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Multi-Millionaires as a Blight on Civilization
By Gwydion M. Williams

Why Millionaires?
Do millionaires earn their gigantic fortunes through skill 
and hard work?  Millionaires certainly think so.  Likewise 
their right-wing boosters.  But when you look at the sums 
involved, can you believe that they deserve so much?  
Could anyone be hundreds of times better than the rest 
of us?

A Briton making £100,000 a year might have earned it.  
The average household income is nearly £30,000, though 
many get much less.1  The richest 10% have incomes 
starting at maybe £60,000.2  Most of us accept that as fair: 
including me, though I never got even half that much.  It 
includes people like airline pilots and surgeons, whose 
skills we need and who have a long hard training.

But let’s split the richest 10% into two.  On top and with 
most of the real wealth and power we find a Millionaire 
Class, the richest 1%.  And a long way below them are the 
Next Nine, who are well-off but not millionaires.  Or they 
maybe have just one million, perhaps from an ordinary 
house with inflated value.  But I’m not going to switch 
my attention to a Billionaire Elite.  People with 2 to 999 
million form a vast and powerful elite.  Billionaires are not 
distinct, and they number only a few thousand.3   Without 
the millions of multi-millionaires, many of them elected 
to be representatives of ordinary people, billionaires 
would count for far less.  They might even get taxed down 
to more sensible levels of wealth.

I’d also suppose that most of those with at least one 
million but less than two would identify with the multi-
millionaires, and might indeed be on their way to join 
them.  So I’ll speak of a Millionaire Class, even if its 
lowest reaches are just outside the 1%.  And even though 
a few individuals would qualify in terms of wealth, but 
feel no part of it.  Most of them have a common interest, 
and know it.
1  https://www.ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/
personalandhouseholdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/house-
holddisposableincomeandinequality/financialyear2020 and https://
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Income_in_the_United_Kingdom 
2  https://yougov.co.uk/top-
ics/politics/articles-reports/2017/06/02/
how-much-money-do-you-need-earn-year-be-rich 
3  Estimated as 2200 in dollars in 2018: https://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Billionaire 

Why Millionaires?   2

Millionaire Factors   4

Capitalism’s True Believers  6

New Right Falsehoods    8

A Twisted Economy   9

Making a Bigger Cake?  10

Hard Facts About Millionaires 11

The Next Nine loosely match the older idea of an Upper 
Middle Class, though in Britain that was more about social 
habits and origins than actual income.  They have a decent 
claim to be a real Meritocracy.  There is no possibility for 
the foreseeable future of Britons electing a government 
that would level them down.  Labour must make it clear 
that this is not the aim.

Taking on the Millionaire Class is another matter.  
Levelling them down to the more modest wealth they 
had in the 1960s is legitimate, and likely to be popular.  
Millionaires are not a Super-Meritocracy.  They don’t 
on average show an admirable excess of the qualities 
we’d want to reward and encourage.  The only possible 
exceptions are in the various arts – singers, actors, 
painters.  But are super-rewards even good for them?  

I was never a fan of Michael Jackson.  But I thought 
it tragic that he managed to overspend the vast income 
he’d had, and worked himself to death trying to clear his 
debts.  And the earlier matters over possible child-abuse 
only arose because he was offering as a private project 
something that should be social welfare, tax-funded and 
carefully supervised.

Just one of many sad stories about people showered with 
praise and money early on.  Who often find their status 
sinking as they get older and as fashions shift.  Much 
more so with women than with men, but both sexes suffer.

Reagan and Thatcher and the New Right policies from 
the 1980s have done very little for the Next Nine.  The 
total wealth of the entire economy is greater, but not 
unexpectedly greater.  No ‘economic miracles’ of the 
sort that the so-called Keynesian era promoted in West 
Germany, Japan and Italy.  The overall wealth we have 
in the West as of 2021 is nothing astonishing.  It is no 
more than could have been achieved if the successful 
system of the 1950s and 1960s had been fixed rather than 
denounced.  Maybe less.  Certainly, nothing that justified 
the pro-business anti-state changes after the crisis of the 
1970s.  

Wealth creation has continued.  In Britain, though not 
the USA, middling workers are better off.  But almost 
everywhere, a much bigger share of the wealth has gone 
to the Millionaire Class, at the expense of 90% of the 
population.

People who still vote for more of the same, sad to say.
Allowing for inflation, the last US President who was 

never part of the millionaire elite was Harry Truman.4   He 
was in power for a few vital years from the last days of 
World War Two.  He was important in creating the so-
called Keynesian system that flourished in the 1950s and 
1960s.  A system that was an expansion of the USA’s 
own New Deal from the 1930s.  A system that certainly 
borrowed ideas from Mussolini’s Fascism.  A system 
more accurately called the Mixed Economy, though this 
phrase has strangely vanished from most discussion of the 
matter.

4  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
List_of_presidents_of_the_United_States_by_net_worth 
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The Keynesian or Mixed Economy system had a run 
of vast prosperity.  It also had a much higher rate of 
economic growth than the capitalist successes of the pre-
1914 system.  These mostly got growth rates of 1% or 2%: 
astonishing when most societies had far lower growth 
rates or might even be shrinking economically.  

The Mixed Economy also boosted the incomes of the 
90%, at the expense of the Millionaire Elite.  And they 
deeply resented the loss of their advantage, even though 
they had much more wealth than similar people in the 
1920s or before 1914.

Sadly, later Presidents were quite willing to do what 
damage they could to the Mixed Economy system, and 
call it a failure.  And for them, the changes were a success.  
They were either already in the millionaire elite, or soon 
joined it.

From a Wiki listing of such things, we learn that Obama 
has 40 million.  Bill Clinton has 75 million.  Biden has 
9 million.  They are part of the class that has sucked up 
wealth from ordinary people, but no doubt they consider 
that they have earned it.

But have they really earned it?  If they have much 
greater wealth, do they deserve it?  Is it something that 
would never have existed without them?

