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If Britain leaves Europe should we care?
No-one should be under any illusion that a successful ‘in’ 

vote after a June referendum will be the end of Britain’s 
attempts to create turmoil in Europe. Cameron has himself 
hinted as much by talking of the negotiations as a ‘milestone’. 
Our view is that Cameron will not win by a big enough 
margin to quell the eurosceptics in his own ranks, even if 
he wanted to draw a curtain down over Britain’s enduring 
dissatisfactions with Europe. He does not think that a ‘yes’ 
vote will be the end of the story, but will use a ‘yes’ vote on 
the successful negotiation of referendum terms as a platform 
for Britain’s next assault on Europe in the form of further 
demands for special treatment of Britain.

Despite Britain’s wrecking of the EU since Thatcher and 
Blair did their worst, the British calculation is probably 
that there is still more work to be done before Europe is 
weakened sufficiently to permit Britain to play balance of 
power politics on the continent once more, just as it did in 
the good old days. Merkel and Hollande are like rabbits 
paralysed into inaction by the British stoat, who will not 
rest satisfied until it has sucked all the blood out of their 
bodies. They are in thrall to the myth that Britain is the 
safeguarder of freedom and democracy in Europe. Germany 
is also terrified of having to take a hegemonic political role 
once the camouflage provided by the British presence has 
been stripped away. This is probably the key point to bear 
in mind when considering the bogus sound and fury of the 
negotiations over Britain’s special demands. When it comes 
to it, the leading European countries, principally France and 
Germany, do not have the moral courage and probably not 
the strategic perception, to resist British demands for special 
treatment that any realist can tell will never cease.

For this reason, we think that the brake that Britain has 
put on further Eurozone integration will probably be fatal 
to the euro project. There is no British veto on Eurozone 
regulations, but the fact that Britain can force its objections 
to be heard will be enough. The Eurozone countries will 
simply not have the bottle to face down British demands to 
halt further integration through regulation and institution 
building. This is probably the most significant of the 
concessions made by European leaders to Cameron. At 
one time, the Eurozone looked like it could be a way of 

circumventing British obstruction and of moving integration 
forward. We still think that this remains a possibility if 
the Eurozone countries were to have the courage of their 
convictions. It would be good for Europe as it would 
ultimately limit the ability of the Anglo/US world to dictate 
trade and financial policy to the rest of the world. However, 
the new deal means that we can now effectively discount 
that line of development. On the other hand, if Britain 
votes ‘no’ and leaves, then further integration might just 
possibly still be on the agenda for the Eurozone. For those 
undetermined about how to vote this should weigh heavily 
in their considerations.

Where does this leave Labour and the trades unions? The 
first point to make is that if they had been doing their jobs 
they would have laid down markers for the negotiations 
years ago. There would be no agreement to any attempts 
to dilute workers’ rights, any attempt to stymie European 
integration would have been met by counter-demands to 
bring in legislation to bring Britain more into line with the 
rest of Europe on social partnership if Cameron were to 
count on their support. Cameron should have been given 
no quarter; he should have been stretched on a rack with 
neoliberal eurosceptics pulling at one end and European 
Social and Christian democracy pulling at the other. Both 
these movements were the drivers of social partnership in 
Europe and have more in common with each other than 
with Labour, especially the Blair variety of Labour. It’s 
an opposition’s job to oppose – Labour was just pathetic 
and the trade union movement, with a very few honour-
able exceptions, no better. Jeremy Corbyn has now taken 
up the themes of social Europe, but it is too little and far 
too late to influence Cameron. In any case, most of his 
parliamentary colleagues are with Cameron in wishing to 
throttle Europe slowly.

Neither Labour nor the unions have ever established a 
coherent position in Europe. The result is that they are 
coat-tailing the Tories. There is a clear danger for Labour 
in playing second fiddle to Tory referendum campaigns, 
as the Scottish campaign in 2014 showed all too clearly 
when Scottish voters went to the polling booths in the 
General Election of 2015. Failure to establish a coherent 
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position based on European Social 
or even Christian democratic values 
will weaken an already unconvincing 
position. Viscerally anti-Europe, the 
trade unions were superficially won 
over to European social democracy by 
Jacques Delors at the TUC conference 
in 1988, but the conversion was only 
ever skin deep. 

Labour under Blair became quies-
cent on the issue with a Thatcherite 
perspective aimed at disrupting the EU, 
which he achieved with remarkable 
success with the accession of the ex 
Warsaw Pact countries and the newly 
independent Baltic states. Incidentally, 
two of these (Estonia and Latvia) 
violate fundamental EU principles by 
refusing to allow ethnic Russian citi-
zenship of their countries except after 
passing stringent linguistic and consti-
tutional tests. The EU collectively has 
barely raised a squeak of protest about 
this.  Even worse, in the Ukraine, the 
EU supported a US-sponsored coup 
against a Government which wanted to 
maintain friendly trade relations with 
both Russia and the EU. The result 
was to foment instability leading to 
war, the detachment of the Crimea to 
Russia, and the destruction of the heavy 
industry base—a legacy of the Soviet 
era. The EU has become a disruptive 
force in world affairs – something else 
for the undecided referendum voter 
to ponder.

Social partnership European-style 
was regarded with disdain by the 
unions and Labour hardly had any 
incentive to take it seriously. The fact 
that the late Eamonn O’Kane when he 
was General Secretary of the NAS/
UWT was successful with this ap-
proach never cut  ice with the rest 
of the union movement and Frances 
O’Grady’s courageous attempts to 
put the issue on the table in a broader 
European context met with ‘a complete 
ignoral’ from her colleagues in leading 
positions in the union movement with 
very few exceptions.

This suggests that Labour and the 
trade unions are unlikely to provide 
any resistance to further emasculation 
of the EU following a ‘yes’ vote. We 
acknowledge that there are those such 
as Corbyn and O’Grady who would 
like to pursue a different course, but we 
cannot see that they are going to make 

any significant difference to British 
policy. Those contemplating a ‘yes’ 
vote need to take this into account. 

The issue that is most likely to decide 
the outcome is migration. It is now 
acknowledged that Eastern European 
migration keeps wages down in both 
low and higher skilled areas of the 
British labour market. It is not in the 
interests of the British worker seen 
from the perspective of his own wage 
packet and job security, particularly 
as the Government fails to invest in 
the additional infrastructure needed 
in housing and the social services to 
accommodate the extra two million 
people who have arrived from Eastern 
Europe over the past couple of years. 
If one despairs of any more positive 
development in the trade union move-
ment and is also angered by the plight 
of British workers then this is also an 
important consideration. An ‘out’ vote 
would be unlikely to develop the Brit-
ish working class but it might afford 
it some protection from the winds of 
competition, at least until the Tories 
swept away European legislative con-
straints on employer prerogatives. This 
is a point that those contemplating a 
‘no’ vote should consider.

The fact is that Britain’s behaviour 
in Europe has been disastrous for the 
continent and Britain will not stop 
until any pan-European development 
has become impotent and Europe ripe 
for manipulation once again. Labour is 
in danger of becoming an accessory to 
this project and the Blairites will have 
no objection to it anyway. If we could 
envisage a situation after an ‘in’ vote 
in which Labour could halt further 
disruptive moves in their tracks we 
would be tempted to vote for ‘in’. The 
fact of the matter, however, is that we 
see little prospect of that happening. If 
this is a bleak situation then it is one of 
Labour’s and the unions’ own making. 
They had it in their power to urge for 
something different, more in line with 
the successful developments pursued 
by their colleagues in other parts of 
northern Europe. They have shown 
themselves indifferent to such policies 
and are unlikely to change. It is dif-
ficult to regard the coming campaign 
over Britain’s status in Europe with 
anything other than indifference.
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Cameron’s EU ‘Reforms’
On 22 February David Cameron 
made a statement to the Commons 
on the agreement of terms on UK 
membership of the EU. His state-
ment and Jeremy Corbyn’s reply 
are published below.

The Prime Minister (Mr David 
Cameron):

With permission, Mr Speaker, I 
would like to make a statement on 
the agreement reached in Brussels 
last week, but first let me say a word 
about the migration crisis which 
was also discussed at the European 
Council. We agreed we needed to 
press ahead with strengthening the 
EU’s external borders to ensure that 
non-refugees are returned prompt-
ly, and to back the new mission to 
disrupt the criminal gangs working 
between Greece and Turkey, who 
are putting so many people’s lives 
at risk. I made it clear that Britain 
will continue to contribute, and 
will step up our contribution, in all 
these areas.

Turning to Britain’s place in 
Europe, I have spent the past nine 
months setting out the four areas 
where we need reform, and meet-
ing all the other 27 EU Heads of 
State and Government to reach an 
agreement that delivers concrete 
reforms in all four areas. Let me 
take each in turn.

First, British jobs and British 
business depend on being able 
to trade with Europe on a level 
playing field, so we wanted: new 
protections for our economy; to 
safeguard the pound; to promote 
our industries, including our finan-
cial services industries; to protect 
British taxpayers from the costs of 
problems in the eurozone; and to 
ensure that we have a full say over 
the rules of the single market while 
remaining outside the eurozone. We 
got all those things. We have not just 
permanently protected the pound 
and our right to keep it, but ensured 

that we cannot be discriminated 
against. Responsibility for super-
vising the financial stability of the 
UK will always remain in the hands 
of the Bank of England. We have 
ensured that British taxpayers will 
never be made to bail out countries 
in the eurozone. We have made sure 
that the eurozone cannot act as a 
bloc to undermine the integrity of 
the free trade single market and we 
have guaranteed British business 
will never face any discrimination 
for being outside the eurozone. So, 
for example, our financial services 
firms—our No. 1 services export, 
employing over a million people—
can never be forced to relocate 
inside the eurozone if they want 
to undertake complex trades in 
euros, just because they are based 
in the UK.

These protections are not just set 
out in a legally binding agreement. 
All 28 member states were also clear 
that the treaties would be changed 
to incorporate the protections for 
the UK as an economy inside the 
EU but outside the eurozone. We 
also agreed a new mechanism to 
enable non-eurozone countries to 
raise issues of concern, and we won 
the battle to ensure that this could 
be triggered by one country alone. 
Of course, none of these protections 
would be available if we were to 
leave the EU.

Secondly, we wanted commit-
ments to make Europe more com-
petitive, creating jobs and making 
British families more financially 
secure. Again, we got them. Europe 
will complete the single market 
in key areas that will really help 
Britain: in services, making it easier 

for thousands of UK service-based 
companies, like IT firms, to trade 
in Europe; in capital, so UK start-
ups can access more sources of 
finance for their businesses; and in 
energy, allowing new suppliers into 
our energy market, meaning lower 
energy bills for families across the 
country.

We have secured commitments 
to complete trade and investment 
agreements with the fastest grow-
ing and most dynamic economies 
around the world, including the 
USA, Japan and China, as well 
as our Commonwealth allies In-
dia, New Zealand and Australia. 
These deals could add billions 
of pounds and thousands of jobs 
to our economy every year. And, 
of course, they build on the deals 
we already have with 53 countries 
around the world through which 
Britain has benefited from the ne-
gotiating muscle that comes from 
being part of the world’s largest 
trading bloc.

Country after country has said 
to me that of course they could 
sign trade deals with Britain, but 
they also said that their priority 
would be trade deals with the EU. 
By their nature, these EU deals 
would be bigger and better, and a 
deal with Britain would not even 
be possible until we had settled 
our position outside the EU. So, 
for those Members who care about 
signing new trade deals outside the 
EU, we would be looking at years 
and years of delay.

Last but by no means least, on 
competitiveness one of the biggest 
frustrations for British business is 
the red tape and bureaucracy, so we 
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agreed there will now be targets to cut 
the total burden of EU regulation on 
business. This builds on the progress 
we have already made, with the Com-
mission already cutting the number of 
new initiatives by 80%. It means that 
the cost of EU red tape will be going 
down, not up.

Of course, if we were to leave the 
EU but ultimately achieve a deal with 
full access to the single market, like 
Norway, we would still be subject to 
all of the EU’s regulation when selling 
into Europe—but with no say over the 
rules. As the former Europe spokes-
man for the Norwegian Conservative 
party said:

“If you want to run Europe, you must 
be in Europe. If you want to be run by 
Europe, feel free to join Norway in the 
European Economic Area.”

Thirdly, we wanted to reduce the 
very high level of migration from 
within the EU by preventing the abuse 
of free movement and preventing our 
welfare system from acting as a magnet 
for people to come to our country. After 
the hard work of the Home Secretary, 
we have secured new powers against 
criminals from other countries, in-
cluding powers to stop them coming 
here in the first place, and powers to 
deport them if they are already here. 
We agreed longer re-entry bans for 
fraudsters and people who collude 
in sham marriages, and an end to the 
frankly ridiculous situation where EU 
nationals can avoid British immigra-
tion rules when bringing their families 
from outside the EU.

This agreement broke new ground, 
with the European Council agreeing to 
reverse decisions from the European 
Court of Justice. We have also secured 
a breakthrough agreement for Britain 
to reduce the unnatural draw that our 
benefits system exerts across Europe. 
We have already made sure that EU 
migrants cannot claim the new un-
employment benefit, universal credit, 
while looking for work. Those com-
ing from the EU who have not found 
work within six months can now be 
required to leave. At this Council, we 
agreed that EU migrants working in 
Britain can be prevented from sending 
child benefit home at UK rates. This 
will apply first to new claimants, and 
then to existing claimants from the 
start of 2020.

We also established a new emer-
gency brake so that EU migrants will 
have to wait four years until they have 
full access to our benefits. People 
said it was impossible to achieve real 
change in this area and that a four-year 
restriction on benefits was completely 
out of the question—yet that is what 

we have done. Once activated, the 
emergency brake will be in place for 
seven years. If it begins next year, 
it will still be operating in 2024 and 
there will be people who will not get 
full benefits until 2028. All along, we 
have said that people should not be 
able to come here and get access to 
our benefits system straight away—no 
more something for nothing, and that 
is what we have achieved.

I am sure that the discussion about 
welfare and immigration will be in-
tense, but let me make this point. No 
country outside the EU has agreed full 
access to the single market without 
accepting paying into the EU and ac-
cepting free movement. In addition, 
our new safeguards lapse if we vote 
to leave the EU, so we might end up 
with free movement but without these 
new protections.

The fourth area in which we wanted 
to make significant changes was to pro-
tect our country from further European 
political integration and to increase 
powers for our national Parliament. 
Ever since we joined, Europe has 
been on the path to something called 
ever closer union. It means a political 
union. We have never liked it; we have 
never wanted it. Now Britain will be 
permanently and legally excluded from 
it. The text says that the treaties will 
be changed to make it clear that

“the Treaty references to ever 
closer union do not apply to the United 
Kingdom.”

So as a result of this negotiation, 
Britain can never be part of a European 
superstate.

The Council also agreed that ever 
closer union, which has been referred 
to in previous judgments of the Euro-
pean Court of Justice, does not offer 
a legal basis for extending the scope 
of any provisions of the treaties or EU 
secondary legislation. People used to 
talk about a multi-speed Europe; now 
we have a clear agreement that differ-
ent countries are not only travelling at 
different speeds but ultimately heading 
to different destinations. I would argue 
that is fundamental change in the way 
this organisation works.

We have also strengthened the 
role of this House and all national 
Parliaments. We have already passed 
a referendum Act—the European Un-
ion Referendum Act 2015—to make 
sure that no powers can be handed to 
Brussels without the explicit consent 
of the British people in a referendum. 
Now, if Brussels comes up with leg-
islation that we do not want, we can 
get together with other Parliaments 
and block it with a red card. We have 
a new mechanism finally to enforce 

the principle that, as far as possible, 
powers should sit here in Westminster, 
not in Brussels, so now, every year, the 
European Union must go through the 
powers that it exercises and work out 
which are no longer needed and should 
be returned to nation states.

In recent years, we have seen at-
tempts to bypass our opt-out on justice 
and home affairs by bringing forward 
legislation under a different label. For 
example, attempts to interfere with the 
way the UK authorities handle fraud 
were made under the guise of EU 
budget legislation. The agreement at 
last week’s Council ensures that that 
can never happen again.

The reforms that we have secured 
will be legally binding in international 
law, and will be deposited as a treaty 
at the United Nations. They cannot 
be unpicked without the agreement of 
Britain and every other EU country. As 
I have said, all 28 member states were 
also clear that the treaties would be 
changed to incorporate the protections 
for the UK as an economy outside the 
eurozone, and our permanent exclu-
sion from ever closer union.

Our special status means that Brit-
ain can have the best of both worlds. 
We will be in the parts of Europe that 
work for us, influencing the decisions 
that affect us, in the driving seat of 
the world’s biggest single market, and 
with the ability to take action to keep 
our people safe; but we will be out of 
the parts of Europe that do not work 
for us. We will be out of the euro, out 
of the eurozone bailouts, out of the 
passport-free, no-borders Schengen 
area, and permanently and legally 
protected from ever being part of an 
ever closer union.

Of course, there is still more to do. 
I am the first to say that there are still 
many ways in which this organisation 
needs to improve, and the task of re-
forming Europe does not end with last 
week’s agreement. However, with the 
special status that this settlement gives 
us, I do believe the time has come to 
fulfil another vital commitment that 
the Government made, and hold a 
referendum. Today I am commencing 
the process set out under our European 
Union Referendum Act to propose that 
the British people decide our future in 
Europe through an in/out referendum 
on Thursday 23 June. The Foreign 
Secretary has laid in both Houses a 
report setting out the new settlement 
that the Government have negotiated. 
That fulfils the duty to publish infor-
mation which is set out in section 6 of 
the European Union Referendum Act. 
As the Cabinet agreed on Saturday, 
the Government’s position will be to 
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recommend that Britain remain in a 
reformed European Union.

