Skinner (Lab.):
Is the Secretary of State aware that 

mission creep knows no boundaries? 
That has happened so many times, as 
evidenced by the point made much 
earlier by one of his hon. Friends. In 
Vietnam, it started with only a little 
request. On Libya, not so long ago 
in this House I asked about mission 
creep and did not get a satisfactory 
answer. I never could and now I know 
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the result: ISIL roaming over large 
areas of Libya. That is what mission 
creep did. As sure as night follows 
day, Ukraine will now realise that the 
United Kingdom is a participant in a 
battle and will ask for more. What is 
he going to do then?

Michael Fallon:
It is rather odd to describe the opera-

tions in Libya as mission creep. This 
was a mission to get rid of Gaddafi 
and to help the Libyan people get rid 
of a brutal dictator; a dictator I believe 
the former Labour Government cosied 
up to---

Dennis Skinner:
No, Mrs Thatcher did to get more 

oil during the pit strike---
Mr Speaker:
Order.
Michael Fallon:
It was a mission to help the Libyan 

people get rid of a dictator and give 
them the chance of choosing a better 
future. Obviously, we would want to 
see the situation in Libya improve. This 
is a closely defined training mission. 
We think it is right to respond to the 
call for help. If the hon. Gentleman is 
suggesting that we should shun such 
a call, I cannot agree with him. 

Comment. Throughout his state-
ment Michael Fallon insisted that the 
UK’s “non-lethal support” to Ukraine 
is a response to a direct request from 
the Ukrainian Government. We have 
only his word for this, of course, but 
as he also said that the UK is right to 
help a friend (since 1992) it is perti-
nent to ask, as some Members did, 
how far is the UK prepared to go? 
Fallon also said that other countries 
were considering support, but the only 
one to provide it, before the UK, was 
the United States. And where the US 
goes, the UK follows. His response 
to James Gray’s suggestion that the 
training of Ukrainian troops should be 
at the front line was puzzling, to say 
the least. “I do not think it is right for 
other countries to get involved in the 
conflict in eastern Ukraine”, he said. 
Sending military personnel trainers 
to Ukraine and supplying equipment, 
albeit “non-lethal,” is getting involved. 
For Fallon to believe otherwise is mind 
boggling.

His sneering accusation that the 
last Labour Government cosied up to 
Gaddafi is true if he believes that as 
Prime Minister Tony Blair spoke solely 
for the Labour party. We don’t know 
how Blair’s cabinet colleagues felt 
about his embracement of Gaddafi, but 
Dennis Skinner was spot on to remind 
Fallon that Thatcher had no qualms 
about accepting Libyan oil. And Cam-
eron is not averse to supping with some 
disreputable political leaders. For 
example, his Government continues 
to sell arms to oppressive regimes in 
the middle east and elsewhere. One 
can hear the sound of glass houses and 
stones here. But Fallon need have no 
worries about lack of support for his 
attitude to Putin and Russia. Reading 
the comments of some Labour Mem-
bers, one can almost smell the whiff 
of gunpowder.

A further statement by the Secretary 
of State for Defence on 6 March set 
out in some detail the support pack-
age referred to in the 25 February 
statement.

Secretary of State for Defence 
(Michael Fallon):

I have today laid before Parliament 
a Ministry of Defence Departmental 
Minute describing a gifting package 
which the UK intends to make to the 
Government of Ukraine. 

Russia’s illegal annexation of Cri-
mea and its destabilising activities 
in eastern Ukraine, including direct 
military support to the separatists, 
have demonstrated its disregard for 
international law. The latest ceasefire 
agreement, reached in Minsk on 12 
February and which came into force 
on 15 February, has seen a reduction in 
violence in the conflict zone. We very 
much hope it will help end the conflict. 
However, fighting has not ceased in 
some areas and there continues to be 
fatalities and casualties among the 
Ukrainian armed forces. 

This Government are committed to 
supporting Ukraine’s sovereignty, in-
dependence and territorial integrity. As 
a result of their prolonged engagement 
in this conflict, the Ukrainians face a 
shortage of basic equipment, and have 
requested help. Our proposed gift of 
non-lethal equipment is designed to 

prevent further Ukrainian fatalities 
and causalities and to help improve 
situational awareness on the ground. 

The Departmental Minute, which 
I have today laid before Parliament, 
describes a gifting package to the 
Ukrainian armed forces that will 
comprise five priority items that are 
needed which will provide immediate 
benefits. These items are individual 
first aid kits, global positioning sys-
tems (GPS) units, helmet-mounted 
monocular night vision goggles 
(MNVGs), ruggedised laptops, and 
Mk6 helmets. Subject to completion 
of the Departmental Minute process, 
delivery is expected to be undertaken 
over the coming weeks. The total cost 
of this proposed package of equipment 
is approximately £850,000, including 
transportation and contingency costs. 
This gifting package is being provided 
alongside other training activities, 
which are being delivered by UK 
military personnel to the Ukrainian 
armed forces.