Bill Gates came from a rich family and a family with 
several generations as businesspeople.  His father was a 
very successful lawyer, and the son of a furniture-store 
owner.  His mother came from higher up in the business 
elite: her father and grandfather were very important 
bankers.  

He went to an expensive and superior school, where he 
was able to work with computers.  Back then they were 
remote well-guarded machines, and school-child access 
was very unusual.5  Later on as a rising businessman, 
he was ‘Mary Gates’ boy’ to one IBM executive at one 
critical moment.  

His big advantage over other pioneers is that his 
company wrote the original operating system for IBM’s 
highly successful Personal Computer.  He might have lost 
it, but was helped by someone who vaguely but positively 
knew his mother from work on the board of directors of 
another company.

He was also left in possession of this operating system, 
when he’d have been ready to sell it if IBM had wanted 
to consolidate.  It was only because of earlier complaints 
about monopoly that IBM refrained from buying the 
operating system that was the basis of Microsoft’s later 
dominance.  They also let a medium-sized company called 
Intel keep ownership of a line of ‘x86’ microprocessors 
that they profitably sold to IBM’s rivals.6

All this was before Windows: a radical new approach 
that borrowed ideas that Xerox developed but never made 
much money from.7  These ideas were made familiar by 
Apple, with a failed machine called the Lisa and then 
the very successful Macintosh.  But Gates could offer 
Windows as something on top of the existing operating 
system, and still running existing software.  

I used both in their early days, and Windows 3.1 was 
much inferior to what Apple had.  But machines running 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bill_Gates#Early_life 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intel 
7  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/PARC_(company) 

Windows were cheaper, and were what I used at work.  I 
found it easier to use them at home as well.  Many other 
early users must have had similar histories.

Gates gained massively, because a number of companies 
unconnected with him found legal ways to produce 
machines that would run software made for the IBM 
Personal Computer.  A system that pushed out almost all 
rivals, with only Apple surviving as a system for personal 
computers.  But which IBM lost control of.  The ‘clones’ 
dominated, and IBM eventually sold their own division to 
Chinese IT giant Lenovo.  But it was an understandable 
error by IBM: in the days of their IBM 360 and 370 
machines, some people made clones of IBM mainframes: 
but they were never much of a threat.8

I’d agree that Gates has talents worth rewarding.  But 
also a lot of advantages he was born with, and a lot of luck 
in where he began and how things turned out.  So does he 
merit the tens of thousands of millions that he’s got?  

It would be a nice exercise to check the fates of everyone 
who was in the same year studying maths at Harvard as 
Gates.  Who on the face of it had similar talents, but I’d 
assume most had much less glorious and well-rewarded 
fates.  I’m not a journalist and have much else I want to 
work on: I offer the idea to whoever wants it.

When we complain about millionaire privilege, right-
wingers call it ‘politics of envy.’  But when well-off people 
seem to have earned it, they are generally accepted.  What 
gets resented – but not nearly enough – is how much the 
Millionaire Class has grabbed since the 1980s.

Let’s imagine another world in which hairdressers got 
20 or 30 times the incomes they had in the 1980s, yet did 
a rather worse job of cutting people’s hair.  They would be 
resented by many who have nothing against them in their 
current role.

Millionaires are in practice the same people who’d 
have been chieftains or barons or warlords in earlier eras, 
except that many more of this elite come from poor or 
middling backgrounds.  But there were always some who 
were self-made.  And even now, only a minority actually 
come from humble beginnings.

The New Right either ignore the effects of power in 
gaining wealth, or want the stronger to win.  And then 
make the naïve assumption that the winners are the best.

The Next Nine include much of the talent that needs 
rewarding.  How much they get will vary between 
societies, but socialists looking to win elections should 
say simply that the present set-up is acceptable.  Our loud 
complaints should be about the vast rewards that have 
gone to just a small elite.  We should say that such people 
do not need or deserve much more than the Next Nine get.

Millionaire Factors
Hard Work is found all over.  As are various mixes 
of ingenuity, skills, a gift for handling people, a good 
memory, and high intelligence.  I would agree that these 
are found more often in the most prosperous 10% than in 
the rest.  But talents are found all over, and not always 
rewarded.  Often worse rewarded than before the New 
Right took over, since they tend to view anything not 
generating cash returns as burdensome.  
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
IBM_System/360#Successors_and_variants 
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They don’t actually speak of life as a burden on money.  But it seems to me that this summarises the core idea.  They 
certainly promised that millionaires not burdened by taxes or pointless regulation would generate far more wealth than 
under the ‘burdensome’ Keynesian system.  And this of course is not what happened.  The former successes in the West 
suffered setbacks.  People’s China has always been much more of a state-dominated Mixed Economy than any Western 
economy was.

What they promised has not been delivered.
What we do have is a lot more injustice.  The New Right exploit the natural good feelings of people like medical 

workers to keep their wages low.  The new system gives vast rewards to selling and advertising, which get cash returns 
but mostly don’t make the society any better or richer.

More importantly, I’d deny that genuine merits are more often found in the richest 1% than in the Next Nine.
Looking at real details of real people, I found that some had inherited their wealth and done nothing much for it. And 

those who were self-made mostly had a mix of good luck and good connections, as well as talent and hard work.
Specifically, things that improve an individual’s chances of being part of the Millionaire Elite include:
1) Rich parents.
2) Educated parents.
3) Parents with practical experience of commerce in the modern world.
4) Parents with useful social contacts.
5) Social displacement – where you live is not where you are accepted as definitely belonging.
6) Membership of a minority subject to definite but limited discrimination.
7) Being in the right place at the right time.
8) Being a hobbyist in something that turns into a profitable industry.
9) Being saved from a setback by sheer luck.
10) Obsessive concern with a particular interest.
11) Sociopathic attitudes.
12) Egoism.
13) Personal tragedy.
14) An obsession with power.
15) Cunning dishonesty within the law.
16) A willingness to take big risks.
17) Cunning dishonesty that extends to grey areas like tax avoidance.
18) The inheritance of vast wealth.
19) Cunning dishonesty that is blatant illegality, including tax evasion.
Most actual multi-millionaires have a selection of these.  Bill Gates I would credit with 1 thru 4, 7, 8, 10, and 14 thru 

17.  Now suppose he had lacked his earlier experience of computers?  Or had not chosen to drop out of university and 
pursue this as a business?  He would probably have become a professor of mathematics at some minor university, as 
biographers have suggested.  He’d then have inherited millionaire status in 2020 when his millionaire father died.  (His 
mother had died much earlier.) 