This is a vital decision for the future 
of our country, and I believe we should 
also be clear that it is a final decision. 
An idea has been put forward that if 
the country voted to leave, we could 
have a second renegotiation and per-
haps another referendum. I will not 
dwell on the irony that some people 
who want to vote to leave apparently 
want to use a “leave” vote to remain, 
but such an approach also ignores 
more profound points about democ-
racy, diplomacy and legality. This is a 
straight democratic decision—staying 
in or leaving—and no Government 
can ignore that. Having a second 
renegotiation followed by a second 
referendum is not on the ballot paper. 
For a Prime Minister to ignore the 
express will of the British people to 
leave the EU would be not just wrong, 
but undemocratic.

On the diplomacy, the idea that 
other European countries would be 
ready to start a second negotiation is 
for the birds. Many are under pressure 
for what they have already agreed. 
Then there is the legality. I want to 
spell out this point carefully, because 
it is important. If the British people 
vote to leave, there is only one way 
to bring that about, namely to trigger 
article 50 of the treaties and begin the 
process of exit, and the British peo-
ple would rightly expect that to start 
straight away. Let me be absolutely 
clear about how this works. It triggers 
a two-year time period to negotiate 
the arrangements for exit. At the end 
of this period, if no agreement is in 
place, then exit is automatic unless 
every one of the 27 other EU member 
states agrees to a delay.

And we should be clear that this 
process is not an invitation to re-join; 
it is a process for leaving. Sadly, I have 
known a number of couples who have 
begun divorce proceedings, but I do 
not know any who have begun divorce 
proceedings in order to renew their 
marriage vows.

I want to explain what happens 
with section 50. We should also be 
clear about what would happen if that 
deal to leave was not done within two 
years. Our current access to the single 
market would cease immediately after 
two years were up; our current trade 
agreements with 53 countries around 
the world would lapse. This cannot 
be described as anything other than 
risk, uncertainty and a leap in the dark 
that could hurt working people in our 
country for years to come. This is not 
some theoretical question; this is a real 
decision about people’s lives. When 

it comes to people’s jobs, it is simply 
not enough to say that it will be all 
right on the night and we will work 
it out, and I believe that in the weeks 
to come we need to properly face up 
to the economic consequences of a 
choice to leave.

I believe that Britain will be strong-
er, safer and better off by remaining in 
a reformed European Union: stronger 
because we can play a leading role in 
one of the world’s largest organisations 
from within, helping to make the big 
decisions on trade and security that 
determine our future; safer because we 
can work with our European partners 
to fight cross-border crime and ter-
rorism; and better off because British 
business will have full access to the 
free trade single market, bringing jobs, 
investment and lower prices.

There will be much debate about 
sovereignty, and rightly so. To me, 
what matters most is the power to get 
things done for our people, for our 
country and for our future. Leaving 
the EU may briefly make us feel more 
sovereign, but would it actually give 
us more power, more influence and 
a greater ability to get things done? 
If we leave the EU, will we have the 
power to stop our businesses being 
discriminated against? No. Will we 
have the power to insist that European 
countries share with us their border 
information so we know what terror-
ists and criminals are doing in Europe? 
No, we won’t. Will we have more 
influence over the decisions that affect 
the prosperity and security of British 
families? No we won’t.

We are a great country, and whatever 
choice we make we will still be great. 
But I believe the choice is between 
being an even greater Britain inside a 
reformed EU and a great leap into the 
unknown. The challenges facing the 
west today are genuinely threatening: 
Putin’s aggression in the east; Islamist 
extremism to the south. In my view, 
this is no time to divide the west. When 
faced with challenges to our way of 
life, our values and our freedoms, this 
is a time for strength in numbers.

And let me end by saying this: I am 
not standing for re-election; I have 
no other agenda than what is best 
for our country. I am standing here 
today telling you what I think. My 
responsibility as Prime Minister is to 
speak plainly about what I believe is 
right for our country, and that is what 
I will do every day for the next four 
months. And I commend this statement 
to the House.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) 
(Lab):

I thank the Prime Minister for 

advance notice of this statement. It 
obviously took him a long time to 
write it, because I only received it at 
eight minutes past 3 this afternoon. 
The people of Britain now face an 
historic choice on 23 June on whether 
to remain part of the European Union 
or to leave. We welcome the fact that 
it is now in the hands of the people of 
this country to decide that issue. The 
Labour party and the trade union move-
ment are overwhelmingly for staying in 
because we believe that the European 
Union has brought investment, jobs 
and protection for workers, consum-
ers and the environment, and we are 
convinced that a vote to remain is in 
the best interests of the people.

In the 21st century, as a country 
and as a continent—and, indeed, as 
a human race—we face some chal-
lenging issues: how to tackle climate 
change; how to address the power of 
global corporations; how to ensure 
that they pay fair taxes; how to tackle 
cybercrime and terrorism; how we 
trade fairly and protect jobs and pay 
in an era of globalisation; how we ad-
dress the causes of the huge refugee 
movements across the world; and how 
we adapt to a world where people of 
all countries move more frequently to 
live, work and retire. All these issues 
are serious, pressing and self-evidently 
can be solved only by international 
co-operation.

The European Union will be a vital 
part of how we, as a country, meet those 
challenges, so it is therefore more than 
disappointing that the Prime Minister’s 
deal has failed to address a single one 
of those issues. Last week, like him, 
I was in Brussels meeting Heads of 
Government and leaders of European 
Socialist parties, one of whom said 
to me—[Hon. Members: “Who are 
you?”] [Laughter.]No. What they 
said—[Interruption.] The Conserva-
tive party might care to think for a 
moment about what is going on. One 
person said to me, and I thought it was 
quite profound, “We are discussing the 
future of a continent and one English 
Tory has reduced it to the issue of 
taking away benefits”—from workers 
and children. The reality is that this 
entire negotiation has not been about 
the challenges facing our continent or 
about the issues facing the people of 
Britain. Indeed, it has been a theatrical 
sideshow about trying to appease—or 
failing to appease—half of the Prime 
Minister’s own Conservative party.

That is not to say that there have 
not been some worthwhile changes. 
The red card system to strengthen 
the hands of national Parliaments 
is something that we on the Labour 



Labour Affairs  6

No 265 March 2016

Benches have long backed. Indeed, it 
was in the Labour manifesto for the 
last general election; it was not in the 
Conservative manifesto, but we wel-
come a conversion when it takes place. 
We also welcome the symbolic amend-
ment on ever-closer union. Britain’s 
long-standing decision not to join the 
euro or Schengen has been settled and 
accepted a long time ago. However, we 
see the influence of Tory party funders 
on the Prime Minister’s special status 
not for Britain but for City of London 
interests. It is the same incentive that 
caused his friend the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer to rush to Europe with an 
army of lawyers to oppose any regula-
tion of the grotesque level of bankers’ 
bonuses. It is necessary to protect the 
rights of non-eurozone states, but 
not to undermine EU-wide efforts to 
regulate the financial sector, including 
the boardroom pocket stuffing in the 
City of London.

Labour stands for a different ap-
proach. That is why our Members of 
the European Parliament are opposing 
the dangerous elements of the very se-
cretive Transatlantic Trade and Invest-
ment Partnership, which threatened to 
undermine national sovereignty, push 
the privatisation of public services, 
and drive down standards for work-
ers, consumers, the environment and 
public health. Human rights ought to 
be part of that treaty. Indeed, I believe 
they should be a feature of all trade 
treaties.

Then there is the so-called emer-
gency brake. We support the principle 
of fair contribution to social security, 
however, the evidence does not back 
up the claim that in-work benefits are a 
significant draw for workers who come 
to Britain from the European Union. 
The changes that the Prime Minister 
has secured do nothing to address the 
real challenges of low pay in Britain 
and the undercutting of local wage 
rates and industry-wide pay agree-
ments. They will not put a penny in 
the pockets of workers in Britain, stop 
the grotesque exploitation of many 
migrant workers or reduce inward 
migration to Britain.

Will the Prime Minister tell us what 
discussions he had to get European 
rules in place to protect the going rate 
and to stop agencies bringing in cheap 
labour to undercut workers in Britain 
while exploiting the migrant force? 
Did he speak to other EU leaders about 
outlawing the so-called “Swedish 
derogation” from the agency workers 
directive, which threatens to under-
mine one of the key achievements 
of the last Labour Government by 
allowing unscrupulous employers to 

use temporary agency staff to undercut 
other workers? Those would have been 
positive and worthwhile discussions to 
tackle low pay, reduce in-work benefit 
costs and protect workers. We must, 
on all sides, be clear that Britain has 
benefited from migration—from EU 
workers coming to work in our industry 
and in our public services to fill gaps. 
For example, I think of the thousands 
of doctors and nurses who work in 
our NHS, saving lives every day they 
are at work.

The European Union has delivered 
protection for workers in Britain. It was 
Labour that made sure that Britain’s 
EU membership gave workers rights 
to minimum paid leave; protection 
on working time; rights for agency 
workers; paid maternity and paternity 
leave; equal pay; anti-discrimination 
laws; and protection for the workforce 
when companies change ownership It 
was Labour, working in partnership 
with sister parties and unions across 
Europe, that made sure the Prime 
Minister’s attempt to diminish work-
ers’ rights was kept off the agenda 
for these EU negotiations. Labour 
has supported moves to reduce child 
benefit to non-resident children as a 
reasonable amendment, but we also 
welcome the protection for existing 
migrants until 2020, so that families 
have stability of income.

The Prime Minister’s deal includes 
elements we welcome and others that 
concern us, but it is largely irrelevant 
to the choice facing the British people; 
not one single element has a significant 
impact on the case we will be making 
to stay in. We welcome the fact that 
this theatrical sideshow is over, so 
that we can now get on with making 
the real case, which will be put by 
my right hon. Friend the Member for 
Kingston upon Hull West and Hessle 
(Alan Johnson), who will be leading 
our campaign. Labour believes the EU 
is a vital framework for European trade 
and co-operation in the 21st century. 
A vote to remain is in the interests 
of people, not only for what the EU 
delivers today, but as a framework 
through which we can achieve much 
more in the future. But to deliver 
these progressive reforms that I have 
referred to, we need to work with our 
partners in Europe, and therefore we 
must ensure that Britain remains a 
member. That is the case we are go-
ing to be making—it is for a Europe 
that is socially cohesive, and a Europe 
that shares the benefits of wealth and 
prosperity among all its citizens. That 
is the case we are making, as the Labour 
party, as the trade union movement in 
this country, and we look forward to 

that public debate.
The Prime Minister: I thank 

the right hon. Gentleman for his 
contribution. He and I disagree on 
many, many things—economic policy, 
social policy, welfare policy and even 
the approach we should take within 
Europe, as he has just demonstrated 
in his response—but we do agree 
about one thing: Britain should be in 
there, fighting for a good deal for our 
country. I worry a little for him because 
he is going to be accused of all sorts 
of things, some of them fair, some of 
them unfair. I fear that if he takes this 
course, he will be accused of being a 
member of the establishment, and that 
would be the unfairest attack of all.

On what the right hon. Gentleman 
said about the deal, I will make two 
points about why he should welcome 
it. The first is that, as far as I can see, 
it implements almost every pledge on 
Europe in the Labour manifesto—I am 
looking at the former Labour leader 
when I say that. Labour pledged to 
complete the single market. It pledged 
“tougher budget discipline. It said

“we will ensure EU rules protect the 
interests of non-Euro members.”

That is absolutely right. The mani-
festo went on to say:

“People coming to Britain from 
the EU to look for work are expected 
to contribute to our economy, and to 
our society. So we will secure reforms 
to immigration and social security 
rules”.

I therefore hope Labour will wel-
come the things in this agreement. 
[Interruption.] I am just reminding 
my new friends what they said at the 
election. They said this:

“We will work to strengthen the 
influence of national parliaments over 
European legislation, by arguing for 
a ‘red-card mechanism’ for member 
states”.

Excellent, that is another thing that 
has been achieved.

The right hon. Gentleman was unfair 
when he said that this deal was really 
all about Britain, and not about anyone 
else. The Slovakian Prime Minister 
said, good,

“the myth about ever-closer union 
has fallen.”

The Hungarian Prime Minister 
said:

“The UK managed to put an end 
to the practice of ‘creeping power 
withdrawal’ from national member 
states.”

Romano Prodi, the former President 
of the Commission, said this:

“The real consequence of the 
summit is extraordinarily important: 
Brussels has officially enshrined a 



Labour Affairs  7

No 265 March 2016

multi-speed Europe.”
That is beneficial to Europe as well 

as to Britain.
Where I disagree profoundly with 

the right hon. Gentleman is that I think 
these trade deals are good for Britain 
and that the sooner we do the deal with 
America the better. He is wrong about 
financial services. There are more 
people working in financial services in 
our country outside the City of London 
than there are inside it. Crucially, what 
the single market means is that, with 
one establishment in Britain, we can 
trade throughout the European Union. 
If we lose that, we will see jobs going 
from Britain to other countries.

Let me end on a note of consensus. 
Labour Governments and Conserva-
tive Governments standing here have 
all had their difficulties with Europe. 
We have all wanted to get the budget 
down. We have all wanted to get pow-
ers returned. We have all found that, 
because of our love for this House of 
Commons and for British democracy, 
this process can sometimes be trying, 
but, at the end of the day, we have 
always known that, when it comes to 
our economy, prosperity and security, 
we are better off fighting from the 
inside.

Oh Wow, it’s Jeremy! 
by N.C. Browne

About 100 members of the two local constituencies: Richmond 
Park and Twickenham Labour Party met with MPs Clive Lewis and 
Siobhan McDonagh in Parliament’s  Portcullis House on Monday 25 
January 2016. Such was the popularity that we were moved into a 
large meeting room unfortunately named: The Thatcher Room. The 
two MPs talked, discussed and answered questions. Then there was 
a collective intake of breath as Jeremy Corbyn arrived unexpectedly. 
He was obviously pleased by the enthusiastic welcome and he spoke 
about his current priorities nationally and in London. 

He focussed on three main areas, housing, wages and tax, while 
emphasising that the Party must start to develop policy now, rather 
than beginning to write a document nearer the 2020 election. The 
views and priorities of members must also feed into the production 
of the manifesto.

He started with the current housing crisis. He referred to London 
in particular and mentioned the inevitable social cleansing that 
happens when ordinary working people can’t afford to live in the 
capital. Existing council housing is unable to cope with the numbers 
needing provision. There must be more provided and it must be 
sustainable and also built to high ecological standards. 

There are significant, enormous building plots that will be com-
ing onto the market in London in the next few years. (Earls Court 
was mentioned) The opportunity to house working families will 
be completely lost if these developments only offer expensive 
properties. Plus, many of these would then be sold off plan, often 
to wealthy non-British residents.

He illustrated this greed-based trend with an example from his own 
constituency. A property developer was or still is building on land 
previously owned by Transport for London ,TFL. He was proudly 
describing the wonderful provision that was being incorporated into 
his development. The developer went silent when Corbyn asked 
how many people from the Council waiting list would be housed 
there.

Relevantly Corbyn asked a question at Prime Minister’s Ques-
tions on 27 January 2016. His query came from “Jeff” who wanted 
to know whether, like Google, he could also make a tax agreement 
and offer to pay what he wanted. Corbyn obviously already had 
this PMQ’s question in mind because he told R&T Labour Party, 
that working to change these disparities is also one of his priorities.  
As is the unbalanced labour market where a Chief Executive can 
take away £5m a year, while at the other end of the company others 
struggle on zero-hours contracts and low pay.

Because Corbyn was talking to a London group he focussed on 
the mayoral elections which are a current and pressing issue for 
us. Obviously housing and wages are important in the capital but 
Corbyn also mentioned pollution - an interesting and rather novel 
issue. We hear that pollution is increasing but it has had very little 
publicity and hasn’t been pinpointed as a political issue in this coun-
try. But, said Corbyn, if it continues, London will have a generation 
of children with curtailed physical and intellectual development. 
What an important point.

America believes in education: 
the average professor earns 
more money in a year than a 
professional athlete earns in a 
whole week.            Evan Esar

All political revolutions, not 
affected by foreign conquest, 
originate in moral revolutions. 
The subversion of established 
institutions is merely one 
consequence of the previous 
subversion of established 
opinions.  John Stuart Mill

All labor that uplifts humanity 
has dignity and importance 
and should be undertaken with 
painstaking excellence.

Martin Luther King, Jr.

A nation that continues year 
after year to spend more money 
on military defense than on 
programs of social uplift is 
approaching spiritual doom.

Martin Luther King, Jr.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

The NHS (Reinstatement) Bill
The dismantling of the NHS in Britain 

has advanced at such a rate that a bill, 
put forward by Allyson Pollock and Peter 
Roderick, will be discussed in Parliament 
on 11 March to ‘Reinstate the NHS’.

One example of the NHS disappearing 
into the private sector without anyone 
noticing is the phone service formerly 
known as ‘NHS Direct’, now NHS 111.  
The media in its usual NHS bashing mode 
has ferocious headlines of ‘catastrophic 
NHS failures’ to do with that phone ad-
vice service. That phone service is in fact 
privatised. The private company is using 
the franchise name ‘NHS'. This was high-
lighted in a letter to the Guardian:

"The government know that the key to 
their devious and subversive plot to pri-
vatise the NHS has to be to soften up the 
public to the idea. This started years ago, 
even before Andrew Lansley blocked the 
release of a report praising the service, and 
continues with the almost daily denigration 
of the quality of care.