Comment. Fallon insists that his 
primary objective is to prevent further 
fatalities and casualties arising from 
the conflict. However, it appears that 
his only concern is for fatalities and 
casualties on the Ukrainian side. His 
package may help to achieve a reduc-
tion there, but it could increase those 
on the separatists side. Given UK sup-
port to the Ukrainian armed forces his 
condemnation of Russian support to 
the separatists is rank hypocrisy. And 
his wish for a halt to the conflict is pure 
moonshine. UK military support will 
simply prolong it.

Eurostar Sale: 
Another Derailment
The Coalition is having a final frenzy 

of selling state assets before the election 
on 7 May. The latest  sale, announced  
on 4 March by Chief Secretary to the 
Treasury Danny Alexander, (forecast 
to lose his seat to the SNP), is of the 
Government’s interest in Eurostar. 

The Chief Secretary to the Treasury 
(Danny Alexander):

I am pleased to inform the House 
that the Government have agreed the 
sale of their entire interest in Eurostar 
International Ltd (“Eurostar”) for 
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£757.1 million. 
The autumn statement 2013 and 

“National Infrastructure Plan 2013” 
set out the Government’s ambition to 
achieve £20 billion from corporate and 
financial asset sales by 2020. Eurostar 
was identified as a possible candidate 
for sale and following a competitive 
auction process which started in 
October 2014, the Government have 
now reached final agreements. 

A consortium comprising Caisse de 
depot et placement du Quebec (CDPQ) 
and Hermes Infrastructure has agreed 
to acquire Government’s 40% stake in 
Eurostar for £585.1 million. In addi-
tion, Eurostar has, on closing of the 
sale of the Government’s stake, agreed 
to redeem HMG’s preference share, 
providing a further £172 million for 
the Exchequer. 

Eurostar is the high-speed train 
service linking London, Ebbsfleet 
and Ashford with Paris, Brussels, 
Lille and other French destinations. 
Established in 1994 as a partnership 
between three railway companies: 
SNCF, SNCB and British Rail---
subsequently London and Continental 
Railways (LCR)---Eurostar became a 
single, unified corporate entity owned 
by three shareholders: SNCF, SNCB 
and LCR in September 2010. In June 
2014 the ownership of the UK holding 
transferred from LCR, a Department 
for Transport owned company, to HM 
Treasury. 

The sale receipts will be paid on 
completion of the contract, which is ex-
pected to happen in the second quarter 
of 2015. SNCF and SNCB---the other 
shareholders in Eurostar---have the 
option (the “Pre-emption Right”) to ac-
quire HMG’s stake for a 15% premium 
to the agreed price of £585.1 million. 
Closing of the sale to the CDPQ and 
Hermes Infrastructure consortium is 
conditional on SNCF and SNCB not 
exercising the Pre-emption Right. 
The transaction is also conditional on 
certain regulatory approvals including 
EU merger clearance.

Comment. The sale of state assets 
under the Coalition is continuing 
apace. Osborne is keen to sell around 
£20 billion of such by 2020, should 
he still be in post. The sale of the 

Government’s interest in Eurostar is 
the latest example of this folly. Writ-
ing in The Observer on 8 March, Will 
Hutton had the following to say:

“The British have given up on own-
ing things. For a generation there has 
been an extraordinary selling-off of 
public and private assets to all comers. 
It is not just the privatisation of former 
public assets, with the government last 
week congratulating itself on the sale 
of its stake in Eurostar for £750m---
the latest mindless cashing in of a key 
public asset.”

“This is matched by the private sale 
of companies---cumulatively £440 
billion sold abroad over the last ten 
years alone. The average Briton will 
now work, drink, travel, eat, drive, 
and use energy from assets and serv-
ices supplied by foreign owners more 
than ever before---and in a growing 
and escalating deficit. Globalisation 
obviously means increased inflows 
and outflows of capital. But overseas 
investors are  buying a great many more 
British companies than we are buying 
abroad---a ratio of more than two to 
one. It is not just that the control of our 
economic destiny moves abroad with 
nobody turning a hair; the associated 
flows of income abroad are beginning 
to be alarming.”

CDPQ is a privately owned invest-
ment company which manages public 
pension plans in the Canadian province 
of Quebec. It was founded in 1965 by 
an act of the National Assembly. It 
is the second largest pension fund in 
Canada with, in 2014, total assets of 
around 226 billion Canadian dollars. 
Hermes International, a UK based 
company, are institutional investors 
for pension funds, charities, sover-
eign wealth and other institutional 
investors. 

CDPQ and Hermes International 
will own 30% and 10% respectively 
of Eurostar. SNCF (Societe Nationale 
des Chemins de Fer Francais) will own 
55% and SNCB (Societe Nationale des 
Chemins de Fer Belges) 5%. 

Defence Spending: More Please!
On 12 March, MPs debated a report 

from the Defence Committee: Third 
Report from the Defence Committee, 

Towards the next Defence and Secu-
rity Review: Part Two—NATO, HC 
358, and the Government’s response, 
HC 755. The debate was introduced 
by Conservative Backbencher John 
Baron. The bulk of his speech with 
interjections is reproduced below.