Harking back to my idea of checking his Harvard classmates, someone could do a nice short story set in 2020 in an 
alternate world.  A world where the life of Bill Gates has been obscure, and he regrets having not pursued his early 
computer dreams.  He could very plausibly have been exactly the same person, but stayed in the Next Nine for most of 
his life.  And someone else would almost certainly have turned early computer dreams into the powerful business model 
that was made by Microsoft under his leadership.

He was also one of many IT pioneers who just happened to team up with someone equally obscure, but whose skills 
were different and meshed nicely with his own:

“Bill Gates and Paul Allen for Microsoft, Steve Jobs and Steve Wozniak for Apple, Mark Zuckerberg and 
Eduardo Saverin for the beginnings of Facebook, replaced later by Sean Parker.”9

Looking back to lost worlds that existed four decades ago, there was Sir James Goldsmith.  I read up about him in the 
1980s.  At that time he was famous, and was noted for warning us about the terrible peril from the Soviet Union, a few 
years before its abject collapse.  The seriousness with which the Soviets were viewed before their sudden fall has been 
written out of history by the New Right: yet it is there for anyone who bothers to look.  Or who have kept their memory 
clear, if they are part of my own Baby Boomer generation.  

The same people who put Make Orwell History on their t-shirts seem unable to notice when their own people do it.  
I detail later how Western liberals were all for Beijing suppressing its Uighur dissidents when many of them were part 
of an alarming surge in hard-line Islam.  Things changed when ‘Isis’ lost most of its power, and when China became 
the most obvious threat to the privileges of the millionaire elite.  With no real explanation, all Uighurs became innocent 

9  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/998-from-labour-affairs/
the-french-revolution-and-its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/business-success-a-mix-of-skill-and-luck/ 
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victims and Beijing a wicked oppressor.  
Most Western accounts in the last few years don’t even 

mention the existence of a strong secessionist movement.  I’ve 
not seen any recent Western article that mentions the terrorism 
that some Uighurs did within China before Beijing moved 
against them.10

Orwell himself was a thoroughly dishonest writer, as well 
as being a glib and sometimes-accurate chronicler of the sins 
of others.11  I have written about this before, and plan to write 
more.

To get back to millionaire merit, Goldsmith had the first four 
Millionaire Factors, and then 5, 6, 9, and 11 thru 17.  His wife 
died young, giving him a reckless gambling attitude to life.  
And in his autobiography, he explains how he was saved from 
bankruptcy by sheer good luck.  He was given time to cover his 
debts when the staff of every French bank went on strike for 
the first time in twenty years.12  And he himself says that in that 
era, no one could become wealthy by lawful means after having 
gone bankrupt.

Relationships are obviously complex.  Social displacement, 
tragedy, obsessions, and risk-taking are things that are more 
likely to produce poverty and failure than riches.  Which to me 
suggests we’d be better off without them, if social regulation 
could manage this.

More importantly, the millionaire class has got far more than 
it deserved since the 1980s.  Too much wealth and too much 
power, including the power to thwart reforms that stop them 
grabbing even more.  They probably already had too much back 
then.  But loose talk about ‘freedom’ led to economic setbacks 
for most people in the West.

*
The radical attempt to set the 99% against the 1% has so far 

failed, for several reasons.  One is that far too many people 
imagine themselves to be part of the winning elite:  

“An opinion poll a couple of years ago found that 19% 
of American taxpayers believed themselves to be in the 
top 1% of earners.  A further 20% thought they would 
end up there within their lifetimes.”13

That’s why I prefer to say millionaire.  You’d need to be 
slightly more than a millionaire to be in the 1% in Europe or the 
USA, but at least non-millionaires know what they are.  And 
it’s a convenient term for those who work with dollars, euros 
or pounds sterling.  Less than it once was, but still significant:

“One would need to have almost thirty million dollars 
today to have the purchasing power of a US millionaire 
in 1900, or more than 100 million dollars to have the 
same impact on the US economy.”14

There are vast numbers of them, by any definition.  Using 
the awkward term ‘high-net-worth individual,’ which is close to 
the actual 1% of Anglo cultures, there are 13 million globally.  
4.7 million in the United States.15  348,000 just in New York 
City: enough to seem like ‘public opinion.’  And yet still a small 
minority, and a selfish minority. 

It is foolish to preach against inequality as such.  Moderate 
inequality is necessary in a society where most people have a lot 

10  Islamist group claims responsibility for attack on China’s 
Tiananmen Square, https://www.theguardian.com/world/2013/nov/25/
islamist-china-tiananmen-beijing-attack 
11  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/about/about-2/998-from-
labour-affairs/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/45-1-more-on-fascism-
the-world-wars/491-2/ 
12  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-ar-
ticles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolu-
tion-website/history-and-philosophy/10-1-more-ideas/
sir-james-goldsmith-rich-loud-and-ignorant/ 
13  The Economist, September 6th, 2003
14  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Millionaire#Historical_worth 
15  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/High-net-worth_individual 

of selfish impulses.  I do not see this as a permanent condition, 
since it varies a lot across the centuries and between different 
human groups.  But a big reduction would need centuries.

A small reduction could be much quicker.  The average Baby 
Boomer is more selfish than their parents were.  The most recent 
generation to come to maturity in the West has some hopeful 
signs.  But of course the Baby Boomers mostly started out with 
excellent intentions.  And we can’t just denounce inequality 
without saying what we seriously hope to change.