Much of the media seem to collude with 
this. The latest example is how the tragic 
case of baby William Mead was reported. 
NHS 111 failed on several occasions. No-
where was it said that NHS 111 has been 
privatised and is run by Care UK, whose 
one-time chairman – and his wife – do-
nated to the Tory party and to Lansley’s 
private office. It was portrayed purely as 
an “NHS” failure. Nor was it mentioned 
that Jeremy Hunt was warned years ago 
that NHS 111 was not “fit for purpose”, 
that its launch should be postponed and not 
rushed as it was, and that the downgrading 
of the call handlers from clinical to lay 
staff was dangerous.

Similarly, every time there is a nursing 
home scandal such as Winterbourne View, 
headlines warn of “NHS failure”, despite 
most of them being in private hands. This 
is misleading the public to unfairly think 
the NHS is failing, when it is actually the 
privatised side that is letting down patients. 
The NHS is failing but only because of the 
lack of investment by this government – 
the lowest in the G7 – and the wasteful 
commercialisation."

Meanwhile the Health Minister is en-
gaged in a confrontation with doctors to 
force them to work Saturdays as normal 
days.  We have a 7-day service for emer-
gencies and this is not changing. Jeremy 
Hunt wants to force a 6-day routine service, 
without increasing staffing or resources.  
It is an absurd measure, which is causing 
almost universal indignation, and fresh 

rounds of strikes which are supported by 
the public.

Repeal of the 2012 Act
The NHS (Reinstatement) Bill is a bill to 

repeal Andrew Lansley’s Health and Social 
Care Act 2012. One crucial point of that 
bill was to remove the Secretary of State 
for Health’s responsibility to provide or 
secure health services.  Now no longer does 
the government – or anybody else – have 
a legal duty to provide hospital services 
throughout England.  That 2012 bill was 
not opposed in Parliament.

Will the Reinstatement bill get sup-
port in Parliament?  Peter Roderick, the 
promoter of the bill with Allyson Pollock, 
is not optimistic; he writes in the London 
Review of Books, December 2015:  “The 
question now is whether Labour under 
Corbyn will end its support for the market 
in the NHS and get behind the bill. The 
shadow health minister, Heidi Alexander, 
is still finding her feet, but the signs are 
not good. Unlike McDonnell, she has not 
brought in new political advisers. She is 
being advised by those who advised Andy 
Burnham, and judging from a meeting I 
had with her very recently New Labour 
thinking on the NHS is for now still very 
much in place. Ross McKibbin, writing in 
the LRB of 8 October, expected Corbyn’s 
leadership to end in tears. If that turns out 
to be the case, one reason may well be 
that Corbyn just wasn’t able to translate 
the support he has in the party into par-
liamentary backing.”

The will to keep a 
National Health Service
There is worry and agitation in the 

country about the NHS, with various 
movements organising protests.  But the 
majority of MPs and practically all of the 
media support privatisation.  The reforms 
are introduced in ways that make them 
incomprehensible to the public, in order 
to avoid the possibility of any dangerous 
‘extra-parliamentary’ actions.  The Health 
and Social Care Act 2012 is virtually 
impenetrable; the Wikipedia entry for it, 
which echoes many critical commentators, 
says that the Act “removed responsibility 
for the health of citizens from the Secretary 
of State for Health, which the post had 
carried since the inception of the NHS in 
1948.”  But the public would be utterly 
unable to understand this if they looked 
at the Act itself, which states:

“Secretary of State’s duty to promote 
comprehensive health service:

(1) The Secretary of State must continue 
the promotion in England of a compre-
hensive health service designed to secure 
improvement—

(a) in the physical and mental health of 
the people of England, and

(b) in the prevention, diagnosis and 
treatment of physical and mental ill-
ness.”

You have to realize that the responsibil-
ity of the Secretary of  State for Health now 
is to ‘promote’ a comprehensive health 
service, not to provide one.  This seem-
ingly innocuous change in vocabulary is 
designed to permit privatization; it is also 
designed to be incomprehensible. Add to 
this the intricate system of financing or 
‘commissioning’ services, and the public 
is utterly lost. Those with an understand-
ing of the matter have not enough political 
clout to make themselves heard.  Jeremy 
Corbyn is virtually on his own in Parlia-
ment, and cannot do enough.

BBC playing at War
The public is being manipulated on 

another front, by the BBC. The BBC an-
nouncers routinely talk about ‘Russian ag-
gression’ and ‘Putin’s aggressive designs’ 
as if they were facts.  On 3 February BBC2 
showed ‘World War Three—Inside the 
War Room”, a mock documentary based 
on a Russian attack on the Baltic States 
leading to a nuclear conflagration.  The 
Daily Telegraph described it as follows: 
“World War Three: Inside the War Room 
convenes a war cabinet of former military 
and diplomatic figures to react to a hypo-
thetical but all too plausible confrontation 
in Eastern Europe, given Russia’s 2014 
annexation of Crimea.”  The Daily Mail 
explains: “The tension builds and the 
doomsday scenario reaches its climax as 
the war room hears that Putin has ordered 
London to be nuked next.”

The programme is supposed to be 
‘a warning to Russia’ not to invade the 
Baltic States, even in the event of attacks 
on Russians living there. The programme 
is also a piece of propaganda made to 
influence British opinion against Russia.  
Nowhere is the truth said, that Crimea is 
overwhelmingly Russian and that it was 
only attached to Ukraine as an administra-
tive measure, in 1954.  A referendum on 
16 March 2014 gave support to what was 
in effect a reunification.

Continued On Page 9
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20 000 Russian soldiers were present in Crimea legally at the time. Russia’s Black Sea 
Fleet is based in Crimea, and no one with any sense would want to deprive a country of 
its fleet.  It was a matter of survival for Russia that Crimea did not become embroiled in 
the civil war that rages in Ukraine thanks to EU and US interference and regime change 
policies.  The BBC mock documentary of course did not mention any of this, nor did 
it mention the commitment given to Russia at the time of the dismantling of the Soviet 
Union that NATO would not encroach on Russia’s sphere of influence.  Now Russia is 
entirely surrounded by NATO countries on its Western borders.

As with the NHS, the public is kept misinformed, and ‘softened up’ to accept what 
will eventually appear as ‘inevitable’.

Continued From Page 8

Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

MR BERTRAND RUSSELL
On 28 November 1916 the banning 

of Bertrand Russell from delivering 
lectures in Britain and the United 
States was once more raised in the 
House of Commons, on this occasion 
by Charles Trevelyan.

(Sir) Charles Trevelyan, 3rd Baronet, 
PC (28 October 1870-24 January 
1958) was a Liberal, and later Labour 
politician and landowner. He was 
elected Liberal Member of Parliament 
for Elland, Yorkshire in a by-election in 
1899. He served under H.H. Asquith as 
Parliamentary Secretary to the Board 
of Education between 1908 and 1914, 
when, as an opponent of British entry 
into the First World War, he resigned 
from the government. In 1914, he 
founded the Union of Democratic 
Control an all-party organisation 
rallying opposition to the war. In the 
1918 general election he lost his El-
land seat, running as an Independent 
Labour candidate. He won Newcastle 
Central for Labour in 1922 and held 
it until 1931. He was a member of 
Ramsey MacDonald’s cabinet as 
President of the Board of Education 
between January and November 1924 
and between 1929 and 1931, when the 
Labour government collapsed. In early 
1939, following Stafford Cripps and 
with Aneurin Bevan among others, 
Trevelyan was briefly expelled from the 
Labour Party for persisting with sup-
port for a “popular front” - involving 
co-operation with the Liberal Party 
and Communist Party- against the 
National Government.

Mr. TREVELYAN  I gave notice at 
Question Time to-day that, in conse-
quence of an answer of the Secretary of 
State for War, I should raise the subject 
of the prohibition of the Government 
against Mr. Bertrand Russell going into 
prohibited areas. It has already been 
discussed in the House, but there is 
this peculiarity about all the answers 

given on this subject, that a different 
story is given by the Government 
every time they speak, and I think 
when they circumscribe the liberty of 
a very distinguished man they should 
at least know why they do it. To-day 
the Minister for War said: It is not the 
fact that Mr. Bertrand Russell was ever 
prohibited from delivering in Glasgow 
a course or lectures which he has now 
delivered in Manchester. That is the 
present answer of the Secretary of 
State for War. On 18th October the 
right hon. Gentleman told me: We 
had information from a very reliable 
source that Mr. Bertrand Russell was 
about to engage in the delivery of a 
series of lectures which would interfere 
very seriously with the maiming of 
the Army.”—[OFFICIAL REPORT. 
18th October. 1916, col. 589, Vol. 
LXXXVI.] It was those very lectures 
which at that time were given as the 
reason for prohibiting Mr. Bertrand 
Russell from going into about half of 
England. I suppose the Government 
found that that excuse would not hold, 
because as a matter of fact they very 
soon heard that although Mr. Bertrand 
Russell was not able to deliver his 
lectures in his own person at Glas-
gow, the first lecture he had proposed 
to deliver before the prohibition was 
delivered for him by Mr. Robert Smil-
lie before an audience of 1,000, who 
afterwards passed a motion of protest 
because Mr. Bertrand Russell was not 
allowed to come there himself. They 
did not prosecute Mr. Robert Smillie, 
because they were afraid of popular 
discontent in Glasgow. This excuse 
for stopping the lectures, therefore, 
would not hold any longer, so the 
next time the Home Secretary spoke 
he gave a different excuse. He said 
that Mr. Bertrand Russell’s liberty 
was being circumscribed because of 
a speech made at Cardiff which was 
“vehemently anti-British.”

I shall have something more to say 
about that in a moment, but I wish to 
call the attention of the House to this 
speech of the Home Secretary. What 
he said was accompanied by a series 
of inaccuracies, the most serious of 
which was this: He was speaking of the 
reason why Mr. Bertrand Russell had 
not been allowed to go to America to 
deliver a series of lectures at Harvard 
College on mathematics and philos-
ophy—nothing whatever to do with 
politics or the War—and the Home 
Secretary said: He was asked whether 
he would give an undertaking, if he 
were given a permit to go to America, 
to give lectures at Harvard and not to 
engage in anti-British propaganda—
propaganda which might reasonably 
be regarded as hostile to or as hinder-
ing and hampering the efforts of this 
country in the prosecution of the War 
He refused to give that undertaking, 
Commander Wedgwood: Was that in 
writing? Mr. Samuel: I do not think 
there was any correspondence. It was 
done verbally as far as I remember.”—
[OFFICIAL REPORT, 19th October, 
1916,. col. 880, Vol. LXXXVI.] There 
was not a single word of truth in the 
whole of that. It was pure fabrication 
by someone who informed the Home 
Secretary wrongly. Mr. Bertrand Rus-
sell was never asked for an undertaking 
either in word or in writing, and he 
never even asked for a passport to go 
to America, but Harvard asked that 
this distinguished man might have a 
passport, and was abruptly refused by 
the Foreign Office. 

Really I should like the House to take 
this case seriously, and not with any 
prejudice with regard to Mr. Russell’s 
opinion, because his treatment, as I 
know from many of my friends who 
do not agree with either him or me, 
is seriously shocking many people in 
England who do not agree with him 
in politics, and, what is more, his 
treatment is resounding through the 
world. America does not hear of the 
treatment of conscientious objectors. 
The Censor takes care of that. But 
the Censor cannot take care when 
a distinguished man who wants to 
lecture at Harvard is prevented from 
going there because of the prejudices of 
the Foreign Office. That is the way a Grey 
now treats a Russell! As a matter of fact, 
it is rumoured, fairly circumstantially, that 
the Harvard chair of philosophy is likely 
to be offered to Mr. Bertrand Russell in 
retaliation, or rather to show the resentment 
of Americans at his treatment. Why is 
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he treated in this way? The last excuse 
by the Home Secretary is that he made 
a “vehemently anti-British” speech at 
Cardiff. It was so anti-British, and it was so 
bad, that the Home Secretary could not read 
it out to the House. It would give too much 
advertisement to such wickedness. But he 
sent me the passages which I suppose, he 
thought worst in this speech. Of course, 
I am not going to read them out to the 
House, but I think I was right in showing 
them to Mr. Bertrand Russell. 

Mr. Bertrand Russell has been con-
demned, according to the Home Secretary, 
on this speech. He had never been shown 
this speech. It had never been published 
in any paper. That is the worst of spy-
reporting. Any sneaking sort of distortion 
may be made of what a man said, and it 
is not possible to correct it. Mr. Bertrand 
Russell flatly denies that he said a good 
many of these things. You have not given 
him the chance of saying whether he did or 
did not utter them, but you said that what he 
said was anti-British. It is quite true he was 
arguing against a good many of the actions 
of the British Government. Who does not? 
Are you so popular that you think anything 
that is anti-Governmental is anti-British? 
Is that your creed? Was that the creed of 
the right hon. Gentleman throughout his 
career? Anti-British, indeed! Mr. Bertrand 
Russell was saying that it is anti-British to 
conceal foreign policy. He was attacking 
the concealment of foreign policy before 
this War, and during this War, and he said 
some strong things, I agree. He said—and 
I am going to quote this because it is so 
quoted in a newspaper in Wales— We knew 
so little about what the real policy of the 
Government was with regard to the War 
and its commitments at Constantinople 
and elsewhere that the Government might 
be pursuing an infamous policy. I wonder 
whether the Secretary for War has never 
said that a Government might be pursuing 
an infamous policy. That is not the same 
thing as saying a Government is pursu-
ing an infamous policy. There might be 
something to be said for requesting men 
of education, and presumably discretion, 
not to say that the Government is pursuing 
an infamous policy, but there are a great 
many people in this country who think 
that if the Government are committing 
themselves to certain lines of policy and 
continuing indefinitely the War for certain 
purposes who would be ready and glad to 
say that it would be infamous. 

I was reading a passage the other day 
from a letter from Lord Loreburn in which 
he denounced the secrecy of the Govern-
ment and criticised them. He did not say 
it was infamous, but he said it might be 
bankruptcy to the nation if we pursued 
such courses. Mr. Russell was criticis-
ing, as any free Briton has the right to 
criticise, the past and present policy of 
this Government, and according to the 
Home Secretary that is why he has only 
to be allowed to enter half of England, as 
if he were a German spy. That is the sort 
of liberty there is in England at the present 
time. I have attacked my right hon. Friends 
for this, but I want to say that I do not 

believe either the Home Secretary or the 
Secretary for War initiated this attack on 
Mr. Bertrand Russell. I believe they have 
been making excuses for someone else, 
as they will go on making excuses to the 
end of the War for more infringements to 
our liberties, unless they stop at an early 
stage. I believe this attack was initiated by 
a soldier without, probably, the Secretary 
for War knowing very much about it, and 
the right hon. Gentleman thinks it neces-
sary to defend what that soldier has said. 
It is the general who issues orders and 
decides if a politician has gone past the 
point he thinks justifiable. This letter was 
written to Mr. Russell when he asked to be 
allowed to deliver his lecture on “Social 
Reconstruction” in different parts of the 
country. A general wrote to him and said: 
The subjects on which you wish to speak 
could, I think, with little difficulty or loss 
of interest be treated without any direct or 
obvious reference to the controversies of 
the day. On the other hand, they might not. 
Such topics as the sphere of compulsion 
in good government’ and ‘the limits of 
allegiance to the State’ would in particular 
seem to require very careful handling if 
they are not to be mistaken for propaganda 
of the type which it is desired to postpone 
till after the conclusion of hostilities.

What we are to talk about is to be de-
cided by a general, and he is to decide what 
we should postpone to the conclusion of 
hostilities. Under a Liberal War Minister 
we are to be directed by a general as to 
what we are to discuss, and he is to tell us 
what our political philosophy is to be. The 
general tells us that Mr. Russell is not to 
discuss “the sphere of compulsion in good 
government.” That is not to be discussed, 
but we do discuss it. The Secretary for 
War may go down to Manchester and may 
explain the new Liberalism to the world, 
and say that compulsion is the essence of 
democracy. The right hon. Gentleman may 
do that, but there is danger if Bertrand Rus-
sell does it, there is danger in him saying 
that there is not enough liberty and that 
compulsion is perhaps an evil. If he were 
permitted to say that, the sleeping souls 
of Liberal associations might wake up to 
understand that Liberalism means liberty 
if that sort of thing were talked. In these 
and other actions of the Government our 
liberties are rapidly being lost. I think 
it is very regrettable that men with the 
record of my two right hon. Friends, the 
Secretary for War and the Home Secretary, 
should be the people who defend this sort 
of thing. Remember that from a Liberal 
point of view, at any rate, these things 
are indefensible. They may rejoice the 
minds of many hon. Members opposite, 
but there are masses of men who do not 
agree with us about the War who do not 
like this sort of thing. I say, as one who 
dislikes this War, and as one who thinks 
that we ought to try to end it, that there 
is no reason why the people’s liberties 
should not remain the same now as they 
were before the War, and these two right 
hon. Gentlemen ought to have been the 
guardians of those liberties. I regret that 
they should defend subordinates, generals, 

or officious chief constables who have 
done stupid and impolitic things. I do say 
that this case which the Secretary for War 
is going to defend now is a bad thing for 
him to defend before the Liberals of the 
country to whom I suppose he feels he 
still owes some allegiance.

The SECRETARY of STATE for 
WAR (Mr. Lloyd George) made a remark 
which was inaudible in the Reporters’ 
Gallery.