John Baron (Con.):
I beg to move, That this House be-

lieves that defence spending should 
be set to a minimum of two per cent 
of GDP in accordance with the UK’s 
NATO commitment.

We live in times of heightened 
international tensions. We would 
do well to remember that the adage 
about defence being the first duty 
of Government has been forged by 
events, and we ignore the lessons of 
history at our peril. The world remains 
a dangerous and unstable place, and a 
growing number of countries that are 
not necessarily friendly to the west are 
not only rearming at an alarming rate, 
but becoming more assertive. We need 
to spend more on defence not only to 
better protect our interests and support 
key alliances, but to deter potential 
aggressors and ensure that we try to 
avoid conflict in future.

The motion calls on the Government 
to spend at least 2% of GDP on defence, 
in line with our NATO commitment. 
Defence spending as a share of GDP 
has been falling in recent years, and 
it is widely believed that Britain will 
shortly fall below the 2% figure. We 
all know that 2% is an arbitrary fig-
ure; spending should reflect desired 
capability. I believe that defence 
spending should be much more than 
2%---I suggest 3% to 4%. But the 
2% figure does have symbolic value. 
Having lectured other NATO members 
about its importance, we should lead 
by example.

In short we need to rediscover 
the political will for strong defence, 
and that political will transcends the 
political divide here. Some demons 
may need to be vanquished first, most 
notably our recent misguided military 
interventions, which have probably 
distracted us from greater dangers, 
but banished those demons must be. 
That we have the political will to ring-
fence the international aid budget at 
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0.7% of GDP suggests that such will 
can be found; it is simply a question 
of priorities.

We have in this country, I believe, 
a political disconnect that needs to 
be put right. None of the main parties 
seem to question that Britain has global 
interests and needs to remain a global 
power, both to protect them and to 
uphold our international obligations as 
a member of NATO and a permanent 
member of the UN Security Council. 
Yet the political establishment, across 
the political divide, appears unwilling 
properly to resource these commit-
ments. So why the disconnect? I can 
only put it down, in large part, to our 
misguided military interventions of 
the last decade, which have led some 
to question the value of spending on 
defence. These interventions have 
been very costly in terms of blood and 
treasure, and have rarely achieved their 
original aims, with the extent of civil-
ian casualties and the persecution of 
minorities being two such examples.

Jack Lopresti (Con.):
While I disagree with my hon. Friend 

about misguided previous military 
engagements---I do not think that 
either was misguided---we did see 
what happens when we try to deploy 
troops abroad on the cheap without 
their being properly equipped. We lost 
a lot of good people because of that, 
and there were a lot of injuries. We 
should never put our people in that 
position again.

John Baron:
My hon. friend and I may disagree 

about whether our interventions were 
misguided, but he makes a very valid 
point, which is that we have been 
intervening with increasingly mar-
ginal effect. Helmand in Afghanistan 
was a classic case of that. It took the 
Americans putting in another 20,000 
troops before we pulled that situation 
round. 

Let me return to the point about 
disconnect. The military interventions 
over the past decade have distracted us 
from the greatest danger. Too often in 
these military interventions, we have 
failed to take the long view in favour 
of short-term foreign policy fixes 
that give rise to as many problems as 

they solve. A key reason is a deficit of 
strategic analysis at the heart of our 
foreign policy making, in large part 
because of continual underfunding---
but perhaps that is a debate for another 
day. There is little doubt that we went 
to war in Iraq on a false premise, and 
that we foolishly allowed the mission 
in Afghanistan to morph into one of 
nation building after we had achieved 
our original objective of ridding the 
country of al-Qaeda. Our Libyan 
intervention has not ended well cour-
tesy of a vicious civil war. Speaking 
as someone who opposed them all, 
we must dispel these demons when 
thinking about defence more generally, 
because, in addition to being mistakes 
in themselves, these interventions have 
distracted us from, and blinded us to, 
the greater danger of traditional state-
on-state threats.

For example, recent events in 
Ukraine reveal a resurgent Russia 
that is once again making its pres-
ence felt around NATO’s borders. 
Russian bomber aircraft and subma-
rines have resumed their aggressive 
patrols, some near UK waters and 
airspace. The Defence Secretary cor-
rectly observed last month that Russia 
posed a real and current danger to 
Latvia, Lithuania and Estonia---all 
NATO members covered by article 
5. Only by dispelling these previous 
intervention demons and recognising 
the bigger danger can we mend the 
political disconnect between commit-
ments, on the one hand, and funding, 
on the other. It is absolutely essential 
that we do that. (my emphasis).

James Gray (Con.):
Does my hon. Friend agree that two 

of the most chilling interventions in 
recent weeks have been, first, from the 
chief of staff of the American army, 
who said that he thought that a dimin-
ished UK defence capability would 
serve not alongside, but as part of an 
American division; and secondly, from 
the Europeans, who indicated that the 
best deterrent against Mr Putin was a 
European army? Are not both of those 
interventions extremely telling?

John Baron:
I can only agree with my hon. Friend. 

The idea that British brigades would 

serve within American divisions would 
probably have been unthinkable only 
10 years ago. That is testament to the 
alarm in Washington, expressed---this 
is highly unusual---as we head into a 
general election. The extent of that 
alarm is clear for all to see. 