Anyone who has done a serious job knows that some people 
are better workers than others.  Also some are harder workers, 
and some are more reliable and dependable; and some are easier 
to get on with.  The qualities are different.  There are many 
grades of skilled and unskilled workers.  I focus on the Next 
Nine, who have broken even in terms of income share since 
the 1980s.  They are part of existing inequality, but most of 
the voters see it as acceptable inequality.  They should not be 
the focus for socialists.  If you think a lesser gap between the 
richest 10% and the rest of us would be a good thing in the long 
run, which I’m inclined to, it still makes sense to concentrate on 
fights that you might actually win.

It is also foolish to denounce ‘Baby Boomers’ as a whole.  
My generation have mostly been foolish and greedy.  We have 
mostly not gained from right-wing economics.  And we did 
establish a lot of personal liberty that had not been there before.

The scandal is how the richest 1% have gained at the expense 
of the 90%.  

Capitalism’s True Believers
Britain never entirely accepted the ideology of capitalism.  
It was strongest in the Liberal Party, when it was one of the 
two big parties dominating politics.  It was mostly Tories who 
introduced basic protection for workers and for the environment 
from the 1840s.  

Britain’s Liberal Party fell apart after World War One, but its 
fragments entered both Tory and Labour parties.  The heirs of 
these fragments managed to get hegemony in both parties in the 
1980s and 1990s.

Hegemony based on a false understanding.  1960s radicals 
wanted extra freedoms, and were helped by the USA making 
loud noises about Freedom as their grand merit.  At the time, 
the Soviet system seemed stronger.  They had even won the 
early stages of the Space Race.  A useful book called The Right 
Stuff describes the fear that existed then in the West.  When 
Chairman Mao in 1957 said that ‘the East Wind prevails over 
the West Wind,’ many hoped or feared that he was right.16  It 
may have encouraged him to try the unsuccessful Great Leap 
Forward in 1958.17

The Right Stuff also foolishly hypes and concentrates on the 
heroic individuals who flew into space.  They were bold, riding 
what was almost a gigantic firework.  Ascending rockets can 
explode, and so far have killed seven in a single terrible blow 
in the first Space Shuttle disaster.  A bigger danger is return, 
which has claimed nine lives so far, and three more during 
preparations for a return.18  It remains very dangerous, despite 
the growth of Space Tourism.  But The Right Stuff plays down 
the vast social network that allowed their achievements.19  A 
network that included the neglected and downtrodden African-
American female mathematicians featured in the book and film 

16  https://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/121559.  
As far as I remember, it is not mentioned in The Right Stuff.
17  See https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-
topic/42-china/china-three-bitter-years-1959-to-1961/ for why this 
was much less of an error than Western sources now say.
18  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_spaceflight-related_
accidents_and_incidents#Astronaut_fatalities 
19  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/
m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/52-usa/2204-2/ 
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Hidden Figures.20  
The Right Stuff speaks mostly of an elite who were male, 

white and mostly north-west European: what’s sometimes 
called Nordic.  Something reflected also in Science Fiction of 
the time, even the fairly progressive first series of Star Trek 
and the much more dramatically successful Star Wars.21  But 
right-wing ‘truths’ have moved on since then.  Written in 1979, 
The Right Stuff naturally lacks the later New Right view of the 
Soviet Union as always a hopeless failure.  

With hindsight, we can see the loss of the Space Race as a 
sign of the stagnation and decline that Brezhnev presided over.  
But the Soviet Union before Brezhnev was growing faster than 
the USA.  Its client states in Eastern Europe were vigorous and 
hopeful rather than the shambles they had become by the 1980s.  

Back then, belief in capitalist economic superiority was a 
fringe belief.  But being much milder with opposition politics, 
the USA could pose as a defender of Freedom.  Which left it 
vulnerable to protestors who pointed to limits on freedom that 
the West upheld.  

Global Leninism in the 1960s was superior on practical 
freedoms for woman and for non-whites.  This alarmed the 
elite, then very much more white and male and near-Nordic 
than they are now.

Sadly, the demands of 1960s radicals were put in terms of 
an abstraction called Freedom, rather than making sensible 
changes to existing limits on freedom.  The appearance of 
homosexuals demanding equality rather than mere acceptance 
surprised most of the heterosexual radicals, but was hard to 
resist.  Likewise women pointing out that men had most of the 
top jobs, even among 1960s radicals.  Freedom for drug use was 
in the longer run seen as another matter, as was under-age sex, 
where rejection became vehement.  (And correctly so, in my 
view, once we learned how many had been damaged by such 
things.)

Just as necessary, in my view, are curbs on individual 
freedoms that lead to pollution and climate change.  These 
curbs and calls for more are growing ever stronger.  You do 
get libertarians and even a few leftists claiming that there is an 
inherent Human Right to spread infectious diseases that may 
kill their neighbours; but they are a minority.  Even a ‘dying 
breed’: there have been plenty of individual tragedies in the 
Covid-19 saga.  

All of these changes happen with utter vagueness about why 
Freedom can be seen as absolute some of the time, but not all 
of the time.

Most 1960s radicals never properly understood the 
society that had produced them.  They are likely to die in 
continuing ignorance.  The post-war system commonly called 
Keynesianism had given them the free education and generous 
welfare that made their new lifestyles possible.  Freedoms that 
most of them voted to take away from later generations, when 
the Baby Boomers grew up and became tax-payers.22

When Thatcher said that society did not exist and that the 
reality was just individuals and families, this sounded familiar 
to people who’d previously have despised whatever Tories 
might be offering.  All of them failed to see the whole society 
as an interlinked productive organism.  Or that within it, new 
members of the society are the most important product.  