Mr. TREVELYAN You do not.
Mr. LLOYD GEORGE Who said 

so? What right has the hon. Gentleman 
to put such an interpretation as that upon 
what I said.

Mr. TREVELYAN What did you 
say?

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE First of all, 
the hon. Gentleman ought to understand 
what I did say before he makes a remark 
of that kind and it only shows how un-
scrupulous he is.

Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER I think 
the hon. Member had better address the 
Chair.

Mr. TREVELYAN I apologise for an 
implication which I uttered in the heat of 
the moment. I say that the right hon. Gen-
tleman, as a Liberal, might really consider 
a paragraph in a leading Liberal weekly, 
written in regard to a book which Mr. 
Bertrand Russell has just published. These 
are the words of a review published in the 
“Nation” only the other day: At length the 
War has given us a much bigger and deeper 
book of prophecy, and the man who has 
written it is the ablest and most unpopular 
figure in contemporary England. It will 
outlive the War by many a year and dec-
ade. It will be translated, if we mistake 
not, into the chief languages of Europe. It 
will be for foreigners the supreme joke of 
the War and for Englishmen the supreme 
shame, that its author is the man whom our 
universities and our Government singled 
out for their pettiest persecutions. That 
is the man who is not allowed to speak 
through half of Great Britain.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE This, I believe, 
is the second or third occasion on which 
this question has been raised. I have no 
complaint to make of that and I am only 
making that statement to show that I can 
merely repeat exactly the reply which has 
been given on the first two occasions. To 
talk about Mr. Bertrand Russell as a dis-
tinguished mathematician who wants to go 
about the country to lecture on mathemat-
ics or some equally harmless topic is really 
to try and delude the House of Commons. 
Why was this main fact suppressed by the 
hon. Member who has just spoken in the 
name of Liberalism—that Mr. Bertrand 
Russell has been prosecuted on his own 
admission for publishing and organising 
the distribution of a pamphlet appealing 
to the people of this country not to carry 
out the terms of the Military Service Act? 
[An HON. MEMBER: “No!”] I simply 
state the fact that he was tried in Court 
and convicted.

Mr. MORRELL made an observation 
which was inaudible in the Reporters’ 
Gallery.
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Mr. LLOYD GEORGE That means 
that the hon. Gentleman does not accept 
the verdict of the Court.

Mr. MORRELL Hear, hear! Nor does 
anyone.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE I beg the 
hon. Gentleman’s pardon. His very dis-
tinguished colleagues in the University 
of Cambridge who knew Mr. Bertrand 
Russell, and know the facts full well, 
accepted it, and the vast majority of the 
people of this country also accepted it. The 
gravamen of the pamphlet was not that 
it described the sentences inflicted upon 
conscientious objectors and complained 
of them, but that it ended with an appeal 
to others to do the same and to resist the 
operation of the Military Service Act. 
That was the reason the pamphlet was 
proscribed. Those are the facts.

Mr. MORRELL That was the Home 
Secretary’s statement of the facts.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE Those are the 
facts as accepted by the Court.

Mr. L. WILLIAMS indicated 
dissent.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE The hon. 
Gentleman is the last man in the world 
who ought to challenge the Courts of 
Justice in this country. He sits in a Court 
of Justice himself, and if every person who 
was tried and sentenced by him were to 
say “Well, it is a travesty of justice,” then 
I should like to know where justice would 
be in this country. There is no suggestion 
except on the part of two or three Gentle-
men here that Mr. Bertrand Russell did not 
get a perfectly fair hearing, and after that 
perfectly fair hearing he was found guilty, 
not upon the evidence of a sneaking spy, 
but upon his own testimony and upon a 
document which he himself admitted that 
he had written, and which contained an 
appeal which, if it had been responded to 
by the majority of people of military age 
in this country, would have left us without 
an Army to face our foes.

Mr. MORRELL Can the right hon. 
Gentleman quote a single word from that 
document?

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE The hon. 
Gentleman has already given his opinion 
upon the subject. I am giving mine. It is not 
merely my opinion. It is also the opinion 
of a Court of Justice which sat upon the 
subject and delivered that verdict. I am 
prepared to accept it until it is proved 
to me that it is the flagrant travesty of 
justice which I am now told it is. Here is 
a gentleman who is convicted of writing 
and distributing a pamphlet which would 
have the effect of making it impossible, 
if he succeeded in his appeal, to carry on 
the War at all, and we are told that he is 
simply a gentleman who wants to deliver 
harmless lectures in Glasgow and in areas 
where there is a good deal of inflammable 
material of that kind. The hon. Gentleman 
was good enough to describe the report 
which we had of the meeting at Glasgow 
as the evidence of a sneaking spy. How 
does he know who it was who gave the 
evidence? Why should he so describe a 
person who is as reputable as himself and 
far more patriotic in this War? How does 

he dare describe a reputable journalist 
known in Cardiff and who in the pursuit 
of his profession attended that meeting as 
a sneaking spy?

HON. MEMBERS Withdraw!
Mr. LLOYD GEORGE May I just say 

that he was not sent by the Government. 
He did not represent the Government. He 
was there in the pursuit of his profession 
representing his newspaper.

Mr. TREVELYAN There was no 
publication of the report.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE Why does the 
hon. Member make a statement of that 
kind? He has no right unless he knows 
it. I tell him that the gentleman who gave 
that information to the Government was a 
Cardiff journalist who was there in pursuit 
of his profession, and the editor refused 
to print the report because it was too bad 
to print. What business has he to call a 
gentleman of that kind, a professional 
man, an honourable man who is earning his 
living by his profession, a sneaking spy? 
He comes here. Let him dare go outside of 
Parliament and make that charge.

HON. MEMBERS Withdraw!
Mr. TREVELYAN That is exactly 

what I want to do. Of course, with regard 
to that matter I withdraw.

Mr. BARLOW I thought you had not 
the pluck to say it outside.

Mr. TREVELYAN I wish to say that 
the implication that there is no publication 
of the speech and that the Government 
punished a man—

Mr. R. McNEILL Do not make it 
worse.

Mr. TREVELYAN On a speech which 
is reported to—

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE I have only a 
little time. I allowed the hon. Member to 
get up to withdraw.

Mr. TREVELYAN I withdraw it.
Mr. LLOYD GEORGE And apolo-

gise, I hope.
Mr. TREVELYAN I do not withdraw 

this, that the way in which the Government 
got the information was as from a spy. I 
withdraw it with regard to the gentleman 
entirely.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE And apolo-
gise.

Mr. TREVELYAN And apologise to 
the Gentleman, certainly.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE Very well, 
I have nothing more to say. This is not 
a sneaking spy. This is a journalist who 
did not represent the Government but his 
own newspaper and who took the report 
in shorthand and sent it to the newspaper. 
The newspaper refused to publish it, and 
if I do not read it now it is exactly for 
the same reason that the editor of that 
paper refused to publish it. I have not the 
slightest hesitation in saying, “Let the hon. 
Gentleman name any single one of those 
gentlemen who are quoted here tonight 
and who do not agree with him or Mr. 
Bertrand Russell, but who are indignant 
at his treatment, and I will show him this 
document.” Let him say then if this is the 
sort of speech that in the middle of a great 
war upon which the life of this country 
depends we can permit this gentleman to 

deliver in prohibited areas? It is full of 
statements of a most scandalous character, 
attacking the country and attacking the 
motives with which the country has gone 
into this War—[An HON. MEMBER: 
Attacking the Government!] I beg pardon, 
not attacking the Government. [An HON. 
MEMBER: “Yes!”] An hon. Gentleman 
tells me to read a passage.

Mr. PRINGLE Hear, hear!
Mr. LLOYD GEORGE Has he read 

the passage about Belgium? There is not 
a word about the Government there.

Mr. PRINGLE Why not read it?
Mr. LLOYD GEORGE About the 

breaking of the Treaty, and about it be-
ing more dishonourable to enforce it. Is 
that attacking the Government? The hon. 
Gentleman talks about his Liberalism. 
This is the Treaty of Mr. Gladstone, and 
he was prepared to go to war in order to 
enforce it. Mr. Gladstone was probably 
the greatest Liberal this country has ever 
seen. That is not an attack upon the Gov-
ernment. It is an attack upon the whole 
honour of this country, when this country 
has gone to war in pursuance of a Treaty to 
defend a small nationality. I thought that 
the defence of small nationalities was a 
Liberal principle.

Mr TREVELYAN. It is not about 
Belgium at all.

Mr. LLOYD GEORGE This Liberal 
who wants free speech does not like it 
when it is administered to him. I listened 
to his free speech, to his suppression of 
facts which are most material. The hon. 
Gentleman is a pacifist. He is against the 
War. He has been against the War right 
through, and so has Mr. Bertrand Russell. 
They do not want the Military Service Act 
or any other Act. They do not want an 
Army to fight the battles of this country, but 
they want to go about delivering lectures, 
persuading people not to join the Army, 
persuading them to keep away and become 
non-combatants, and not to fight. These 
are the men they are prepared to fight for. 
These are the men they attack Ministers 
for preventing from delivering poisonous 
speeches to paralyse the action of the land 
at the moment it is fighting for dear life 
and honour. I have not a word to say about 
Mr. Bertrand Russell. I have not seen him 
since the War began. But that makes no 
difference. There is only one thing that does 
matter, and that is whether the action of Mr. 
Bertrand Russell, or any other man, will be 
to interfere with this country achieving a 
victory upon which, in my judgment, the 
whole future of humanity will depend for 
generations to come.

Mr. MORRELL The right hon. Gentle-
man has made one of his usual speeches. He 
has defended his case by raising prejudice 
against those who are opposed to him. 
He has made an attack on Mr. Bertrand 
Russell in respect of a pamphlet which, I 
venture to say, the right hon. Gentleman 
has never read, and which he could not 
quote correctly to this House. He has also 
stated that Mr. Bertrand Russell at this 
moment would be delivering not lectures 
on mathematics but poisonous lectures 
all about the country, if it were not for the 
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Government. The facts are exactly the op-
posite. The Government stopped him going 
to America. They stopped him from accept-
ing the invitation of Harvard University. 
Why did the right hon. Gentleman not deal 
with that point? Why did he not tell us on 
what ground the Government had dared to 
stop a distinguished mathematician going 
to America? Is that the way to make good 
feeling between us and the United States? 
Why did he leave that subject out of his 
speech altogether? He knows full well that 
if it had not been for the idiotic action of 
this Government in making orders against 
this man Mr. Bertrand Russell would to-
day be lecturing on mathematical logic in 
Harvard University.

Mr. BARLOW Talking treason like 
Whitehouse.

Mr. KING Is an hon. Member of this 
House in order in charging treason against 
another hon. Member?

Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER It is not in 
order for an hon. Member of this House to 
charge another hon. Member with treason, 
but I did not hear any such charge made.

Mr. KING I beg to inform you that 
the hon. Member for Salford did make 
that charge against the hon. Member for 
Mid-Lanark (Mr. Whitehouse), and under 
these circumstances I would ask if I am 
entitled to call upon that hon. Member to 
withdraw and apologise?

Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER I did not 
hear the charge, and it appears to me that 
the matter might be allowed to drop.

Mr. MORRELL Not only did the 
right hon. Gentleman endeavour to raise 
prejudice with regard to a pamphlet which 
he did not read to the House, but he also 
proceeded to make an attack on Mr. 
Bertrand Russell with regard to a speech 
which again he did not quote. What is our 
objection to the action of the Government? 
It is simply this, that they chose, instead 
of allowing a distinguished man to make 
a speech and prosecute him if necessary, 
they chose to adopt Russian methods of 
making administrative Orders against him 
on a speech incorrectly reported, without 
allowing him—the accused—to know the 
charge brought against him and without 
hearing what he had to say in his own 
defence. They make these Orders simply 
as administrative matters, endeavouring 
to silence this man. These are not the sort 
of liberties which we entered into this 
War to defend. The right hon. Gentleman 
knows perfectly well that he has put up 
a defence to an action which is contrary 
to the whole traditions of Liberalism and 
liberty in this country. He knew perfectly 
well the action taken by the Government 
has been taken without giving the man 
a fair hearing, and has been taken in a 
manner which is worthy of autocratic and 
despotic government, but utterly unworthy 
of a Liberal Government.

MR LLOYD GEORGE May I ask the 
hon. Member whether Mr. Bertrand Rus-
sell is willing to give an undertaking that 
he will not deliver his lectures in support 
of the propaganda against the Military 
Service Act?.

Mr. MORRELL Mr. Bertrand Russell 

claims the liberty to deliver his lectures 
without giving undertakings to the War 
Office as he is now expected to do. He 
claims he is perfectly entitled to give his 
lectures in the way he thinks right without 
having to justify his action to a general in 
the War Office. As a matter of fact, what the 
Government has done has been to prevent 
him from delivering a lecture in Glasgow 
which has been delivered in his name by 
Mr. Robert Smillie, and it is of such a 
character that they dare not prosecute Mr. 
Smillie for having delivered it. They have 
prevented him going to America to lecture 
on mathematics, his own subject. At the 
same time they prevented him lecturing 
in some towns in the United Kingdom, 
although he has delivered before an audi-
ence in Manchester the lecture which he 
would have delivered in Glasgow if the 
Government had given leave. I say that 
the criticism of the “Nation” newspaper 
is perfectly justified, because the Govern-
ment have subjected this man to a series of 
petty persecutions utterly unworthy of the 
right hon. Gentleman and the Government 
he represents.

Mr. PRINGLE I am greatly surprised 
at the attitude which the right hon. Gentle-
man has taken up. I had not intended to 
take any part in this Debate, and would 
not have done so but for his attack on Mr. 
Bertrand Russell, and for his defence of the 
arbitrary action of the War Office. That not 
only surprised me, but it so dismayed me 
that I think it necessary to enter a protest. 
He called in the name of Gladstone, the 
greatest of our Liberal leaders, to support 

Enough: Our responsibility 
to meet families’ needs

This is a report by several British Churches on the British government 
bad response to poverty:
“The Welfare Reform and Work Bill will make poor people poorer. 
This will happen through a large reduction in benefits. The government 
has not assessed how families will be able to cope on incomes that are 
greatly reduced. The hardship caused is likely to be substantial. 
“The aim of the Bill is to change people’s behaviour by reducing their 
income, but there is little evidence it will have the intended effect. 
Instead it is predicted to cause substantial hardship 
among low income families.
“No child should be left without enough to live on in order to motivate 
their parents. If children live in a family which doesn’t have enough 
money they are more likely to die young, do worse at school, and 
experience worse health.”
Available free at http://www.jointpublicissues.org.uk/wp-content/
uploads/enough-report.pdf.

his argument. But I think one of the very 
last things Mr. Gladstone would have done 
would have been to call in the name of 
Liberty to defend such arbitrary action as 
the right hon. Gentleman is now defending. 
May I ask why no action was taken against 
Mr. Bertrand Russell and other speakers 
in connection with this propaganda in the 
days of voluntary recruiting or against 
those who were actively engaged in trying 
to defeat voluntary recruiting? Why was 
it that no action was taken against people 
who would not put Lord Kitchener’s 
advertisement in their newspapers? The 
right hon. Gentleman is talking as if Mr. 
Bertrand Russell was the only man who 
ever attempted to prevent men going into 
the Army, when men, in order to shackle 
this country with Conscription, were doing 
all they could to prevent them voluntarily 
going into the Army. In those days the 
right hon. Gentleman never lifted up a 
finger against them. Yet those were the 
vital days of the War. It was in the early 
spring and summer of 1915 that men were 
most required for the Army, but nothing 
was done at that time. Yet now, when 
the Gentlemen on the Front Bench have 
been overwhelmed with popular discredit, 
they are resorting to methods of tyranny 
which are utterly unworthy of a Liberal 
Ministry—

It being one hour after the conclusion 
of Government business, Mr. DEPUTY- 
SPEAKER adjourned the House, without 
Question put, pursuant to the Order of the 
House of the 22nd February.
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Rail, Rents and Housing  Part 2
by Eamon Dyas

There is another area where govern-
ment thinking over the past generation 
has directly contributed to the present 
crisis – that of housing policy. Margaret 
Thatcher’s policy of selling council 
homes which began in 1980 has proved 
to have reverberations way beyond the 
immediate one of a diminution in the 
nation’s social housing stock. 

The reason why the “Right-to-Buy” 
legislation which was introduced in 
1980 was so effective was because 
it was undertaken in a wholesale and 
sustained manner – something that 
was possible because it was pursued 
with missionary zeal by adherents of 
a doctrinaire programme to reverse 
what the Conservatives saw as the 
increasing dominance of the state over 
the individual. Michael Heseltine, the 
minister in charge of implementing the 
relevant legislation said at the time 
that “no single piece of legislation 
has enabled the transfer of so much 
capital wealth from the state to the 
people”. A more accurate assessment 
would have described it as the transfer 
of so much capital to individuals – to 
describe the recipients as “the peo-
ple” is to completely misdescribe the 
concept. Under the scheme a tenant 
could purchase their council home at 
a discount of between 33% and 50% 
depending on the length of time they 
had been a tenant. The local councils 
were permitted to retain half of the 
proceeds from sales but were com-
pelled to use the money to reduce the 
levels of their debt rather than build 
replacement homes. In 1982, 200,000 
council homes were sold to tenants and 
since its introduction the government 
estimate that around 2 million council 
properties in England have been sold 
to individuals.