Dr Matthew Offord (Con.):
Does my hon. Friend agree that the 

intervention in Iraq has allowed Iran 
to get away with its own nuclear pro-
gramme, which is what our emphasis 
should have been on? 

John Baron:
I agree with my hon. Friend. One of 

the intended consequences of our mis-
guided intervention in Iraq was that we 
fundamentally altered the balance of 
power in the region, and we have been 
playing catch-up ever since. There are 
significant benefits to strong defence. 
As no one can predict with any cer-
tainty from where the next substantial 
threat will emerge, we require armed 
forces of sufficient capability and ca-
pacity to respond to any challenge. The 
straits of Hormuz or the South China 
sea may seem a long way away, but 
we would soon realise their importance 
should sea lanes become closed, given 
the fact that the majority of our goods 
and trade arrive by sea. Argentina is 
looking to buy sophisticated jets, and 
that reminds us that our capacity must 
include the ability to act independently, 
if necessary.

The heft of a strong military un-
derpins a successful foreign policy. 
By contrast, a shrinking defence 
budget threatens our ability to lead 
global opinion, reduces our foreign 
policy options and, crucially, sends the 
wrong message both to our allies and 
to potential adversaries. It is doubtful 
that President Putin would operate as 
he is now if he thought that NATO, 
especially the European NATO mem-
bers, would robustly stand up to him. 
(Interruption) That is very kind.

Mr Speaker:
In deference to the right hon. and 

learned Member for North East Fife 
(Sir Menzies Campbell), I think that 
that is called coalition co-operation.

John Baron:
Falling defence budgets across 

NATO have emboldened the Russian 
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President, who has concluded the heart 
has gone out of the alliance. This is 
dangerous, and it underlines the point 
that well-resourced and capable armed 
forces can, by deterring potential ag-
gressors, make future conflict less 
likely. How many times have we fool-
ishly discounted or underestimated that 
fact? As we heard in the statement, 
the benefits of strong defence are not 
confined just to deterring potential 
aggressors. Strong armed forces can 
help us and others to face many of the 
emerging global challenges for which 
we need to be better prepared. Armed 
forces training has a wide skill base---
everything from medicine and catering 
to construction and telecoms---and is 
a key component of our disaster relief 
capabilities, as shown by our response 
to the hurricane in the Philippines and 
the Ebola outbreak in Sierra Leone. 

How are we faring? Following a 
strategic defence and security review 
driven largely by financial pressures, 
rather than strategic design, the cur-
rent Government have markedly 
reduced our armed forces. Plans to 
replace 20,000 regular troops with 
30,000 reservists have created unac-
ceptable capability gaps in the short 
term and false economies in the long 
term. Particularly given the fact that 
the original idea was to hold on to the 
20,000 regulars until we knew that 
the plan to replace them with 30,000 
reservists was going to work, I sug-
gest it was incompetent to let 20,000 
regulars march out of the door while 
only adding 500 to the trained strength 
of the Army Reserve in the two years 
that the plan has been in operation.

Gisella Stuart (Lab.):
It may be worth reflecting on the fact 

that in 2010 we spent 2.5% of GDP, 
so considerable cuts have already been 
made. The 2% is a marker.

John Baron:
I made the point earlier that defence 

spending as a percentage of GDP has 
been falling under this Government, 
but my message is not just to my 
own Government. There is a political 
disconnect between the extent of our 
commitments and the lack of funding 
that is not being recognised across the 
political divide. I do not hear either of 

the main political parties saying that 
we should scale back our ambitions 
in the world, but nor has either party 
made it clear that it is committed to 
at least 2% in the future. I personally 
would like to see much more than 
that, but everyone can see the terms 
of the motion. 

Matters are not much better in the 
Royal Navy, which has been reduced 
to a mere 19 surface ships, although a 
recent SDSR suggested that 30 would 
be more appropriate. In addition to 
problems with the new aircraft carrier, 
the lack of a replacement for Nimrod 
means that we are in the ridiculous 
situation of having no maritime patrol 
aircraft. We have to go cap in hand to 
the Americans and the French to police 
our waters against potentially hostile 
submarines. That is a ridiculous state of 
affairs for a country of our standing. 

With these major shortcomings in 
our defence, it was alarming that a 
report by the Royal United Services 
Institute published this week suggests 
that the defence budget might be cut 
by 10% after the next election. Talk 
that Britain has the fifth largest de-
fence budget---and the second largest 
in NATO---rings hollow when MOD 
reforms are cutting manpower, capa-
bilities and the armed forces’ capacity 
to deploy force. Some estimates sug-
gest that we rank 30th in the world in 
our ability to deploy forces overseas, 
and my right hon. Friend the Member 
for North Wiltshire (Mr Gray) told us 
of the extent of the American concern 
about this issue.

Paul Fynn (Lab. ):
I am following the hon. Gentleman’s 

speech with great admiration. He talks 
about banishing demons. There are 
632 demons that we cannot banish: 
those who will be commemorated to-
morrow; those who died as a result of 
terrible mistakes made in this Chamber 
that sent them to Helmand and Iraq. 
Should we not acknowledge the dread-
ful decisions, under which we have 
been operating for the past 12 years, 
which created those disasters, before 
we repeat them? 