You might object to humans being treated as products.  I’d 
agree that we should treat them as humans with rights, as well 
as useful products of the wider society.  But the New Right 

20  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hidden_Figures 
21  https://www.quora.com/q/pwgwxusqvnzzrlzm/
Star-Wars-the-Nordic-Generation 
22  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/British-General-
Election-the-Old-and-Failed-Outvote-the-Young-and-Hopeful.  Also 
https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
why-labour-lost-in-december-2019/. 

tend to neglect the economic and material benefits of education 
given out for free.  

Because we now have human labour that can mostly go where 
it pleases, the economic value of such labour is not allowed for.  
Economists mostly fail to see that it is an immensely valuable 
product, even if basic ethics means that it cannot be treated like 
other products.  There is no immediate cash return for producing 
educated and skilled individuals, so many even on the left treat 
it as a burden on wealth creation.

This false thinking has not even been intelligently selfish.  It 
has led to a decline in the West, or at least to less improvement 
than the 1960s promised.

1960s radicals as parents were often disappointed in the new 
individuals that their generation actually managed to produce.  
But failed to understand why.

The nice sentiment ‘Why don’t you all f-fade away’ comes 
from a 1965 hit called ‘My Generation’.  It was very popular 
with those who were then in the vigour of youth and resentful 
of those senior to them.  It was named the 11th greatest song by 
the magazine Rolling Stone in 2004.23  

The song also said, ‘I hope I die before I get old.’  Had the 
more selfish members of my own baby boomer generation 
actually done this, Jeremy Corbyn would have become Labour 
Prime Minister in 2017.24  The young mostly voted for him.  The 
now-elderly Baby Boomers mostly voted against.  And most of 
them just moan and fail to understand what they did wrong.

Paul McCartney was an admirable exception, singing ‘When 
I get older losing my hair / Many years from now / Will you 
still need me, will you still feed me / When I’m sixty-four?”  But 
though it was released in 1967, he wrote it as an unimportant 
14-year-old.  A lad with few reasons to expect his later wealth.25  
And according to the Wiki, the song is sung by a young man to 
his lover, and is about his plans for them growing old together.  
The Wiki lists three wives and one earlier ‘partner’: not early 
enough to have been the subject of the original song.

Most Baby Boomers have grown more selfish as they aged 
and got more prosperous.

Most of all generations fail to understand that we are not units 
of The Individual defined by our DNA.  Fail to realise that our 
notions of freedom are a product of our culture.

I’ve not seen any other Western commentator try to cope with 
the newly victorious Taliban seeing their rule as freedom and 
liberation.  Obviously, it’s not my idea of freedom: but my ideas 
on freedom and many other matters are my ideas.  Similar to 
mainstream Western ideas as at 2021, and not Absolute Truth.  
Hopefully the closest humans have so far come to truth – but 
we’d also be expected to feel this if we were badly wrong.

Our ideas of freedom are not things you can expect people 
from different traditions to easily accept.  That’s why I felt it 
amazingly foolish and wicked to inflict years of suffering on 
Iraq in the hope of making them get rid of Saddam Hussein.  
Even worse to invade when they failed to do so.  Saddam was 
the person most likely to impose Western values on the mix of 
peoples whom the British Empire chose to group as Iraq.  I’d 
have wished to leave them free to sort out what they did want 
for their future.  I still wish this, though I’d not expect it to be 
anything I’d wish for myself.  I’ve no idea what it will now 
become, but definitely nothing Western.

For most Westerners, people doing things differently from the 
West are inherently defying freedom, and it should not be so 
hard to teach them better.  So the USA in 2001 signed up a 
gaggle of Afghan warlords and a small number of real idealists, 
mostly female.  Twenty years of corrupt government failed to 
create a body of men with guns who found the US-designed 
23  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/My_Generation 
24  https://mrgwydionmwilliams.quora.com/
British-Tories-rely-on-the-Old-and-the-Uneducated 
25  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/When_I%27m_Sixty-Four 
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system worth dying for.  I’d suppose there were no women with 
guns: I think the radical Kurds are the only people in the Islamic 
world who now have female fighters.

Relying just on money and self-interest usually fails badly.  
The New Right thought otherwise, and the New Right have 
failed.  As have those on the centre-left who treated their 
foolishness as wisdom.

There’s an old joke about the one sure way to go gambling in 
Las Vegas and return with a small fortune.  You go there with a 
large fortune.

The New Right in the 1990s had a ‘large fortune’, with the 
USA seeming to have no rivals.  And now it is a small fortune.  
And still being frittered away with nonsense like nuclear hunter-
killer submarines for Australia.

We are people, only because society makes us so.  
We have wealth, only because we can work together.  
We have a coherent society, only because not all of us are 

selfish.
We have decline and despair in the West, mostly because of 

four decades of false thinking about social duties, wealth, and 
freedom.

*
Seeing the society as an interlinked productive organism need 

not mean the state controlling it all.  Marxism indeed imagined 
the state withering away, and today’s Orthodox Marxists can’t 
understand why this didn’t actually happen.  I plan to do another 
article explaining why I think I do understand.  Why I would call 
myself a Post-Leninist: someone who sees Leninism as having 
been necessary to make what we have, but something that has 
now played itself out.  But I am definite that the state always 
sets the tone once we get beyond tribalism.  I am certain that 
reducing the role of the state mostly creates something worse.  

I hold that Leninism in the Soviet Union could have 
continued to flourish, had it not made a gigantic error in not 
easing up the controls when the society had been changed.  It 
could and should have advanced with more moderate controls 
at a time when most ordinary citizens accepted Soviet values.  
And I’d blame Khrushchev as much as Brezhnev: Brezhnev 
and his colleagues were mostly raised to the top levels by him.  
Khrushchev crushed Hungary in 1956, making a precedent for 
Brezhnev crushing Czechoslovakia in 1968.  For later taking 
direct power from pro-Soviet Afghans.  Some of whom lasted a 
couple of years after the Soviets left, while the USA’s supposed 
friends fled or changed sides even before the last US troops 
flew out.