While the introduction of around 
2 million new properties into the 
private market could be claimed to 
have a dampening effect on prices 
as the supply of homes was pushed 
higher in terms of existing demand, any 
such effect was marginal and of short 
duration. Sales of council properties 
peaked in 1982-83 and continued at 
varying levels ever since. This meant 
that the market was able to absorb 
such properties over time without too 
much disruption. What was of more 
significance was the fact that such 
properties were no longer tied to, or 
reinforced by, local communities. 
Once sold they now became subject 

to the upward pressure of the wider 
London market and the ex-council 
tenants now, in many instances, with 
their new-found wealth becoming part 
of the transient property purchasing 
component that constituted the demand 
side of the property market. Those 
who took advantage of the Right to 
Buy scheme expanded the numbers of 
active punters in the private property 
market. Their subsidised properties 
were in most cases sold on at the pre-
vailing market rate and the ex-council 
tenants then became active purchasers 
of other properties using their profits 
to push up the prices at the next rung 
on the property market. 

Another issue surrounding these 
sales was the way in which they were 
used to ingrain the policy of financial 
deregulation among the wider popu-
lation. Banks and building societies 
were encouraged to offer mortgages 
on unprecedented terms to council 
tenants to enable them to purchase 
their homes. Overall the impact of the 
“Right to Buy” scheme was to generate 
an enormous increase of finance into 
the property market which in turn had 
a commensurate impact on prices. 

 Since last year when the present 
Conservative government under David 
Cameron was elected the madness 
has taken on a new level with the 
stock of homes under the control of 
housing associations coming under 
threat. Within days of his election he 
announced plans for an extension of 
the Thatcher “Right to Buy” scheme 
to tenants of housing associations 
(the new scheme was called “Right 
to Acquire” to distinguish it from the 
earlier scheme). This means that 1.3 
million housing association families 
would be eligible to take advantage 
of the extended scheme in England. In 
September 2015 the National Housing 
Federation (the umbrella body under 
which housing associations are organ-
ised), put an offer to the government 
which proposed an implementation of 
the “Right to Acquire” on a voluntary 
basis. The NHF proposed this compro-
mise in the context of legislation that 
could have seen the demise of housing 
associations as independent entities. 
The compromise also allowed them 
more flexibility on negotiating com-
pensation for the discounts that they 
had to offer tenants and gave them the 
power to refuse to apply the “Right to 
Acquire” on certain properties. 

This compromise was agreed by 
David Cameron who was eager to 
avoid a parliamentary battle and 
the possibility of a legal challenge 
on the legitimacy of legislation that 
compelled the sale of assets that were 
owned by charities and not-for-profit 
organisations. As the implementation 
of this scheme is to start in 2016 it is 
difficult to know how it will impact 
on the social housing stock and on 
the property market. The proposal 
originally made by David Cameron 
in May last year stipulate that housing 
association tenants eligible under the 
scheme would be entitled to a discount 
of between 35% and 70% on a house 
and between 50% and 70% on a flat. 
However, the figure was capped at 
£77,900 outside London and £103,900 
in London. This would entitle someone 
who was a tenant for ten years being 
able to purchase a £100,000 flat for 
just £40,000 with a 60% discount. 
According to the National Housing 
Federation between 15% and 35% of 
housing tenants will be able to afford 
to pay a mortgage which translates to 
around 221,000 homes. I have been 
unable to ascertain how any of these 
figures pan out regarding the London 
situation but it’s unlikely that any 
tenants in London would be living in 
flats that are valued at £100,000 or 
under. The Daily Mail ran an article 
on 25 January 2014 which stated 
that there were only seven properties 
advertised in London at prices under 
£100,000 at that time and on that basis 
it would seem that any tenant of hous-
ing association properties in London 
would have to commit to a mortgage 
significantly more than £40,000 in 
2016. The impact of the scheme must 
also be measured against the reluctance 
of a significant minority of housing 
associations to support it (according to 
the Guardian of 17 October 2015 only 
55% of housing associations supported 
the scheme).

But whatever the effect of the 
“Right to Acquire” scheme in terms 
of its impact on housing association 
stock in London the overall effect of 
the “Right to Buy” scheme over the 
past 35 years has been disastrous for 
the housing market in the capital. 
That disaster is not only caused by 
the absolute decline in the number of 
social housing units but in the manner 
in which the “Right to Buy” scheme 
has fuelled the property price rises 
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during that period.

Crossrail and population.
The announcement that a new station 

was to be opened at Woolwich as a result 
of the Crossrail Act of July 2008 added 
to the incentive for developers to buy up 
local properties and small businesses in the 
area. The object of their investment was 
to seek to maximize profits by construct-
ing as many home units on their recently 
acquired land as possible. In this regard 
the relaxation of the planning laws fa-
cilitates the intensive housing that usually 
emerges in the form of apartment tower 
blocks. This, together with the relaxed 
financial atmosphere of London, provides 
another route by which “unnatural” levels 
of finance are pumped into the London 
property market. In some instances the 
apartment building is constructed only 
after securing foreign funding through 
speculators eager to purchase in advance 
multiple units of a proposed apartment 
tower block. In Greenwich this has been 
the case with Chinese and Asian specula-
tors eager to find an investment for their 
money that will bring in a decent rental 
income in place of a less attractive dividend 
from investments in alternative areas of 
business which might offer less of a safe 
haven for their funds.

The resultant apartment blocks, 
designed to accommodate as many in-
habitants as possible, sometimes end up 
replacing buildings that previously housed 
one or two families with a building that 
now houses 150 to 200 individuals. This 
in turn ends up distorting the previous 
demographics of the area and creates 
local islands of intensive housing. The 
encouragement to build on “brown sites”, 
i.e. areas that had been previously used 
for small businesses or had been derelict 
for some time, can also distort the previ-
ous demographic profile of an area as it 
creates more areas of habitation than was 
the case prior to its development. Aside 
from a small number of units put aside for 
locals who can afford them, the people 
purchasing or renting these units in the 
emerging apartment blocks will in most 
cases be couples and professionals who 
come from outside the area.

The extra numbers that move to the 
area do so on the premise that Crossrail, 
or another rail line to the centre of London, 
will provide a relatively cheaper means of 
accessing their place of work than would 
be the case if they lived outside London. 
It is this consideration that justifies the 
additional rental or purchase cost involved. 
However, the very thing that attracts these 
people to places in such circumstances 
also creates a problem in terms of the 
additional pressure it places on the rail 
facilities. Crossrail, like the “solutions” 
that went before it, while possibly offering 
a solution to the travel requirements of the 
people living in the area at the time it was 

envisaged (plus the additional projected 
numbers that have already proved to be 
totally inadequate), is already incapable 
of meeting the additional numbers that 
it itself has been the cause of creating. 
It is also creating a problem further into 
London’s rail network as a proportion 
of these additional numbers will require 
access to parts of the rest of the city’s rail 
and tube system at some point in their 
journey.

In June last year the Greater London 
Authority issued figures that claim to 
project the population of London until 
2036. It also shows in graphic form the 
extent of the underestimate of all its projec-
tions since 2006. In each year since then 
the projection has increased significantly 
since the projection the year before (see: 
GLA 2015 round of trend-based popula-
tion projections – Methodology, p.15). The 
current projection is for London to have a 
population in excess of 10.5 million people 
by 2036 but on the basis of every similar 
projection since 2006 this figure is likely 
to be erring on the conservative side. 

According to the Evening Standard of 
29 October 2015 the Office of National 
Statistics has since projected that the popu-
lation of London could see a growth to 
11m by the year 2050 (at the present time 
the population of London is 8.6 million). 
Earlier in 2015, on 3 February, City A.M. 
published a population map showing that 
the bulk of growth in London’s popula-
tion between 2015 and 2039 will take 
place along the Thames corridor between 
Wandsworth and Fulham to Havering on 
the north of the river and Wandsworth to 
Greenwich on the south of the river.

Future plans.
In the wake of the Crossrail project and 

without any reference to the actual impact 
it has had on the economy and demogra-
phy of London we already see talk of that 
project being emulated with Crossrail 2. 
This is Boris Johnson in response to a 
report by Pricewaterhouse Coopers of 27 
November 2014: 

“London’s population is growing 
rapidly and with more people travelling 
in our city than ever before it’s vital that 
we deliver extra rail capacity to support 
future growth. Crossrail 2 is an essential 
infrastructure project and this report shows 
the range of financing initiatives we could 
employ to get it moving. We’ll now be 
discussing those financing options closely 
with London’s boroughs, business groups 
and other key players who have a stake in 
getting behind Crossrail 2.”

According to this report the envisaged 
new Crossrail 2 is designed to support up 
to 200,000 new homes along its route but 
no reference is made to the type of new 
home that is described and no reference 
either to the impact on local property and 
rental prices that will define the nature of 
such new homes. As was the case with the 

existing Crossrail project the new Crossrail 
2 will be overwhelmingly funded by the 
taxpayer and fare paying public despite 
the fact that huge profits will flow to the 
property developers who take advantage 
of it along its route. If the real concern of 
the politicians was to make life easier for 
the working populations of London the 
impact of Crossrail on the economy and 
property prices along its route needs to be 
independently investigated in order to in-
form future projects of a similar nature and 
to arm those who have a genuine concern 
for the welfare of the travelling working 
population with the facts. Such facts can 
then be used to influence the way future 
projects can be managed in ways that can 
guarantee a balanced outcome in terms of 
housing and property and rental prices.

It is often said that the building of more 
roads does not solve the problem of traffic 
congestion but only attracts more cars to 
the point when the additional roads too 
become congested. A similar argument 
could be made against the construction 
of additional rail systems. But another 
argument could be brought to bear against 
the construction of additional rail systems 
and that relates to the unique way in 
which they impact on the property prices 
and demographics of London. Of course 
it need not necessarily be so. After all a 
rail system provides a more efficient and 
environmentally friendly means of moving 
people from their abodes to their places of 
work than is the case with cars and roads. 
But the experience over the past genera-
tion has shown that without the proper 
protections and mechanisms in place 
rail expansion has had a toxic impact on 
property and rental prices in the capital. 
That experience has shown that for any 
expansion of the rail network to be denied 
an influence over property prices the gov-
ernment must have a number of tools at its 
disposal. It must have the defining influ-
ence over the network as well as its power 
to set fares; it must have some means of 
dampening the huge profits that are being 
made by property speculators exploiting 
the social need for a rail network either by 
way of a special tax on their profits or by 
rent control or both; it must have a better 
system in place for regulating finance in 
the housing sector.

It should also be said that any solution to 
the government’s problems with the levels 
of housing benefit cannot be considered 
in isolation to the historical causes for 
rents in London being so high. Instead 
of seeking solutions that can only have 
the eventual effect of creating a socially 
cleansed capital our politicians should be 
seeking solutions that address the core of 
the problem.

Note: Part 1 of Rail, Rents and 
Housing was published in Labour 
Affairs, February 2016.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Thatcherism – 
Full of False Promises
Remember Trickle-Down?  If the state 

stopped hampering business, business 
would deliver so much extra wealth 
that we’d all be much better off.  Total 
nonsense – the 1980s saw much the same 
rate of growth as the 1970s, despite the 
vast bonus of North Sea Oil.  Things 
then got worse, with no return to the 
excellent growth rates Britain had in 
the 1950s and 1960s.

That’s not to say that Thatcherism 
failed – not for the people who ran 
it.  Who hired praise-singers to bless 
it in the ‘free’ press.  Who gave nice 
fat prizes to economists who ignored 
reality and spun dreams about abstract 
perfect markets.  Wealth for the very 
rich increased nicely, way ahead of the 
rest of the society.  Britain is not as bad 
as the USA, where most of the work-
ing mainstream are devout believers in 
‘rugged individualism’ and are worse 
off than they were in the 1970s.  But 
if we’d had a genuinely conservative 
government in the 1980s instead of 
radical-right Thatcherism, 90% of the 
population would be distinctly better 
off in terms of cold cash.  Also better 
off in terms of job security and living 
in a much nicer society.

Note I say 90% and not 99%.  The 
‘1%’ got the lion’s share: a majority 
have lost out.  But don’t forget the Inter-
mediate 9%, the rest of the First Decile 
of wealth.  These have broken even, 
doing quite well and rating themselves 
superior to the 90%.  These are also 
among the most active, determined and 
articulate people.  They haven’t been 
gainers from Thatcher’s Radical-Right 
policies, but economically they have 
not particularly lost from it.  But from 
a selfish point of view, they are now at 
risk from the general social strains and 
demoralisation caused by the 1% suck-
ing up wealth that should have gone to 
the 90%.  The Labour Party will need 
to appeal to the selfish interests of such 
people, as well as to a principled minor-
ity, to win elections.

Explain also that the ‘1%’ are a More-
Than-Millionaire class.  To have investi-
ble assets worth a mere million wouldn’t 
quite be an entry ticket to this dominant 
class.  To have that million based on the 
value of your house or pensions savings 
would put you comfortably among the 
Intermediate 9%, but well outside the 
privileged and flourishing 1%.  This 

must be said, because one survey found 
that fully a fifth of US citizens believed 
themselves to be part of the top 1%, with 
another fifth expecting to end up there.  
(And 13 out of every ten US citizens can’t 
do simple arithmetic.)  But most people 
know that they’ll never be millionaires 
short of winning the lottery.  Talked to 
correctly, they might wise up and vote 
accordingly.

I’m sure also that far more people 
would place themselves in the ‘In-
termediate 9%’ than actually belong 
there: that’s human vanity.  Allow for it.  
Emphasise that this middling 9% – the 
real Middle Class – have gained nothing 
from seeing their society trashed.  Unlike 
the More-Than-Millionaire class, they 
can’t cut themselves off from crime and 
disorder.

Corbyn and the rest of the Labour 
Party should be hammering these points.  
Emphasise Thatcher’s false promises.  
Never mind whether the Tories were 
lying or just out of their depths.  They 
got elected using all sorts of promises, 
most of them not met.

The Tories used to be a genuinely 
conservative party, maintaining organic 
links in a changing world.  A lot of vot-
ers still think they are.  They too need 
to be persuaded that the Tory Party is 
now dominated by people in the grip of 
a Radical Right delusion.  People who 
react to every setback and failure with 
more of the same.

Young People Suffering
Old people are much more likely to 

vote that young people.  Old people are 
better looked after than in the 1970s, 
whereas young people are worse looked 
after.  Is it just possible these two facts 
are connected?

Far too many young people seem 
proud of not seeing it so.  They don’t 
know what’s wrong with life, but they 
do know that voting will make no dif-
ference.  Who do you think gave them 
that message?

Old people take a different view.  Pen-
sions are comfortable, and they have free 
travel and many other benefits.  The sorts 
of things that have mostly been swept 
away in the name of ‘efficiency’ by the 
New Right.  But when it was suggested 
that cheques were a pointless anachro-
nism in the digital age, old people made 
it clear that this was unacceptable.  And 
indeed, the idea was dropped.

What else has been done to the silly 

young people who think it is cool and 
clever not to vote?  Mass unemploy-
ment, obviously.  Unemployment is 
the norm for an industrial society, but 
it is not something beyond the power of 
human wisdom to fix.  After World War 
Two, most people in the West concluded 
that mass unemployment had caused 
the spread of both fascism and com-
munism.  So for a time, they made sure 
that there was virtually no unemploy-
ment.  Thatcherism and Reaganism got 
support from the ruling class because 
they noticed that Global Communism 
was losing popular support and figured 
that fascism was never going to revive.  
(Not being smart outside of day-to-day 
manipulation, they mostly refuse to ac-
cept that both the rise of Islamism and 
populist racism are somehow connected 
with the unemployment that gives them 
vast immediate power over their own 
workforce.)

What else?  Remember the ‘property-
owning democracy’? Removing controls 
on rents meant it was often easier to 
buy – for a while.  But this pumped up 
the prices:

“The number of young working-
class households who own their own 
homes has declined by 20% since David 
Cameron came to power…  The overall 
number of under-35s who own their 
homes has fallen by 280,000 households 
since 2010, with the drop more marked 
among those who do routine or manual 
work, or are unemployed.”1

“Nine out of 10 Britons on modest 
incomes under the age of 35 will be 
frozen out of home ownership within 
a decade, according to a study from 
a leading thinktank that lays bare the 
impact of surging property prices on 
the young….

“Home ownership was increasingly 
becoming the preserve of the well-off 
and the elderly.

“In 1998 more than half of people aged 
16-34 living in households with incomes 
between 10% and 50% of the national 
average were buying their own homes. 
The percentage had dropped to 25% in 
2013-14 and was on course to be 10% 
across the UK as a whole by 2025. In 
London it is forecast to be just 5%.”2

That applies to the whole country, 
except where local industries have closed 
and houses are practically worthless.  
London expands as a global financial 
centre even while Britain’s productive 
industry withers: this has jacked up 
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the prices.  It is a haven for all sorts of 
dirty money, including money looted 
from Russia when its economy was 
being disorganised and shrunk during 
the 1990s.

Most ordinary people are being 
priced out of home ownership – but 
some accidentally acquire wealth they 
never worked for.  I could easily have 
been one such.  I moved out of London 
because of my job.  If I’d stayed there, 
my modest flat in Hackney would have 
netted me more than half a million and 
I’d be part of the very comfortable First 
Decile of wealth.  But really, such a 
system is absurd.

Economic Stagnation: 
Praise the Bankers
Capitalism is a system of subversion 

favoured mostly by right-wing people, 
who have a foolish belief that the things 
they cherish will survive it.  Marx was the 
first person to see this from a left-wing 
and progressive viewpoint.  Reactionar-
ies also see the link, and there used to be 
a large stratum of intelligent conserva-
tives who knew that commerce must 
be regulated and limited if the things 
they valued were to survive.  Thatcher 
and Reagan dogmatically believed the 
opposite, and intelligent conservatism is 
largely extinct – which may mean that 
the current success of the New Right is 
a swansong and it might all suddenly 
collapse.  (Just as the Soviet system 
collapsed very suddenly after having 
apparently been rallied and made for-
midable by Leonid Brezhnev after he 
crushed the more serious reformers in 
the late 1960s.)