John Baron:
All I will say is that we can have our 

own opinions about those misguided 

interventions, or interventions 
generally. I do not think that any of 
us would say that it has been the fault 
of the troops on the ground. They 
did a sterling job in their operations. 
If the fault lies anywhere, it is with 
the politicians and the generals who 
perhaps promised too much and 
delivered too little. 

In closing, I call on both main parties-
--I do mean both main parties---to 
recognise their reluctance to commit 
to spending at least 2% of GDP on 
defence. As an ex-soldier and an MP 
now of 14 years, I find it difficult to 
believe that I am still, with others, hav-
ing to try to make this case. I make no 
apologies for repeating that the adage 
about defence of the realm being the 
first duty of Government has been 
forged by events. We ignore the les-
sons of history at our peril. Whereas 
previous generations have perhaps 
had time to recover from such adverse 
situations, time may be a luxury we 
can no longer afford. We must learn 
those lessons.

The motion was carried by 37 votes 
to 3. The 37 included 31 Conservatives, 
4 Labour (Mary Glindon, Dai Havard, 
Mark Hendrick, Gisela Stuart), 3 
Lib Dems (Sir Alan Beith, Andrew 
George, Sir Robert Smith), 1 DUP (Jim 
Shannon) and 1 Independent (Lady 
Hermon). The 3 opposed were Katy 
Clark (Lab.), Caroline Lucas (Green 
Party), John McDonnell (Lab.).

NATO Members: The 28 member 
countries of NATO are: Albania, 
Belgium, Bulgaria, Canada, Croatia, 
Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, 
Iceland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, 
Luxembourg, Netherlands, Norway, 
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slova-
kia, Slovenia, Spain, Turkey, United 
States.

More than half of the 28 NATO 
member countries are either adjacent 
to or in close proximity with Russia. If 
Ukraine were to join NATO, which is 
the objective of the USA and UK, Rus-
sia would be almost totally encircled 
by hostile military forces. 



Labour Affairs  22

No 256 April 2015

several Balkan states to one another 
determined by friendly counsel 
along historically established lines 
of allegiance and nationality; and 
international guarantees of the political 
and economic independence and 
territorial integrity of the several Balkan 
states should be entered into.

Serbia was most likely to get access to 
the sea through taking Bosnia and parts 
of Croatia, as promised in the 1915 Treaty 
of London.  Or by the creation of Yugo-
slavia, which is what actually happened.  
Yugoslavia included territory that Italy 
had been promised.

Another possibility is that Albania would 
have been abolished and taken over by 
Serbia, which already held the majority-
Albanian province of Kosovo.  It had been 
loyal to the Ottoman Empire, but claimed 
independence in November 1912 after 
the Ottoman defeat.  The 1915 Treaty of 
London divided most of it between Serbia, 
Greece and Italy.  Wilson’s promises seem 
designed to be compatible with this.

Serbia had access to the sea via its 
long-time ally Montenegro, so there was 
even less justification for giving it extra 
than there was for Poland..

12. The Turkish portion of the 
present Ottoman Empire should be 
assured a secure sovereignty, but 
the other nationalities which are now 
under Turkish rule should be assured 
an undoubted security of life and an 
absolutely unmolested opportunity of 
autonomous development, and the 
Dardanelles should be permanently 
opened as a free passage to the ships 
and commerce of all nations under 
international guarantees.

The Ottoman Empire was to be reduced 
to its ethnic-Turkish core.  But the British 
and French wanted to carve up the Arab 
portion.  Nothing is said about Arabs hav-
ing independence, despite promises made 
by Britain to encourage the Arab Revolt.  
This could be seen as sincere from a White 
Racist viewpoint, considering that Arabs 
were unfit to rule themselves.

The actual settlement tried to go further, 
giving huge chunks of Anatolia to non-
Turks.  But Ataturk successfully resisted 
and defeated this scheme.

It is interesting to wonder how history 
would have gone if the Arabs had been 
given an independent state in return for 
allowing unlimited Jewish immigration 
to Palestine.

13. An independent Polish state 

should be erected which should 
include the territories inhabited by 
indisputably Polish populations, which 
should be assured a free and secure 
access to the sea, and whose political 
and economic independence and ter-
ritorial integrity should be guaranteed 
by international covenant.

Note the tricky formula, something dif-
ferent from saying it should be places of 
Polish nationality, which was the rule for 
Italy.  Germany had established a Polish 
state on territory they had captured from 
the Russian Empire.  At the time, it was 
unclear which way most Poles would  
jump.

Large parts of the historic Kingdom of 
Poland had a German-speaking major-
ity, thanks to a mix of settlement and as-
similation.  Many individuals counted as 
German had names indicating a Slavonic 
origin, including the noted commando 
Otto Skorzeny.