I also insist that there was perfect continuity between Lenin 
and Stalin: that Khrushchev’s attempt to treat them differently 
was bound to fail.  It was Lenin who broke with standard West 
European notions of political liberty.  They shared a belief that 
it was more important to give actual liberty to ordinary people.  
Suppressing opposition was the price of making gigantic real 
changes.

The post-Stalin Soviet Union became a mistake, because 
of Khrushchev’s foolish belief that there had been some ideal 
Leninist order that Stalin had ruined.  Solzhenitsyn neatly 
showed that this was rubbish.  But Solzhenitsyn had no solution 
except nostalgia for the last Tsar – I am working on an article 
showing how this is foolish.  And regardless, that old world is 
thoroughly dead, helped into oblivion by the New Right.  And 
now the New Right have also failed.

Socialists should not just protest.  We should go on the 
offensive, and treat ourselves as the Wave of the Future.  
Ridicule the New Right and their liberal-left lapdogs.  Call them 
bunglers who have wasted the lives of many who trusted them.

Reducing the role of the state from the 1980s created 
something much worse than the imperfect system that people 
had been protesting at.  Any idiot can protest at a system being 

imperfect.  It takes gifts and a clear vision to make it better.  
The New Right and the surrender-tendency of Blair, Clinton 
and Obama have made a world worse for most people.  Better 
only for a millionaire class who have grabbed excessive wealth, 
and which many current leaders are part of.

Applying a more vigorous version of the New Right creed to 
Russia created something worse again: a shrinking economy.26  
An economy in which swindlers and gangsters took over much 
of what was still sound from the stagnant Brezhnev Era.27  
Eastern Europe, which might better be called Middle Europe, 
was saved by being let into the European Union.  Those places 
that were left out, most notably Ukraine, are much worse off 
than Putin’s Russia.  

The Wikipedia, mostly reliable and not at all pro-Russian, 
gives Russia’s average wealth per head as $11,654 at the official 
exchange rate.  $29,485 by Purchase Parity - most goods and 
services are cheaper.28  Figures for Ukraine are $3,984 and 
$13,943.  It could be summarised as ‘trust the West and be 
less than half as well off.’  Russian voters, who can see this for 
themselves, mostly still stick with Putin.

The Western world’s crisis of the 1970s was a crisis within 
an outstandingly successful system.  The decline of the Soviet 
system in that same decade, and China’s relaxation after Mao’s 
death, led to a major wrong turning on the economic front.  Also 
a triumph of liberal-left values on the social front: that much is a 
permanent gain.  Economically, the West has made many errors.  

The attempt to revert to something older and worse has 
basically failed.  And it has cost the West what was left of its 
cultural hegemony.29  An outcome which has considerable costs, 
particularly for women in the Islamic world and for non-Hindus 
in the Republic of India.  For many others all round the world.  
But in the longer run, there may be rather more benefits.

New Right Falsehoods 
Commerce mostly creates wealth.  Capitalism without social 
controls more often destroys it.  And Britain’s breakthrough 
in the Industrial Revolution was led by people who valued 
‘Improvement’ over profit.  Loosely supervised by a ruling class 
that saw industry as vulgar and needing regulation.

Commerce comes naturally with the rise of agriculture.  
When most people are small independent producers, it makes 
sense for some to specialise.  This almost certainly started as 
gift exchange, which is basic to our nature and aimed mostly at 
building friendship.  

The Trade Routes found by archaeologist – things like Baltic 
amber and lapis lazuli from Afghanistan – were almost certainly 
chains of people making nice gifts to neighbours.  Getting other 
gifts and friendship in return.  Only gradually would self-interest 
take over.  And even now, anyone trying to sell you something 
will make a big act of also liking you.  At a face-to-face level, 
quite often they really do like you.  Cynical calculations are left 
to higher managers and accountants.

Gift-giving seems so natural that I’ve yet to see anyone write 
in defence of it.  We take it for granted that it is a good thing.

Whatever needs fancy justification is a thing that goes against 
our nature.  This includes lives dominated by commerce.  The 
thirst for profits in capitalism.  But also the opposites of these: 

26  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/
m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/46-globalisa-
tion/1473-2/ 
27  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-
images/magazines-020-to-029/magazine-030-not-yet-placed/
kleptocracy-in-yeltsins-russia/ 
28  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economy_of_Russia and 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economy_of_Ukraine 
29  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/problems-
magazine-past-issues/the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations/
the-west-fails-in-five-civilisations-2/ 
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state authority, and the punishment of offenders.  None of these 
are exactly welcome: but life without them might be worse.

Or might be better.  It’s a question of getting the mix right.
And of knowing how it all began.  When drafting this article, 

I began by going right back to the Neolithic.  This got too big 
and is now separate: Elites In History.  Here I will talk mostly 
about the last century or two.

Commerce tends to downplay friendship in favour of self-
interest.  But never completely.  And Adam Smith was twisting 
history when he pretended that economic life was just about 
self-interest.

The libertarian promise was the world as a gigantic 
network of suburbs, with fair competition between hard-
working families.  Low taxes and a small state.

I’d be flatly against such a system, if it were possible.  
But to preach against it in the world of Covid-19 and 
Climate Change is not a priority.  I’m not sure it ever 
had a serious chance, even had things gone better in the 
wider world.  Small producers are normally dominated by 
the millionaires, because millionaire status is what they 
almost all dream of gaining.  And none are clear-minded 
enough to devise a system in which millionaires as a class 
are curbed.  Only socialists have ever managed that, and 
then with difficulty.

I’ll quote a rather good account from someone who 
independently worked out what I already knew – that the 
whole thing was phoney:  

“Thatcherism is the big Tory scam that still distorts 
our politics

“The Iron Lady actually grew the state and put up 
taxes. But in her time, as today, high earners won 
and the poor lost out…

“Thatcher wore her anti-state feelings on her 
sleeve. One of the very first white papers published 
by her government in 1979 claimed public spending 
lay ‘at the heart of Britain’s economic difficulties’. 
It wasn’t just a financial crusade – it was a moral 
one. Government was Nanny, and taxes reduced 
individual freedom.