It is convenient for right-wingers to 
assume that commercial profit indicates 
where the wealth has been created, 
rather than where it happens to emerge.  
Convenient, except that it is not true.  
Basic science appears as a cost, but large 
parts of it are the seed-corn for Applied 
Science, Technology and often whole 
industries.  Faraday famously predicted 
to Gladstone that electricity would soon 
be something to be taxed, at a time when 
it appeared just as abstract knowledge.  
Later on, a scientist called Heinrich 
Hertz spent a lot of effort producing and 
measuring some invisible rays, for no 
better purpose than to test a controversial 
theory about electricity and magnetism.  
He didn’t see any practical use for them.  
It was left to Marconi to notice the value 
of radio waves.  (He was also exceptional 
in being a pioneering inventor who also 
got rich.  And he was a fan of fascism, 
but that’s another story.)

Education is an even clearer case.  
It is a wonderful source of wealth, and 
successful countries fund it generously.  
Fee-based education leads to bad 
allocation.  Private education gives 
privileged children better exam results 
and better access to the good universities: 

rational selfishness for the parents of 
those children, but not so good for the 
society as a whole.

The system is in big trouble, has been 
from 2008, but seems determined not 
to change.  Surprisingly, they have got 
away with it so far.  But ideas that had 
already failed once are now failing again.  
Yet Cameron is wonderful at giving 
the appearance of smooth confidence, 
even as everything falls apart.  That’s 
the Public School tradition, you are 
trained to appear wise and in command, 
even when ignorant and silly.  And get a 
false view of the world, a leftover from 
the British Empire, whose ruling class 
failed to cope with the new world they 
had brought into existence.  They paid 
far too little attention to science or to 
non-European cultures.  Instead they 
perfected the mass production of useful 
human shells that the ruling class can 
wear to appear wise.  

(In some cases, the shell merges with 
the actual person and they become one.  
Such characters were always found at 
various levels, but never at the very top 
of the system.)

New Labour was unreasonably 
respectful of Thatcherism.  Unable to 
disentangle the genuinely conservative 
elements from New-Right fantasy and 
ignorance.  So bad finance was treated 
as sacred wealth-creation:

“Traditionally, the truly risky activi-
ties in finance happened in firms organ-
ised as partnerships. Top management 
were personally liable, meaning that if 
things went well, managers might get to 
buy a wonderful extra house – the bonus. 
But if things went wrong, they might 
have to sell their house – the malus.

“This system exerted a powerful disci-
pline. Management had every incentive 
to be on top of what its people were 
doing, to not let the organisation grow 
to an unmanageable size and to give 
lots of power to its risk and compliance 
officers – those with the task of block-
ing reckless or illegal plans. There was 
an equally strong incentive to reward 
and encourage loyalty: the Thursday 
after-work celebration to mark staff 
members’ 15, 20 or 25 years of service 
was a fixture.

“But in the 80s and 90s waves of 
deregulation hit. Firms were allowed to 
list on the stock exchange or be taken 
over by a publicly listed bank, putting an 
end to personal liability. Even worse, in 
this new set-up the bonuses stayed but 
the risk of being ruined personally when 
the firm went down was shelved.

“Now risk and compliance staff 
stopped being the eyes and ears of top 
management... The ‘20 years’ service’ 
parties have become a thing of the past, as 
loyalty has been replaced by ‘liquidity’. 
Within five minutes, and without prior 
warning, banks can get rid of bankers 
and do so all the time: ‘executions’, they 

call this process in the City, or ‘waves’ 
and ‘culls’. On the other hand, banks 
know that competitors can poach their 
people at any time. Zero loyalty cuts 
both ways.

“This blueprint for short-termism 
defines the modern, publicly listed 
megabank. The biggest are global 
empires with hundreds of thousands of 
employees, engaged in widely different 
activities, often of great complexity. 
The Big Short makes clear that before 
2008 the top people had no idea what 
was really happening down the ranks. 
And why would they? They were not 
personally liable and as long as things 
went well they were cashing in life-
changing rewards. At worst they would 
lose their jobs and stock options. What 
kind of deterrent is that?”3

The start of 2016 saw a wave of stock 
market falls.  Something worse may be 
coming.  But whether anything gets fixed 
remains moot.

The USA Needs State Power
“The only way in which our people 

can increase their power over the big 
corporation that does wrong, the only 
way in which they can protect the work-
ing man in his conditions of work and 
life, the only way in which the people 
can prevent children working in industry 
or secure women an eight-hour day in 
industry, or secure compensation for 
men killed or crippled in industry, is 
by extending, instead of limiting, the 
powers of government.”4

That was Theodore Roosevelt in the 
1912 Presidential Election, where he 
came second as Progressive candidate. 
Woodrow Wilson won in 1912 and again 
in 1916, promising then to stay out of 
World War One. In 1917, he took the 
USA into that war.

Theodore Roosevelt’s entire speech 
can be found on-line5 and is worth read-
ing. With a few small changes, it could 
be delivered today by Bernie Saunders 
or Jeremy Corbyn.

“The people of the United States have 
but one instrument which they can effi-
ciently use against the colossal combina-
tions of business—and that instrument 
is the government of the United States 
(and of course in the several States the 
governments of the States where they can 
be utilized)…  It is absolutely impossible 
to limit the power of these great corpora-
tions whose enormous power constitutes 
so serious a problem in modern industrial 
life except by extending the power of 
the government…

“These great corporations rarely want 
anything from the government except to 
be let alone and to be permitted to work 
their will unchecked by the government. 
All that they really want is that govern-
mental action shall be limited. In every 
great corporation suit the corporation 
lawyer will be found protesting against 
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extension of governmental power. Every court decision favoring a corporation takes the 
form of declaring unconstitutional some extension of governmental power. Every corpo-
ration magnate in the country who is not dealing honestly and fairly by his fellows asks 
nothing better than that … there be stringent limitations of governmental power.”

This last no longer applies.  At the start of the 20th century, private corporations could 
indeed run a successful economy with a relatively small government.  That ended with 
the Wall Street Crash and Great Depression.  Nowadays they cluster around a huge state 
machine and know they need it.  The New Right has not shrunk the state and will not.  
They just divert the benefits from the poor to the rich.

Snippets
Saudi Perils
After decades of government by hypocrites and weakling, Saudi Arabia may now 

be back in the hands of serious Wahhabi Muslims.  Heirs of a grand warrior tradition, 
but for decades they saw themselves as an imperilled outpost that needed the USA 
to survive.  That applied when Saddam Hussein invaded Kuwait.  But the world has 
changed since 1991, with a grand revival of reactionary and right-wing forces after the 
fall of the Soviet Union.

In the current war in Syria, they are maybe stringing along the USA.  Or maybe the 
USA still sees secular rulers like Assad as the main target.

The dangers are considerable.  Sincere Wahhabi Muslims may see a possible End of 
the World as nothing to worry about: Allah will look after his own.

***
Another Failed State
“South Sudan is on the verge of going bust, its dollar reserves (its only means of 

buying food and goods from abroad) standing at zero. Now there is an expectation that 
the International Monetary Fund may be asked to step in…

“So where has the money gone? In neighbouring Kenya and Uganda, property 
records show some of the best houses in the smartest suburbs are registered under the 
names of high-profile South Sudanese politicians and bureaucrats. Many such homes 
are worth more than $1m.”6

I said at the time that forcing Sudan to give independence to its rebellious south 
would produce nothing good.

***
US Military poisoned its own people
Don’t compare the current US system to Fascism.  Fascists believed in looking after 

those they defined as ‘their people’, however vicious they were to those they rejected.  
The military in particular were looked after, up until the time that fascist leaders got 
over-bold and got them killed in vast numbers.  But today’s New Right believe in sav-
ing money and privatising.

“From the moment the US launched its campaigns in Afghanistan and Iraq, the Pen-
tagon ordered the use of open-air burn pits to dispose of the wars’ massive volume of 
waste. The military relied heavily upon these sprawling ditches, which burned around 
the clock to consume the tens or even hundreds of tons of junk generated daily.

“Among the other hazardous items service members recall being burned are: petro-
leum, oil, rubber, tires, plastic, styrofoam, batteries, appliances, electrical equipment, 
pesticides, aerosol cans, oil, explosives, casings, medical waste and animal and human 
carcasses…

“These materials converged in a toxic plume that hovered over the base, and seeped 
into soldiers’ sleeping and working quarters, which were often a mile or less away.”7

***
Websites
Previous Newsnotes can be found at the Labour Affairs website, http://labouraffairs-

magazine.com/past-issues/.  And at my own website, https://longrevolution.wordpress.
com/newsnotes-historic/. 
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THANK YOU FOR 
SELF-HARMING
Behind the shop front lies 

death and
destruction 
and it’s all for sale 
to the highest bidder
if you’re up for induction
and a reasonable fibber
without fear of jail
you go to the counter and ask 

for
Uncle Sam
the great anointer
master of the grand slam
it’s all red white and blue
the lying Fox News stars
impaled on razor wire stripes
flying from every bar
and lawn
the bended knee at the
pew
the sycophant fawns 
as they select the few
but it’s never you
for that interview
unless you have the millions
outside they whistle and
shout
to defend the billionaires
and give the Pentagon
more clout
impoverishing the masses for 

the
military security complex
and what’s it all about
the subjugation of humanity
to correct 
and hinder nations as they 

evolve
their faiths and tribes and 

national being
bombed to stall
so out of the shop steps a new 

president
sounding  familiar with the 

same old
clippity clop 
with the neocons holding the 

reins
so much money ill spent
time now to take down the
shop front
and let the world take the
brunt.

Wilson John Haire
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Europe is Built on Corpses and Plunder
by Andre Vltchek 

(Speech given in Rome at the Italian 
Parliament on January 29, 2016) 

Friends and Comrades, it is a great 
honor to be standing here – at the 
Chamber of Deputies of the Italian 
Parliament. 

The West (or call it NATO, or any-
thing you like – we all know what I 
mean!) has, in the most cynical manner, 
destabilized and destroyed the entire 
Middle East. As it has in virtually all 
the continents of the world, it ruined 
tremendous cultures, plundered all it 
could put its hands on, turned proud 
people into slaves. Libya and Iraq are 
no more! I can testify, as I work all 
over the Middle East. 

And then the West enclosed itself 
into its gold-plated bunker, slowly and 
disgustingly digesting its booty! 

How many refugees are there that 
Europe says: “it cannot accept”? 1 
million? Tiny, miniscule Lebanon has 
2 million, and it is coping; badly but 
coping! And Lebanon did not destroy 
Syria, Libya, Afghanistan or Iraq. 

You know how it all feels like? Like 
observing a woman who was gang-
raped, whose husband was murdered 
in front of her own eyes, and whose 
beautiful house was looted. Now 
this woman, just in order to save her 
starving children from the rubbles, is 
forced to go to Europe, to the rapists 
and thieves who destroyed her life, 
asking for shelter and food. And they 
spit into her face! They say: “It is 
too much for us, too difficult to ac-
commodate you and others like you! 
Woman, you came to take advantage 
of us. You came to have a better life 
at our expense!” 

This is how it looks from the out-
side. This is how I see it.  And I want 
to puke. But there is no time… One 
has to work, day and night, to stop 
this madness. The West, of course 
including Europe, is too hardened by 
its own crimes, too cynical, and too 
unrepentant. It remains blind, because 
it simply does not pay to see! 

There is no Left Wing in Europe, 
anymore. Not the Left as we under-
stand the term in Cuba and other 
revolutionary nations. To us, true left 
means “Internationalism”, solidarity! 
True left is global, egalitarian, and 
color-blind. European so-called Left 
is only concerned with the benefits of 
its own citizens. It does not care at all 

where the funds are coming from. 
As long as French, Greek, Spanish 

or Italian farmers get their subsidies 
and perks, who cares that agriculture 
in Africa or Asia gets thoroughly 
ruined. The most important is that Eu-
ropean farmers could drive their latest 
BMW’s, for producing something or 
not producing anything at all. 

I saw absolutely grotesque con-
cepts implemented in countries like 
Senegal, and other former French 
colonies: heavily subsidized French 
food produce flooded West Africa, 
supermarkets opened, local production 
collapsed. Then the prices spiked to 2-3 
times higher levels than those in Paris. 
And so, in Senegal where incomes are 
perhaps only 10% of those in France, 
a yoghurt costs 3 times more than in 
Monoprix. 

Who pays for those 35-hour work-
weeks? Who pays for socialized 
medical care and free education in the 
European Union? Definitely not the 
Europeans themselves! Most of the 
funds used to come from the colonies, 
from that unimaginable plunder of the 
world performed by the West. 

Colonialism and imperialism are 
still there, but they often changed 
forms, although the toll on people in 
non-white countries continues to be 
the same. The Belgian King Leopold II 
and his cohorts, in what is now Congo, 
massacred 10 million people, at the be-
ginning of the 20th Century. Between 
1995 and now, the West plundered the 
Democratic Republic of Congo once 
again, mercilessly, by using its clos-
est allies in Africa – Rwanda, Uganda 
and Kenya. Again, between 7 and 10 
million people died there, in just 20 
years, and these are not some inflated 
numbers, these are numbers provided 
by the United Nations and its reports, 
including the so-called “Mapping Re-
port”. All that horror, only so the West 
could have access to coltan (used in 
our mobile phones), to uranium, and 
other strategic materials. I compiled 
the evidence in my feature documen-
tary film “Rwanda Gambit”. 

All those ruined lives and countries, 
so that European citizens could have 
their benefits, long vacations, and 
social services. When I discussed 
the issue with my friend, an Italian 
filmmaker from Naples, he snapped 
at me: “We don’t want to be like the 

Chinese. We don’t want to work hard 
like them!” I replied: “Then live within 
your means! Do not allow your corpo-
rations and governments to massacre 
tens of millions of people, so that the 
companies could have their insane 
profits, and citizens those outrageous 
benefits.” 

Recently, in Thailand, I overheard 
a group of unemployed Spaniards 
laughing about having a vacation in 
Southeast Asia, paid for by their un-
employment benefits. I know many 
countries, dependencies of the West, 
where losing one’s job is synonymous 
to a death sentence! But we are asked 
to feel sorry for Spaniards, Italians 
and Greeks. We are expected to see 
them as victims. 

I am saddened to say, but it is 
not only the United States, but also 
Europe, which is totally, blissfully 
ignorant about its role in the world, 
and about the harm, about the horrors 
that it is spreading all over our Planet. 
This discovery shocked me so much, 
that I spent 4 years crisscrossing the 
world, compiling the evidence and 
testimonies that illustrate the colo-
nialist, neo-colonialist and imperial-
ist legacy of the West, as well as the 
current neo-colonialist barbarities. 
The book is 840-pages long and it is 
called “Exposing Lies Of The Empire”. 
I hope, one day, it will be available in 
the Italian language! 

The book has been receiving en-
thusiastic reception, but for me, this 
thick volume is not the end. Now I am 
compiling the second installment. The 
topic is just too enormous. The crimes, 
genocides, holocausts committed by 
the West on the people of our Planet, 
are too enormous. Everything is linked 
to them! The entire arrangement of the 
world uses them as pillars. 

In our book “On Western Terrorism 
– From Hiroshima to Drone Warfare”, 
written together with my friend Noam 
Chomsky, I was asked whether the 
Europeans actually realize what they 
have done to the world, during the last 
centuries. (Just a side note – this book 
is now available in the Italian language 
“Terrorismo Occidentale”). I replied to 
Noam: “They definitely don’t!” 

And I repeat here, again: most of 
them, the great majority of them, do not 
realize it! They don’t want to see, to ad-
mit, that their opera houses, hospitals, 
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museums, parks and promenades, are 
all constructed on the corpses of those 
who were robbed of everything: from 
Latin America and its open veins, to 
Asia and Africa. Slavery, unimaginable 
extermination campaigns, tremendous 
lists of horrors! 

Before Noam and I began our dis-
cussion, I spent some time with several 
top statisticians, and our conclusion 
was chilling: directly or indirectly, the 
West massacred between 40 and 50 
million people, between the Hiroshima 
A-bomb explosion, and the time of my 
long dialogue with Noam – in 2012. 

The number of people, who were 
murdered throughout history, directly 
or indirectly, by European empires, all 
over the world, can only be calculated 
in hundreds of millions, and one of my 
statistician friends believes that the 
total accumulative number actually 
exceeds 1 billion. 

When I was recently speaking at the 
China Academy of Social Sciences in 
Beijing, and later in Moscow, having 
been invited by Russian philosophers 
and by several members of the Russian 
Academy of Science, I publicly de-
clared that I am fundamentally against 
“free medical care and free education 
in Europe”. When asked “why?” I 
explained that the cost is too high, and 
those robbed and destroyed people, all 
over the world, are almost exclusively 
expected to cover it. 

But I continued: “I am totally, de-
cisively, supportive of universal free 
medical care, education and essential 
social benefits. Or as we say in Cuba: 
everyone dances, or nobody does!” 
Of course I also can tolerate and sup-
port free medical care, education and 
benefits in those countries that do not 
plunder the world, like Cuba, China, 
Venezuela, Bolivia, South Africa or 
Ecuador. 