Access to the sea was blatantly impos-
sible unless areas with a clear German 
majority were to be included.  This became 
the Polish Corridor, plus the “Free City” 
of Danzig.  Hitler was actually willing 
to accept this, provided he got an extra-
territorial road to link it to East Prussia, 
and provided Danzig was returned to 
Germany.  

After World War Two, Poland was re-
constituted on its traditional territory, with 
vast numbers of Germans expelled from 
Danzig (Gdansk) and East Prussia.

14. A general association of na-
tions must be formed under specific 
covenants for the purpose of affording 
mutual guarantees of political inde-
pendence and territorial integrity to 
great and small states alike.

Sincere.  Note that he says states and 
not nations.  Since it promises ‘territorial 
integrity’ to states rather than nations or 
peoples, it implicitly guarantees that all 
existing states can hold their existing sov-
ereign territory.  Presumably the League 
would support this regardless of national 
aspirations, as has been done in most cases 
by the United Nations.

To summarise, points 3, 4, 5, 8, 9 and 
14 were sincere or probably sincere.  
Points 1 and 12 are dubious.  Points 2, 6, 
7, 10, 11 and 13 are what I count as the 
six spoofs.  

Wilson chose to do nothing for Ireland, 
at a time when the British Empire was in 
no position to resist any demands he might 
make.  He may well have agreed with the 
widespread British and Irish Protestant 
view that Catholics should not be put in 

charge of a Protestant population. 
He also ignored the non-white colonies, 

and the status of the Chinese province 
of Shandong, taken by Japan from Ger-
many.  China had been an ally and had 
sent 145,000 labourers to help the allies, 
taking 20,000 casualties from work near 
the front line.3  But Versailles awarded 
Japan the rights Germany had possessed 
in Shandong, which caused the Chinese 
government to refuse to sign the treaty.

Wilson’s proposals make perfect sense if he 
was aiming at a global hegemony built around 
a Triple Alliance of the British Empire, French 
Empire and the newly internationalised USA.  
The USA had ruled the Philippines since 1898, 
though probably planning to give it independ-
ence eventually under some docile and obedient 
government, as it had earlier been done for 
Cuba.  Had such a system emerged, it would 
have needed allies of the second tier, probably 
Italy, Poland, Romania, Serbia / Yugoslavia 
and Japan.  Possibly a slightly diminished 
Austria-Hungary if it had been ready to abandon 
Germany.  Possibly a revived Russian Empire 
or Russian Republic with most of its former 
territory, if they could get rid of the Bolsheviks.  
The new League of Nations would have been 
a convenient cover for this hegemony.

In the event, a lot of things went wrong and 
the USA stayed out of the League of Nations.  
This was probably no bad thing.  And the idea 
of Wilson as a noble idealist whose schemes 
unfortunately failed is pure illusion.

Appendix: the United Nations
Chapter 1 Article 1 section 2 says “To de-

velop friendly relations among nations based 
on respect for the principle of equal rights and 
self-determination of peoples, and to take other 
appropriate measures to strengthen universal 
peace”.4  But it also says 

“All Members shall refrain in their interna-
tional relations from the threat or use of force 
against the territorial integrity or political 
independence of any state”.  

“Nothing contained in the present Charter 
shall authorize the United Nations to inter-
vene in matters which are essentially within 
the domestic jurisdiction of any state or shall 
require the Members to submit such matters to 
settlement under the present Charter; but this 
principle shall not prejudice the application of 
enforcement measures under Chapter VII.”.5

( E n d n o t e s )
1 [http://www.archives.gov/
publications/prologue/1998/fall/
military-service-in-world-war-one.html]
2 [https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Novorossiya] as at 8th August 2014
3 [http://english.cctv.com/program/
newfrontiers/03/10/]
4  [http://www.un.org/en/documents/
charter/chapter1.shtml]
5 Ibid, Chapter 1, Article 2, sections 
4 and 7.
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This would apply to Malta, for instance, 
which didn’t get self-government till 1921.  
(This is different from the case of Czechs 
etc. who were full citizens with voting 
rights in European empires.)

6. The evacuation of all Russian 
territory and such a settlement of all 
questions affecting Russia as will 
secure the best and freest coopera-
tion of the other nations of the world 
in obtaining for her an unhampered 
and unembarrassed opportunity for 
the independent determination of her 
own political development and national 
policy and assure her of a sincere wel-
come into the society of free nations 
under institutions of her own choosing; 
and, more than a welcome, assistance 
also of every kind that she may need 
and may herself desire. The treatment 
accorded Russia by her sister nations 
in the months to come will be the acid 
test of their good will, of their compre-
hension of her needs as distinguished 
from their own interests, and of their 
intelligent and unselfish sympathy.

He says nothing about the rights of the 
various nations within the Tsarist Empire 
and its successor states, apart from Po-
land, covered in Point 13.  In the event, 
Finland, Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania 
did establish themselves as independent 
nations, by their own efforts but with some 
German help.  Georgia was briefly inde-
pendent, under a Menshevik government, 
until the new Bolshevik government broke 
a recently signed agreement and con-
quered it.  Ukraine tried for independence 
and failed – but Ukrainian nationalists 
mostly claimed a smaller territory than 
the Ukrainian Soviet Republic.