“And yet, over the course of her 11 years in power, 
neither the tax taken by the government nor the 
amount it spent actually fell. Thatcher’s enemy may 
have been supposedly big government, but under 
her it got even bigger.

“Let’s start with taxes, because if there’s one thing 
everyone knows about Mrs T it is that she cut them. 
Except she didn’t. Although she grabbed front 
pages for slashing income-tax rates, especially for 
top earners, she also jacked up national insurance 
contributions, and VAT for shoppers… ‘The total 
value of central government receipts was 30.4% of 
GDP in 1979; by 1990, this proportion had risen to 
30.9%.’ Taxes actually went up under Thatcher, and 
the increase fell hardest on the less well-off…

“Thatcher did not roll back the state. Instead, 
she changed whom it serves and what it can do, 
in ways that still shape our world. Under her, high 
earners won big and finance became the UK’s 
boss industry. At the same time, the state began 
using tens of billions in public money to pay for 
Thatcherism’s consequences.”30

30  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/aug/05/

Thatcher also failed to improve the economy.  Probably 
because the fault lay with British management, not its 
workers or its governments.  This was indeed unexpectedly 
admitted in the pro-business Economist, during a moan 
about the decline of the stock market:

“How to revive Britain’s stockmarket
“London’s once high-flying bourse has spent the 

past decade tumbling back to earth…
“London’s high-flying stockmarket has spent the 

past decade tumbling back to earth. In 2006 the 
companies with shares listed in London were worth 
10.4% of the global equity market. Today, that 
figure is 3.6%. London has lagged behind even the 
laggards: its share of Europe’s total market value 
has declined from 36% to 22% over the same 
period.

“One reason for Britain’s abysmal bourse is the 
underperformance of large British firms. Too many, 
from BP and GSK to HSBC and Tesco (average 
age 169), have dropped from the top tier of their 
industries owing to the chronic British disease of 
poor management. That has dragged down returns 
and made some firms vulnerable to takeovers. The 
entire asset-management industry, which has the 
job of supervising other firms, is badly run. Britain’s 
most valuable fund manager is now worth less than 
10% of America’s largest. British pension schemes 
have spent years loading up on bonds and selling 
shares in a myopic quest to eliminate risk. They 
now have too little exposure to economic growth or 
wealth-creation.”31

This matches exactly what was said by the late Nina 
Fishman back in the early 1970s.  She was then a leading 
member of the British and Irish Communist Organisation, 
which has since become the Bevin Society in Britain.  
She explained that the big British failure was poor 
management, and insiders knew it.

Sadly, Nina never properly wrote this up, as far as I 
can recall.  She went off on other lines that the rest of 
us viewed as futile.  Most on the left showed no interest 
in what any of us were saying.  And Thatcher managed 
to triumph with the opposite message – that Britain’s 
brilliant managers were being hampered by state power 
and greedy Trade Unions.

Britain and the USA saw slightly lower levels of 
growth than in the 1950s and 1960s, the best years of 
the Keynesian or Mixed-Economy system.  By some 
measures, even the despised 1970s were better.  And for 
Japan, Italy and for West Germany expanded to be United 
Germany, the society as a whole did much less well when 
New Right ideas were pushed onto them.32

Society as a whole did much less well.  But society is 
not a whole.  A millionaire elite dominate, and they have 
subverted democracy.  They have found ingenious ways to 
get ordinary people to vote for rich politicians who serve 
millionaire interests.  Most leading Tories are part of the 
millionaire class, with vast fortunes that they either have 

boris-johnson-thatcherism-state-taxes-high-earners-poor 
31  https://www.economist.com/leaders/2021/10/02/how-to-
revive-britains-stockmarket (pay site) 
32  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
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or can expect to inherit.  Other parties often have leaders 
who either come from the millionaire elite or else climb into 
it.  True of Tony Blair, and of the Clintons and Obama.  I 
detailed earlier that the last US President who never was 
part of the millionaire elite was Harry Truman.  Of course 
they defend a system that has been so nice for them.

Just now – early October 2021 – we have had a fresh wave 
of revelations of the links between top politicians and the 
ultra-rich.  The Pandora Papers show how rich some of the 
elected leaders are, and how much they conceal this wealth.  
And how keen they are to preserve the various legal dodges 
that let rich people shift the necessary burden of taxes away 
from the rich.  Including a legal but decidedly strange dodge 
that saved £312,000 in stamp duty for multi-millionaire and 
former Prime Minister Tony Blair.33  This happened in 2017, 
when ordinary Britons were being hurt by austerity based on 
a supposed inability to find money to pay for the needs of 
the needy.  And with most of the Blair-shaped Labour Party 
bitterly opposed to Jeremy Corbyn insisting that they money 
was there and that Tory cuts must be opposed.

A Twisted Economy
From the 1980s, the West has had a seriously twisted 
economy.

Thatcher and Reagan were dedicated to removing all of 
the safeguards that had been put in place in reaction to the 
disasters of the 1930s and 1940s.  They ignored the way 
in which the pre-1914 system of Classical Capitalism had 
visibly fallen apart after a superficial recovery in the 1920s.

As I said earlier, the restoration was phoney.  The half-
forgotten crisis of 1987 almost stopped it in its tracks.  
But few people now remember or know about the global, 
sudden, severe, and largely unexpected stock market crash 
of the 19th of October 1987.

The immediate reaction was a brief return to tax-and-
spend:

“The degree to which the stock market crashes 
spread to the wider economy (the “real economy”) 
was directly related to the monetary policy each nation 
pursued in response. The central banks of the United 
States, West Germany and Japan provided market 
liquidity to prevent debt defaults among financial 
institutions, and the impact on the real economy was 
relatively limited and short-lived. However, refusal to 
loosen monetary policy by the Reserve Bank of New 
Zealand had sharply negative and relatively long-
term consequences for both financial markets and 
the real economy in New Zealand.”  34

Brief, because in 1989 the Soviet empire began coming 
apart.  A long slow collapse, culminating in the Soviet 
Union voting itself out of existence in December 1991.  That 
happened with Yeltsin in Russia and his allies in Ukraine 
and Belarus abandoning what had always been a Russian-
dominated state.