Not only the West refuses to face 
its responsibility for, by now, the 
almost absolute total destruction of 
the world, it is also using all sorts of 
smoke screens and propaganda tactics 
to divert the attention of the people; it is 
spreading nihilist economic concepts, 
propaganda and outright lies. 

It is using education as a weapon, 
offering scholarships to children of 
elites in the countries it is robbing and 
controlling. After being indoctrinated, 
they return home and continue violat-
ing their own countries on behalf of 
the United States and Europe. And so 
the vicious cycle continues! 

I encountered so many grotesque 
moments, when for instance, an 

Indonesian upper class family return-
ing from its vacation in Holland, begins 
a long litany, about how great are the 
theaters, trains, museums and public 
spaces in Netherlands, compared to 
those in Indonesia. Of course they 
are! All built from centuries of Dutch 
plunder of Indonesia, like those Span-
ish cathedrals stuffed with gold, grow-
ing from corpses.  As Noam Chomsky 
often says: “not to see all this truly 
takes great discipline!” 

The brutality of the Western Em-
pire is unmatchable. Its cynicism is 
monumental! Look at those so-called 
“terrorists” in Muslim countries, 
scarecrows that Western governments 
and media keep waving in front of our 
eyes! Islamic culture is greatly social-
ist and socially oriented. After World 
War II, secular, socialist, revolutionary 
and anti-Western governments ruled 
the most important Muslim nations: 
Egypt, Iran and Indonesia. 

Within two decades, the West 
overthrew them all, implementing 
fascist regimes. It then invented the 
Mujahideen and injected them into 
Afghanistan, in order to finish with the 
Soviet Union.  And once it felt the need 
for some monumental enemy to replace 
Communism, it manufactured and then 
armed, trained and educated groups 
like al-Qaida, al-Nusra and ISIS. 

This move served two important 
goals: to justify astronomical military 
and intelligence budgets, and to portray 
the Western/Christian civilization as 
“culturally superior”, fighting “Arab 
terrorist monsters”. Of course, the great 
majority of the people in Europe and 
North America are so indoctrinated, in-
tellectually self-righteous and defunct, 
that they remain blind when faced with 
those Machiavellian pirouettes. 

For the European public, there are 
plenty of “good reasons” to stick to 
those inherently racist beliefs, and to 
protectionism. There are even better 
reasons for hiding those millions of 
heads in the sand!  And so it goes. 

I am here, in Italy, and today I do 
not want to discuss the United States, 
Israel, or other colonies and client 
states of the West. We can do it some 
other time, if I am invited back. 

I spoke about Europe.  And I spoke 
about those two Syrian girls I met in 
Lebanon.  They are your responsibility, 
too, Italy! They suffer from malnutri-
tion because your part of the world 
is ruining their country. It is because 
your country is a member of NATO, 
and NATO is behaving like a fascist 
thug with some clear mafia behavioral 

patterns. 
I know you have heart! I grew up 

on you films, on Fellini and de Sica, 
Rossellini, Antonioni and others. I 
greatly admire your poetry and music. 
They had tremendous influence on my 
work, and on how I see the world. But 
your heart, it seems, lately goes only 
to your own people. It is not an inter-
nationalist heart. It does not believe 
that all people are equal. 

I came here to say this, because not 
too many people dare to. I came here 
because I still care for your country. 
But as a determined socialist realist, I 
care about Italy as it “could and should 
be”, not “as it is” at this moment. 

Thank you! 

Andre Vltchek is a philosopher, 
novelist, filmmaker and investigative 
journalist. He covered wars and con-
flicts in dozens of countries. His latest 
books are: “Exposing Lies Of The Em-
pire” and “Fighting Against Western 
Imperialism”.  Discussion with Noam 
Chomsky: On Western Terrorism. 
Point of No Return is his critically 
acclaimed political novel. Oceania – 
a book on Western imperialism in the 
South Pacific. His provocative book 
about Indonesia: “Indonesia – The 
Archipelago of Fear”. Andre is making 
films for teleSUR and Press TV. After 
living for many years in Latin America 
and Oceania, Vltchek presently resides 
and works in East Asia and the Middle 
East. He can be reached through his 
website (http://andrevltchek.weebly.
com/) or his Twitter (https://twitter.
com/AndreVltchek).

See Listening To Italy on pagw 222 
of  this issue for comment on the above 
and other speeches.

A man is called selfish not for 
pursuing his own good, but for 
neglecting his neighbour's.

Richard Whately

You overestimate the courage of 
those in power. They are often 
more interested in holding on to 
that power than in doing anything 
worthwhile with it.

         Sherry Thomas
  
You have to run risks. There are 
no certainties in war. There is a 
precipice on either side of you 
— a precipice of caution and a 
precipice of over-daring.
      Churchill
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Mairead Corrigan Maguire 
– Speech at Rome Conference on NATO 
Mairead Corrigan was the first 

speaker at the conference organised 
by the Italian political party, M5S, at 
which Andre Vltchek also spoke.

I believe we, the human family, 
have no less a task before us, than 
transforming our thinking and mind-
sets of violence and war, and moving 
to a demilitarized Europe and World. 
Einstein once said that everything has 
changed but our thinking. However, 
there is hope as indeed our thinking 
is changing and there is a growing 
consciousness that violence, whether 
it comes from State or non-state 
actors, is wrong, violence does not 
work, violence is not the way.

However, around the world, we, 
the people, are in danger of being 
overpowered and dis-spirited by 
increasing violence, militarism and 
war. Many people can see that many 
Political Leaders can no longer imag-
ine a just peace, and under the guise of 
allegedly ‘just wars’ and unbounded 
preparation for war, they are leading 
us into repeated cycles of violence 
profoundly counter to the spirit of 
love and friendship residing in the 
heart of humanity. But there is Hope 
and it resides with the People, who 
are great and are mobilizing and unit-
ing across the Globe to bring about 
much needed change, and rejecting 
violence and war.

The World health organization has 
said that ‘Violence is a preventable 
disease’ and people are not born 
violent, rather we all live in cultures 
of violence. This can be changed 
through nonviolent peacemaking 
and the pursuit of ‘just peace’ and 
nurturing of cultures of peace. Us-
ing active nonviolence, based on 
love of enemies and nonkilling, can 
bring about a real peace that is just, 
inclusive and sustainable.

In Northern Ireland we faced Vio-
lence from all sides, for over thirty 
years, as we lived in a deep ethnic/
political conflict. This violence only 
ended when everyone acknowledged 
that militarism and paramilitarism 
could not solve our human problems, 

and only through unconditional, all 
inclusive dialogue and negotiations 
could we reach a Political Agreement 
based on nonviolence, forgiveness, 
compromise and co-operation. We 
spoke ‘to our enemies’ and made 
peace with them, because we recog-
nized that without Peace nothing is 
possible, and with Peace, everything 
is possible. We also began to tackle 
the root causes of our violence, by 
making painful policy changes. To-
day in Belfast, it is good for all its 
citizens to live in a City at peace, but 
we all acknowledge that our Peace 
process is a work in progress and we 
continue to work on justice forgive-
ness and reconciliation.

We meet at a time when, I believe, 
Europe is facing a cross-roads and 
hard choices regarding Policies and 
Priorities have to be made by all. 
Today’s refugees, migrant challenge, 
has shown the best and the worst 
of European values, via television 
beamed onto our screens to the world. 
The best have been the compas-
sionates response of some Spiritual 
Leaders such as Pope Francis and the 
people of Italy, Government Political 
leaders, such as Germany’s Chancel-
lor Merkel, and millions of ordinary 
citizens across Europe, moving to 
help in any way they can the refugees, 
and migrants who have arrived from 
war torn countries, seeking safety in 
European countries. The worst has 
been the fearology fuelled by nega-
tive forces which has resulted in an 
increase in racism, islamophobia, 
hate crimes, and fascism in some 
European cities, hitherto known 
as Cities of Cultural diversity and 
tolerance. More refugees/migrants 
from Africa, Middle East, Asia, will 
come to Europe, and the question 
is: what is the role of the E.U. and 
its citizens? I hope that Europe will 
continue to host those who are so 
desperate they have to flee all they 
love in order to save their life, or get 
a better life.

Also, I hope Europe will take a 
honest and truthful look at the roots 

of the problem, and do all it can to 
change its policies which are and 
have contributed to make the lives 
of many of those fleeing ‘a hell upon 
earth’ in their own homelands. I have 
just returned from Syria, after my 
third visit there, where our delega-
tion of International peace activists 
witnessed the terrible suffering of 
the Syrian people, brought upon their 
country by mainly outside forces 
whose aim is to destabilize Syria 
and bring down its Government.. 
Thousands of Jihadists Foreign 
fighters, well trained equipped and 
funded by outside Governments, 
were let loose on the Syrian people, 
resulting in the deaths of thousands, 
and millions fleeing internally and 
from Syria for fear of their lives. 
We could not enter Aleppo as it was 
under siege by the Jihadists. We did 
get to visit Maaloula, one of the old-
est Christian villages in the Middle 
East where some of the people still 
speak Aramaic, the language of Jesus. 
The Catholic priest explained how 
many people had been killed, the 
churches and homes burnt and how 
they were under siege by IS fighters 
until liberated by townspeople and 
the Syrian Army. Our delegation had 
to quickly leave Maaloula as IS snip-
ers were operating around the town. 
Other Syrian towns are still under 
siege from foreign fighters, who are 
terrorizing, killing and refusing to 
allow food sent in by Syrian Govern-
ment and Aid agencies, to get to the 
people. (Contrary to western media 
war propaganda, and demonizing 
and blaming President Assad and 
the Government whilst ignoring the 
terrorism of Foreign fighters and 
militants, which the Syrian Govern-
ment and its people have been facing 
for over five years.) The urgency 
now to save the people of Syria and 
their country is through dialogue 
and diplomacy with President Assad 
(elected by 80% of Syrians) and the 
Syrian government and people as 
the people are tired of violence and 
killing in their country.
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The consequences of NATO/US 
policies of invasions and occupation 
is the destruction of Iraq, Libya,, 
Afghanistan, Syria, and Yemen, to 
name but a few. A real question now 
to be asked by Europeans is: Do you 
want to continue being part of the 
perpetual wars of USA and its most 
belligerent states of U.K. Israel, etc.? 
and the militarization and nucleariza-
tion of Europe to continue?

All across the European Union, 
young Europeans are travelling 
to other EU countries and further 
afield, trying to find jobs, and many 
continue to emigrate overseas. 
Austerity cuts, imposed by many 
EU governments, are driving people 
into poverty. In spite of this lack 
of jobs and increase in poverty for 
many families, Political Leaders 
insist on Governments policies, 
supporting foreign wars instead 
of human security of EU citizens, 
health care, education, environment, 
etc., The British Government has 
implemented austerity cuts which 
have devastated social services and 
many poor families and it is currently 
promising the renewal of the UK 
nuclear trident missile (the control 
of these nuclear weapons, although 
on European soil, are in the control 
of the USA Government) at a cost of 
£31 billion of the tax payers money. 
This is all done in the face of mil-
lions of citizens protesting nuclear 
weapons and calling for a nuclear 
weapons free Britain and World.

Many Governments in Europe are 
in denial that they are in a crisis but 
unless courageous policy reversals 
are implemented and more funding 
put into Human security by dealing 
with unemployment and poverty 
(in UK the unemployed get £60 per 
week to live on, !) things will not 
change for the better for our societies 
in the foreseeable future. But we do 
not need Austerity cuts, we live in a 
very rich world its just we have got 
our priorities wrong!! Billions and 
billions of Euros spent by NATO 
and Europe hosting War exercises, 
increases fearology, prepares people 
mentally for enmity and war, and 
lines the pockets of the rich, of arms 
manufacturers and war profiteers. In 
November, 2015, while the worlds 
Political leaders, and media, focused 

on the Refugee crisis and the violence 
of illegal groups of Daish (Islamic 
state) and other fundamental Islamic 
extremists, almost unknown to the 
civil community, as it was little 
reported, one of the great threats to 
the survival of humanity was taking 
place in Northern Europe, across 
three European states. Some 36,000 
military troops, 200 fighter aircrafts 
and more than 60 warships carried 
out NATO’s biggest war games in 13 
years. The military troops were from 
over 30 states. Along with NATO 
member states seven more partner 
nations participated: Australia, 
Austria, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Finland, Rep. of Macedonia, Sweden 
and Ukraine. They were carrying 
out war exercises preparing to fight 
together in battle groups (including 
UK/ Ireland) if necessary in a war, 
which should it come to pass, would 
be a horror of horrors and one of the 
greatest crimes against humanity, 
a nuclear/conventional war on Eu-
ropean soil, and spreading quickly 
across the world. The NATO (led by 
the United States of America) since 
9/ll has fought many illegal wars. 
They argue that it is necessary to 
fight terrorism and that it must de-
fend its members from threats from 
the Middle East and North Africa. 
They point to failed states like Libya, 
exporting terrorism and yet it was 
exactly NATO’s wars which led to 
the strengthening and recruiting of Ji-
hadist fundamentalism and for every 
person killed by NATO bombing ten 
more Jihadists are born. It was NATO 
which created a failed state in Libya, 
and who are destroying countries, 
with its strategy of permanent war, 
which directly or with proxy wars 
have destroyed or destabilised many 
countries. Italy as part of NATO must 
allocate $65 million a day (and ris-
ing) and hosts Nuclear weapons on 
Italian soil. The cold war propaganda 
against Russia continues and NATO 
by its expansionist and aggressive 
strategy has brought Europe to a 
situation similar to that of the Cold 
War causing a new dangerous con-
frontation with Russia. Italy violates 
the Non-proliferation treaty which it 
has signed and ratified. I believe not 
only that Italy should leave NATO but 
also that NATO should be abolished 

as it should have been when the 
Warsaw Pact was dissolved. The 
Irish Government also participates 
in NATO’s battle groups, and has 
facilitated fifteen years now with the 
American military as it collaborates 
via Shannon Airport by American 
military plans in the US/NATO led 
wars.

I believe Europe (and indeed 
the world) must now ask the hard 
questions and make hard, brave and 
courageous choices: ‘Do we continue 
down the road of re-arming Europe 
and the World, and building a cul-
ture of militarism and war, creating 
enemy images and demonizing other 
countries and their leaders, imple-
menting ‘regime change’ through 
bogus ‘right to protect’ military in-
tervention, or do we choose to start 
disarming our conscience, hearts 
and minds, dismantling our weap-
ons, ending militarism and war and 
implementing International law?’ 
The World Summit of Nobel Peace 
Laureate Charter for a world without 
violence, in Chapter 13, called upon 
all to work together ‘towards a just 
killing-free world in which everyone 
has the right not to be killed and 
responsibility not to kill others’. 
Europe and the World needs a New 
Vision of Unity and Demilitarization 
of Regions, with power devolved to 
communities where people feel em-
powered and true democracy can be 
established. A demilitarized world is 
something we can all work together 
to build. It is not an impossible dream, 
but begins with each one of us, 
choosing to live lives of nonkilling 
and nonviolence and building friend-
ships between peoples and regions 
in order to co-operate as the human 
family on the problems we all need 
to deal with such as environment, 
poverty, etc., We have imagination 
and genius and with confidence and 
trust in ourselves and each other, we 
can move away from nationalism 
and war, towards Regional solutions 
built on demilitarized societies of 
peaceful co-existence – we can and 
we must learn to live together in all 
our diversity. Peace Demilitarized 
and Devolved Democracy is possible 
and a human right for all.
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Listening To Italy

If There Wasn’t Nato – Andre Vltchek
a comment from Orecchiette

Vltchek’s own introduction to 
his speech: Europe is Built on 
Corpses and Plunder, printed in 
this issue of Labour Affairs is 
slightly misleading as it could be 
read to imply that he was speak-
ing to the assembled parliament.  
It was however a conference held 
in the Palazzo Montecitorio, the 
Parliament building in Rome on 
29 January 2016 and organised by 
Beppe Grillo’s Movimento Cinque 
Stelle, M5S. The topic was: If there 
wasn’t NATO.  

Grillo’s outline for the M5S’s 
conference started by posing the 
question: What is the role of NATO 
today? It went on to say: How 
has an organisation conceived 
as a defensive military alliance 
transformed itself over the years 
into an instrument of death and 
aggression. Is there a way that 
Italy can escape from any future 
war of invasion, as in the case of 
Libya? What measures should an 
M5S government adopt? 

Grillo’s website lists the four 
platform speakers. The first speaker 
was Mairead Corrigan, described 
as a Nobel Peace Prizewinner. 
Corrigan, a catholic, was one of 
two women (the other was Betty 
Williams, a protestant), who started 
The Peace Movement in Northern 
Ireland. It was non-political and 
largely ineffective. Both won the 
Nobel Prize for Peace. Her speech 
was posted by the Peace People on 
3 February. The second speaker was 
André Vltchek, described as War 
reporter and author with Noam 
Chomsky, of On Western Terrorism: 
From Hiroshima to Drone Warfare 
, published in 2013. 

Two other anti-NATO speakers 
gave their views. Alessandro Di 
Battista, a leading M5S MP made 
a populist speech that focussed on 
how his country had effectively 
been stripped of its independence 

and political sovereignty by the 
actions of foreign governments 
and NATO. He talked about how 
this had been done with the acqui-
escence of the previous President, 
Giorgio Napolitano and the press, 
and now the current Premier Matteo 
Renzi was not being critical.  