Note that in January 1918, there was still 
some hope of keeping Bolshevik Russia in 
the war.  Or at least active enough to tie up 
large German forces till enough US troops 
arrived.  There was also the possibility of 
the Bolsheviks being overthrown (as they 
nearly were later on) by right-wingers who 
were not intending to give up any part of 
the Tsarist Empire.

What actually happened was that the 
Bolsheviks agreed to the Treaty of Brest-
Litovsk in March 1918.  This is often 
described as outrageous, but the borders it 
actually established were not unlike what 
we finally got to in the 1990s.  Germany 
did more than other powers to create 
independent states for Poland, Finland, 
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania, as well 
as failed attempts to do this for Belarus 

and Ukraine.  Wilson was only willing to 
back Poland, which also claimed and later 
acquired territory that had been part of 
Imperial Germany or Austria-Hungary 
before the war.

Germany’s separate peace with Russia 
permitted the German Spring Offensive 
from March 1918, which broke through 
the Western Front with troops freed from 
the Eastern Front.  But the arrival finally 
of US forces stopped this and reversed it 
with the Hundred Days Offensive.  And 
the decisive element was hunger caused 
by the successful British blockade of the 
imported food that Germany had become 
dependent on.

The eastern frontiers sorted themselves 
out in a number of further wars.  Roma-
nia took over the Romanian-speaking 
territories that are now Moldova, apart 
from what’s now Transnistria and seeking 
separation.  (It sits uneasily between the 
rest of Moldova and the former Soviet Re-
public that became the independent state 
of Ukraine.  But under the Tsars it was the 
western edge of “New Russia”,2 which 
also include both the Russian-speaking 
areas trying to secede from Ukraine and 
the south-east of what’s now Ukraine, 
including Odessa.  A lot of trouble might 
have been avoided had ‘New Russia’ been 
reconstituted during the break-up of the 
Soviet Union.)

Poland after its successful defeat of a 
1920 Bolshevik invasion took territory 
that was not majority-Polish in what’s 
now Byelorussia and Ukraine, going well 
beyond the Curzon Line that the Western 
allies had specified as a fair division in 
1919.  This was taken back by Stalin under 
the terms of his agreement to split Po-
land with Hitler.  And was conquered 
by Germany in their invasion, taken 
back by the Soviet Union and is broadly 
the same as the current border.

7. Belgium, the whole world will 
agree, must be evacuated and re-
stored, without any attempt to limit 
the sovereignty which she enjoys in 
common with all other free nations. 
No other single act will serve as this 
will serve to restore confidence among 
the nations in the laws which they 
have themselves set and determined 
for the government of their relations 
with one another. Without this healing 
act the whole structure and validity of 
international law is forever impaired.

Valid.  Of course Germany had only 
wanted to pass through Belgium to attack 
France, resultant from what had begun 
with a confrontation between Serbia and 

Austria-Hungary.  Belgium chose to make 
a fight of it.

8. All French territory should 
be freed and the invaded portions 
restored, and the wrong done to France 
by Prussia in 1871 in the matter of 
Alsace-Lorraine, which has unsettled 
the peace of the world for nearly fifty 
years, should be righted, in order that 
peace may once more be made secure 
in the interest of all.

France will get its promised reward, 
regardless of nationality or the will of the 
inhabitants of Alsace-Lorraine.  Pretty 
much what happened at Versailles.

9. A readjustment of the frontiers 
of Italy should be effected along clearly 
recognizable lines of nationality.

Italy will get only part of its promised 
reward.  It actually got more than could 
be justified by Italian nationality, though 
less than they were originally promised.  
The traditional province of Tyrol was 
split in four.  North Tyrol and East Ty-
rol, overwhelmingly German-speaking, 
remained with Austria.  South Tyrol and 
Trentino were taken by Italy, even though 
South Tyrol had a clear German-speaking 
majority.  But Wilson’s promise may have 
been useful in saving the rest of the 
German-speaking areas.

Italian nationalist anger at getting less 
than they were promised contributed to the 
rise of Mussolini.

10. The people of Austria-Hungary, 
whose place among the nations we 
wish to see safeguarded and assured, 
should be accorded the freest oppor-
tunity to autonomous development.

There was hope of persuading Austria-
Hungary to surrender, shortening the war.  
This would have been a good reason for 
Wilson to make no promises to the Czechs, 
Slovaks or to neighbouring nations with a 
claim based on regional majorities.

In fact Austria-Hungary fought on and 
was severely punished, with Hungary in 
particular stripped down to rather less 
than its ethnic-Hungarian core.  And 
Austria was forbidden to unite with 
Germany, which was irrational.  Had 
the allies reversed this in the 1920s and 
allowed Austria to join Weimar Germany 
if it so wished, history might have gone 
differently.

11. Roman ia ,  Se rb i a ,  and 
Montenegro should be evacuated; 
occupied territories restored; Serbia 
accorded free and secure access 
to the sea; and the relations of the 
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Fourteen Points, Six Spoofs
The shysterism of Woodrow Wilson’s January 1918 promises to war-torn Europe

by Gwydion M. Williams

Ireland was just one of many small 
nations that saw Woodrow Wilson’s 
famous Fourteen Points as a promise 
for their future.  Which must have 
been a triumph of hope over experi-
ence: the actual texts make a number 
of vague promises followed by some 
specific guarantees.  And leave Ireland 
unmentioned.

It is widely believed even by crit-
ics of current US foreign policy that 
Wilson proclaimed some noble ideals 
that were later muddied by the corrupt 
politics of Old Europe.  I will show in 
detail that the first person to muddy the 
ideals was Wilson himself.

Wilson did not in fact proclaim 
a general right of National Self-
Determination.  The belief he did is 
widespread: I used to believe it myself.  
But he never states it as a general 
principle.  In several particular cases 
he was intending to violate it, mostly 
in line with the worst decisions that 
were later made at Versailles.  

It is simply not the case that a right 
of National Self-Determination has 
ever been securely established in In-
ternational Law.  The United Nations 
Charter mentions a right of National 
Self-Determination, but it also men-
tions Territorial Integrity.  In prac-
tice, Territorial Integrity has mostly 
trumped National Self-Determination.  
Claims of atrocities and unfitness to 
rule always get cited when an existing 
state is to have a chunk of its territory 
hacked off of it.

Wilson didn’t even go that far.  
Some of his war-aims breach both 
Territorial Integrity and National Self-
Determination.  Serbia and Poland are 
to be given access to the sea regardless 
of which nationality lives along such 
routes.  France is to get Alsace-Lorraine 
back regardless of what the majority 
living there might wish.

Note that Wilson was in a position of 
immense strength at the start of 1918.  
He had persuaded Congress to declare 
war on 6th April 1917.  But the USA 
took an amazingly long time to get 
substantially involved in the fighting.  
They refused to allow individual US 

citizens to be fed into existing units, 
which could have been done very 
quickly.  Instead, entire independent 
US armies were organised, and they 
played no significant part  in the fight-
ing until Spring 1918.  Only then did 
they play a major part in defeating 
Germany’s Spring Offensive, which 
had broken through allied lines.  Wil-
son was in a position to have demanded 
almost anything, with the threat of not 
committing troops unless his terms 
were met.  But his actual demands were 
not so different from what Britain and 
France already planned.

The Fourteen Points tried to justify 
what was an unpopular war among 
the general public, many of whom had 
voted for Wilson on the assumption he 
would go on keeping the USA out of 
the war.  Even though the establish-
ment were all for the war, they got 
only 300,000 volunteers, in addition 
to existing armed forces of 200,000.  
They needed conscription to get 
another 2,700,000,1 enough to crush 
Germany and make the USA a decisive 
influence in the post-war world.

I’ll look at each point in turn and 
then note its defects:

1. Open covenants of peace, 
openly arrived at, after which there 
shall be no private international 
understandings of any kind but 
diplomacy shall proceed always 
frankly and in the public view.

Possibly sincere, more likely not.  His 
later points show a clear awareness 
of how the Allies intended to carve up 
Europe if they won the war.

2. Absolute freedom of naviga-
tion upon the seas, outside territo-
rial waters, alike in peace and in 
war, except as the seas may be 
closed in whole or in part by inter-
national action for the enforcement 
of international covenants.

Blatantly dishonest.  Taken literally, 
this would have meant the US chal-
lenging  the British Empire’s blockade 
of Germany.  This was unilateral, and 
included food, in violation of earlier 
agreements.  But Wilson says nothing 
about the commonly-accepted notion 

of prohibiting the shipment of arma-
ments and explosives.

Had he meant it sincerely, he would 
surely have specified something he 
could have lived up to, saying that war 
materials could always be blockaded, 
and that the USA would respect the 
existing blockade.

Wilson consented to the continuing 
blockade and starvation of Germany 
after the Armistice.  This lasted until 
the Allies had decided exactly what to 
impose on Germany.  It was needed to 
enforce the very harsh terms of a nation 
that had not been defeated militarily.  
It is highly unlikely that the ordinary 
people of Britain, France and Italy 
would have been willing to resume the 
war for such terms if Germany had 
been in a position to say no.

3. The removal, of all economic 
barriers and the establishment of 
equality of trade conditions among 
all the nations consenting to the 
peace and associating themselves 
for its maintenance.

Global free trade.  Probably sin-
cere.  It would have suited the USA 
at the time.

4. Adequate guarantees given 
and taken that national armaments 
will be reduced to the lowest point 
consistent with domestic safety.

Vague, probably sincere.  Of course 
a nation could refuse to reduce arma-
ments at all, or even build more, with-
out violating the actual wording.

5. A free, open-minded, and ab-
solutely impartial adjustment of all 
colonial claims, based upon a strict 
observance of the principle that 
in determining all such questions 
of sovereignty the interests of the 
populations concerned must have 
equal weight with the equitable 
claims of the government whose 
title is to be determined.

More rights yet still unequal rights 
for colonial possessions.  A sincere 
sentiment from a believer in White 
Racism – though it would also apply 
to white territories held as colonies.  

Continued On Page 23
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