From Di Battista’s point of view, 
and this is incontestable, the use 
of NATO’s bombs and armaments 
has resulted not in peace but in 
chaos, terrorism and for the Ital-
ians particularly, many refugees. 
We should, he said, be concentrat-
ing on making a decent future for 
our children by finding them jobs. 
Then, he went on, why are the 
readily identifiable arms-suppliers 
simply not stopped? The US came 
in for particular criticism as being 
a country that just acts in its own 
economic interests. 

There were a couple of mentions 
of the situation in Libya which is 
just across the Mediterranean sea 
from Italy. That NATO could pros-
ecute another, future invasion from 
Italian territory was mentioned 
and was obviously a point of great 
concern to the conference.

The main speakers were fol-
lowed by five speakers from the 
floor. Elio Teresi represented Sic-
ily’s No MUOS group. MUOS is 
a significant US base in the south 
of the island. The local population 
are profoundly unhappy about hav-
ing to live close to an extremely 
powerful surveillance installation. 
A locally commissioned research 
project conducted some time ago 
concluded that the installation was 
likely to be potentially damaging to 
their health. This was embarrassing 
to the Italian government which 
then downplayed it. Teresi also 
spoke about how the commercial 
airport at Trapani on the west coast 
is used by US planes. On occasions 
NATO actually forces precedence 

and the airport is closed to normal 
traffic.

There was very little reporting of 
the conference in the Italian press, 
although some of the speeches can 
be found on YouTube. A relevant 
piece, perhaps a precursor, was 
published in October 2015, when 
L’Espresso which is part of La 
Repubblica, ran an interview with 
Chomsky. A fascinating piece, it 
dealt with America’s hypocritical 
stance in the world as well as at-
tributing the current jihadi terrorism 
to the destabilisation of Iraq by the 
US. There were other interesting 
themes but it is unlikely to have 
been noticed by many.

The conference paper delivered 
by Vltchek answered and described 
the concerns of the conference. 
Towards the end Mairead Corrigan 
answered a question about how 
women could make constructive 
interventions. She said that an 
enormous 90% of her initial sup-
porters were ordinary politically-
uninvolved women who were moti-
vated to join her in saying that they 
wanted change. Women should give 
a lead, she said. She also dropped 
in the fact that she was married in 
Rome and honeymooned in Assisi 
- a woman who knows how to get 
her audience on her side. 

You have enemies? Good. That 
means you’ve stood up for 
something, sometime in your 
life.    Churchill

When we assumed the soldier, 
we did not lay aside the citizen.

George Washington
  
When nations grow old the 
Arts grow cold and commerce 
settles on every tree.

William Blake
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to complete the race and not fail the selec-
tion, he ignored the exploding pain in his 
foot, kept running and still finished in 45 
minutes, ahead of a large number of his 
peers. He was accepted into the Gurkhas 
not only for his exam results but also for 
the toughness and tenacity he displayed 
despite a debilitating injury.”

All lard-arsed wannabe British squad-
dies have to do is sign-up over tea and 
bikkies at the nearest Army Recruitment 
Centre and once inducted are whipped into 
shape by army training! Aspiring Gurkhas 
still have to jump through hoops meeting, 
and expected to maintain, exacting physi-
cal standards that would cause uproar if 
applied to UK nationals. 

Conclusion
Establishing Gurkha regiments in the 

British Army was always a racist project 
and remains one, both in structure and 
deployment. It began as consequence of 
Bhimsen Thapa’s defeat, flourished under 
the later neo-colonial humiliation of the 
Rana century that ended in 1950 and 
since then has continued under Nepal’s 
successive reactionary monarchical and 
parliamentary regimes.

The campaign to end it is without 
prejudice to the accrued rights of serv-
ing and veteran Gurkhas, or outstanding 
claims against the British government. 
We presently support the claim for equal 
terms and conditions with British soldiers 
while opposed in principle to the British 
Army’s Gurkha contingents, wanting  
them abolished as soon as is politically 
possible. 

There can also be no criticism of past 
and present Gurkha soldiers who due to 
socio-economic realities in the mother 
country see service in a foreign army as 
a viable option. It is the same stark choice 
that has in recent years seen a surge in 
Nepali youth migrating to work abroad 
for the same want of opportunity at home. 
Where once the Ranas sold Nepalese as 
cheap soldiers for the British Empire, the 
Brahminocracy of today sell them as cheap 
workers into helotry under international 
capitalism. The overwhelming irony for 
the latter is that many are building the 
infrastructures of other counties when that 
of Nepal was either non-existent, primi-
tive or crumbling, even before the terrible 
Quake, and still is after twenty-five years 
of corrupt, aphno manche ‘democracy’.

It is also a vivid illustration of the relent-
less, vampiric nature of modern imperial-
ism that sucks even the living from Third 
World failed states in collusion with their 
suborned, ruling comprador classes, or 
castes. By keeping such societies under-
developed and aid-dependant, IMG debt-
ors it can take its pick of the flower of their 
young peoples, who are consequentially 
surplus to domestic requirements.

Ironically the one sector of growth in 
Nepalese society has been in the military 
and paramilitary arms of the state appara-
tus, each seeing an exponential increase in 

modern weaponry and numbers since the 
turn of the century. The NA, for example, 
has increased in this period from 45,000 
to nearly 100,000 today, the paramilitary 
Armed Police Force (APF) from 15,000 
to 45,000 in same period. That is 150,000 
armed and highly visible members of the 
state repressive apparatus in a country with 
a population under 30 million. Since 9/11 
the Americans have stuffed the Nepali 
Army with dollars and modern weaponry, 
including replacing obsolete .303 rifles 
with the much-improved M 16s. (Although 
India also supplied 25,000 of its INSAS 
assault rifles – an AK 47 hybrid with a 
troubled development and subsequent 
proven unreliability in combat, that, it 
was claimed, cost the lives of 43 RNA 
infantrymen and bloody defeat at the hands 
of the PLA in August 2005.)

Consequently NA top brass have built 
a flat up Washington’s arse in addition to 
their existing apartment up New Delhi’s. 
NA’s officer class, like their Indian Army 
homologues, are mostly Sandhurst trained 
and therefore pre-conditioned to act as 
comprador soldierly; lavish funds without 
strings are provided by foreign interests to 
ensure that the army has the numbers and 
equipment sufficient for internal repres-
sion when necessary. Consequently the 
military is the only sector in Nepalese 
society that has been specifically modern-
ised in order to block the modernisation 
of all the others.

This writer had an object lesson in the 
skewed priorities of Brahminical Nepal 
when driving to Dolokha, 150 kilometres 
from Kathmandu to attend a meeting call-
ing for a boycott of the phoney election in 
2012. Part of the highway had been built 
by the Swiss, (for obvious topographical 
reasons.) in the 1960s and had not been 
maintained since then! Consequently it 
was cracked, pot-holed and in many places 
had crumbled away. Yet picking our way 
over this broken road we were stopped, 
questioned and inspected at four army 
roadblocks, manned by squads of well-
armed, smartly turned-out soldiers. 

There is something topsy-turvy in a 
society where the military apparatus is a 
major domestic avenue of employment 
for the work-starved in a country with a 
majority youth demographic. When I lived 
in Nepal, one Friday a few years ago the 
NA held a recruitment drive for 300 places 
and, like the Brit charivari described ear-
lier, thousands of hopefuls crowded onto 
Tundikhel Park in central Kathmandu. A 
few weeks later thousands more crowded 
around the city’s South Korean embassy 
in an equally desperate pursuit of the few 
hundred work permits on offer. These 
applicants had studied Korean (Nepalese 
are great linguists) in the same way the 
myriad Gurkha and NA hopefuls came 
already physically and psychologically 
prepared to their ignominious selection 
contests. All are making rational choices 
within the existing system that wastes 
their native wit and commitment because 
its compromised ruling castes, Brahmin 
and Chetri, have made a Faustian pact with 
powerful ‘foreign devils’ that perpetuates 

underdevelopment and its corollary, 
underemployment. In a concentrated 
form Nepal embodies all the afflictions 
visited upon a Third World in thrall to 
presently prevailing international reaction 
and shows graphically why revolution is 
necessary.

In the case of Nepal specifically, the 
challenge to patriotic forces requires 
removing the useless, peculating, 
comprador, Brahminical ruling elite 
that rode to power on the back of the 
1990 Andolan and have since deepened 
the nation’s neo-colonial subservience 
to Indian Hindutva expansionism and 
Anglo-Saxon imperialism or its satrapies. 
To unleash productive forces in Nepal 
would mean breaking these chains and 
acting as a sovereign nation developing 
a domestic economy that harnesses its 
vigorous and numerous youth to the tasks 
of, inter alia, creating a nationwide modern 
infrastructure. This would initiate land 
reform in order to end the present backward 
subsistence/semi-feudal agricultural 
system through a ‘land to the tiller’ 
programme, and also large engineering 
schemes to exploit hitherto untapped, vast 
hydro resources and establish protected 
domestic industries.

The youth and people of Nepal would 
rise to such a national challenge, as 
the majority who leave the homeland 
under the present dispensation to serve 
as either soldiers or workers in foreign 
climes, for foreign masters, like émigrés 
throughout history, do so with the utmost 
reluctance.

It is also a paradox that many who have 
encountered ‘things as they are’ under 
the international ascendancy of the First 
World, experience life-changing flashes of 
comprehension regarding the British Em-
pire’s oppressive global project.  Jeremiah 
O‘Donovan Rossa, the great Fenian leader, 
put the doggerel below into the mouth of 
one among the countless thousands of 
Irishmen who, like their Gurkha comrades 
took the ‘King/Queen’s Shilling’ to escape 
poverty and want:

“I thought to be a pauper was the 
greatest human curse,

“But fighting in a robber’s cause, I felt 
it ten times worse. 

“I helped to plunder and enslave those 
tribes of India’s sons,

“And we spent many a sultry day 
blowing sepoys from our guns.”

Better a real Mangal Pandey than a 
confected Gunga Din!
Lal salaam.

Postscript
A 2012 parliamentary report to the 

Nepalese government recommended 
phasing out Gurkha recruitment, not 
on principle but in a fit of pique that 
remittances to the Nepalese exchequer 
had significantly declined as a result 
of Gurkha veterans winning British 
residency. Remittances, especially those 
from migrant workers contribute 25% to 
Nepal’s GDP and helps fund the status 
quo’s corrupted domestic inertia. 

Continued From Page 24
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British Army Gurkhas – Dissolving Imperialism’s Residue
by Peter Tobin

This year will mark the 200th an-
niversary of the 1816 Treaty of Sugauli 
brought about by the defeat of Nepal in the 
Anglo-Nepalese war that began in 1814. 
Among the many onerous conditions of 
defeat including substantial territorial loss 
and the general reduction of the country 
to neo-colonial status, was  retrospective 
sanctioning the recruitment of Nepalese 
nationals – as ‘Gurkhas’ into the British 
Army, a process already underway on an 
ad hoc  basis from the previous year. (Af-
ter 1846 the Rana leader, Jonge Bahadur, 
negotiated a price per recruit, acting as a 
glorified gallaawallah (recruiting officer) 
for the British.)

The British establishment and military 
top brass have therefore decided that 1816 
marks the beginning of this arrangement 
and are celebrating it with events through-
out the year, including a march-past 
Buckingham Palace. 

Exemplary Soldiers
In the intervening two centuries Gurkha 

brigades have fought and died in almost 
every British war or major military en-
gagement and have earned admiration 
for their professionalism, toughness and 
martial spirit. From Hindu Rao’s house at 
the Siege of Delhi during the 1857 Sepoy 
Rebellion to Hangman’s Hill at Monte 
Cassino in 1943 and subsequent breaking 
of the Wehrmacht’s Gustav Line on the 
Italian front during the Second World War, 
Gurkha units demonstrated breath-taking 
courage and tenacity in holding vulnerable 
positions against greater odds and in each 
case suffering near annihilation. 

These two examples, among many 
more, show why Gurkhas are pro rata 
the most decorated soldiers in the Brit-
ish Army. The warlike ardour that so 
impressed the British when they fought 
them at Nalapani in 1814  never dimmed, 
even in the service of an empire over 
which ‘the sun never set’ (‘because God 
didn’t trust it in the dark!’ as one Irish 
republican added) 

Imperial Service
Fighting for a progressive cause as in 

the Second World War was however an 
exception to the rule for Ghurkha brigades 
as their typical military exertions over the 
two centuries have been in the service of 
the British Empire; from the predatory 
colonial wars in India of the 19th century, 
to the anti-communist counter-revolutions 
throughout Asia in the 20th, and including 
the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq in 
this century. In the reduced imperial  cir-
cumstances of these last martial imbroglios 
the  British establishment skin-crawlingly 
re-imagined itself in a ‘Special Rela-
tionship’ with Washington that justified 
enthusiastic toadying and trailing behind 
a warmongering WASP American empire 
seeking ‘Full Spectrum Dominance’ as the 
new global hegemon. 

Mercenaries?
While Ghurkhas in the British Army 

share many characteristics with mercenar-
ies as defined in Article 47, Protocol 1, of 
the Geneva Convention in selling their 
services for private gain and originating 
from countries not parties to specific wars 
and conflicts in which they engage, they 
are exempted because under clause (d) 
as members of UK armed forces they act 
solely under the authority of that state. 
Their situation is analogous to that of 
the French Foreign Legion which was 
similarly formed to serve France’s equally 
brutal and rapacious colonial Empire.

One-Way Loyalty
Like the Legion the Ghurkhas have 

often been used to do the dirty work of 
empire, but have had to argue and agitate 
for similar conditions as those agreed by 
a French government in 2009 where a 
legionnaire can claim French citizenship 
after three years’ service and which is 
granted automatically if wounded in action 
under the principle ‘Francais par le sang 
verse’ (spilling blood for France). 

Contrast this with the treatment shown 
to the Gurkhas, past and present, by their 
British masters who have continually 
resisted according them equality in the 
Three Ps; pay, promotion and pensions 
with British and Irish nationals in army 
ranks. Even the rights of residence for them 
and their families only succeeded through 
an imaginative campaign organised by 
brigade veterans and fronted by Joanna 
Lumley that ended in a parliamentary 
defeat for Brown’s New Labour admin-
istration. Pensions also had to be wrung 
from an ungrateful establishments through 
the courts with justice for the 35,000 pre-
1997 veterans still pending.

Promotions are still a matter of con-
tention as it remains through the ranks 
despite having moved on from the original 
racial division between white officers and 
Gurkha rank and file. When commissions 
were conceded there was still a caveat that 
any Gurkha holding one was subordinate 
to any British officer regardless of rank 
and even now there appears to be block 
to rising above the rank of major.

A brave Lt. Gauchan challenged the 
promotion system at a tribunal in 2002, 
where he also exposed the ‘up or out’ clause 
in Conditions of Service (TACOS) then 
extant, enabling summary discharge of 
servicemen, willing or unwilling. Together 
with peremptory disbandment and merg-
ing of brigades, the 200,000 who served 
in the ’39-45 conflict has been whittled-
down to a single brigade of under 4,000 
in the British Army with two other 2,000 
strong contingents sub-contracted out to 
Singapore and Brunei. The practice of 
compulsory discharge was not abolished 
until 2009.

Even in death there was no equal-
ity, as was shown in 1999 when Blair’s 

government tried to short-change the 
widow of Staff Sergeant Rai killed on ac-
tive service in NATO’s Kosovo imbroglio,  
itself  an ignominious stratagem within 
an ignominious campaign to dismember 
Yugoslavia under the cover, provided 
by compliant UN, of a ‘peace-keeping 
mission’.

As with campaign for rights of UK 
residence, the political and military elite 
had to be shamed into putting justice before 
parsimony, and have continually hidden 
behind the 1947 Tripartite Agreement, 
where they shared the previous Raj’s Gur-
kha regiments with the new Indian regime 
, concurring that terms of engagement for 
Gurkhas in each army would be ‘broadly 
comparable’. It obviously suited the Brit-
ish to benchmark against the indices of 
an unreformed, increasingly failing Third 
World state.

Racist Patronising
Considering that over 250,000 Gurkhas 

served in both 20th century World Wars and 
that 45,000 have died in British uniform 
since 1815, they have been ill-served by 
masters still imbued with the racism of 
empire. Sentimentalising them, as the 
British establishment does, as ‘our gal-
lant friends’, ‘loyal allies’, ad nauseam 
shows that racism takes condescending 
as well as confrontational forms. It harks 
back to imperial delusions about ‘loyal 
natives’ who, like Kipling’s Gunga Din 
in the excruciating, eponymous doggerel, 
without question give their lives faithfully 
serving the White Sahib.

“Though I’ve belted you and flayed 
you,

“By the living God that made you
“You’re a better man than I am Gunga 

Din!”
And despite all the hard-won im-

provements in terms and conditions the 
recruitment of Gurkhas in Nepal remains 
a blatantly racist exercise. It is a degrad-
ing spectacle overseen by a British officer 
where up to twenty-five thousand Nepalis 
compete for two hundred places! What 
happened to one recruit, Bhagat, a few 
years ago as described by documentary 
film-maker is proof that the British cannot 
break the habits of empire and still want 
their quota of Gunga Dins: 

“I was taking pictures during Central 
Gurkha Selection in Pokhara, west Nepal, 
and it was the day of the feared Doko 
race — a gruelling three-mile endurance 
run over almost vertical, uneven paths and 
gravely roads, mercilessly uphill, carrying 
a basket, the Doko, containing a 55-pound 
bag of sand, to be completed in 48 minutes 
or less. The track is so steep, slippery and 
full of boulders that it’s even uncomfortable 
to walk. Bhagat was doing well, but a little 
over half a mile before the finish line, he 
went over on his ankle, hard. Desperate 
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