As I said earlier, in the 1980s there were still influential 
people like Sir James Goldsmith who saw the Soviets as a 
global menace about to triumph.  But afterwards, history 
was remade.  The old anti-Soviet joke – you never know 
what’s going to have happened yesterday – turned out to 
be just as true for our ‘free’ West.

Unlike the Soviet system, you are not often punished for 
33  https://www.theguardian.com/news/2021/oct/03/tony-and-
cherie-blair-bought-property-via-offshore-firm-and-saved-300000-in-
tax 
34  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Black_Monday_(1987) 

giving the unapproved version, or a version that used to be 
official but has been changed.  But you will probably be 
excluded from the mainstream.  And a multitude of voices 
that ignore off-message facts manage to change public 
memory.  

The rich are keen to subsidize and boost such voices.  
Including a Swedish bank somehow persuading the overseers 
of the greatly-respected Nobel Prizes to allow the creation 
in 1968 of a Nobel Memorial Prize in Economic Sciences.35  
A prize commonly lumped with the others, which have been 
awarded since 1901.

I found it interesting that they also put a ban on themselves 
creating any more such extras.  So I can’t help wondering 
if some of the Nobel Committee were influenced by offers 
of officially-unconnected grants that were given to research 
they cared a lot about.

If you do know, it might be a good time to Tell All.  Anyone 
involved in shady dealing has probably now died of old age.  
Hundreds of thousands of others are definitely dead before 
their time, because of the trashy ideas that this ‘Nobel Prize’ 
helped to give respectability to.

Trashy ideas that include fancy maths that would be valid 
only if people cared only about money, and always had a 
perfect knowledge of what would gain or lose them money.  
This is not economic reality, but it passes as such.

And that is just one strand of the methods used to get 
ordinary people to vote enormous unearned wealth to the 
millionaires. 

Considerable Soviet achievements up until the 1960s are 
never talked about, so many people even on the left failed 
to realise that such achievements ever happened.  Likewise 
people came to think that it was the USA that won the war 
against Nazi Germany.  People who’d lived through it never 
doubted that the back of German military power was broken 
by the Soviets.  Official figures show that more than half 
the total German military dead were army casualties on the 
Eastern Front: 1,105,987 out of 2,001,399.  Likewise more 
than half the missing or POW: 1,018,365 out of 1,902,704.36  
And the Eastern Front was entirely Soviet, whereas the USA 
were merely the largest contributors on other fronts.

The pro-Millionaire media also did all they could to make 
sure that the serious Western and capitalist crisis of 1987 
was forgotten.

Why the left let it slip is less clear.  But a vast number of 
them had been Moscow-orientated, even when they were 
not members of any Communist Party.  They were now 
confused, and some surrendered to New Right nonsense.

The main alternative, the swarm of small and mutually 
hostile Trotskyist groups, were dedicated to the idea that the 
whole Mixed Economy venture had been just another face 
of capitalism.  That it should be bitterly opposed as standing 
in the way of True Socialism.  And they mostly said that the 
Soviet Union became a failure once Stalin took over.

Trotskyists also dedicated themselves to rooting out the 
belief that the Labour Government elected in 1945 had 
achieved anything.  And were amazed that the result was 
Thatcherism, followed by the massive surrender of New 
Labour.  But surviving Trotskyists seem to have learned 
nothing and forgotten nothing.

Far too many on the left have preferred to talk about what 

35  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Nobel_Memorial_Prize_in_Economic_Sciences 
36  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
German_casualties_in_World_War_II#OKW_war_diary 
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the Soviet Union failed to do, rather than remind everyone 
how much it got right.  Very few notice that Moderate 
Socialists did a lot better in the 1950s and 1960s, when the 
Soviet Union was a formidable rival.  When the onus was 
on the West to show it could do better.

Now in the 2020s, People’s China is emerging as a 
formidable rival.  But far too many Western leftists let 
themselves get diverted.  They have swallowed the story 
that Uighurs are being picked on for no good reason.  
But back in the 2010s, they were freely identified by 
mainstream Western media as a separatist movement that 
had done some vicious terrorist acts. These included a 2013 
bomb in the heart of Beijing that killed two innocents, one 
of them a female tourist from the Philippines.37  And in 
2014, the BBC freely reported a wave of Uighur terrorism, 
including 39 people killed in a car and bomb attack on a 
market in the Xinjiang capital Urumqi.38  

In 2015, the liberal-left Guardian wanted them to do 
more about Islamic extremism.  (Joining the fight against 
Isis would be a huge test for China.39)  Then in 2017, 
the independent Dutch-based International Centre for 
Counter-Terrorism was clear about what Beijing was 
moving against,40 saying:

“Uighurs, specifically individuals of Turkic decent 
from China’s northwest province of Xinjiang, have 
become a noticeable part of the constellation of 
globally active jihadist terror groups. Uighur jihadists 
first came to the world’s attention when the United 
States and its allies invaded Afghanistan in 2001. 
While continuing their cooperation with the Taliban 
under the banner of the East Turkestan Islamic 
Movement (ETIM), Uighur jihadists have now 
spread to Southeast Asia and the Middle East.”41

This report is still on their website.  But not among 
those conveniently present on their list of articles about 
‘Countering violent extremism.’42  Surprised?

You can still find it if you use the search option in the 
top right-hand corner.

China has successfully crushed Uighur terrorism inside 
China.  But then suddenly the violent background stopped 
being mentioned in mainstream Western media.  Instead, 
dedicated Uighur separatists were reported as credible 
sources when they made wild accusations against the 
Beijing government that had defeated them.  

I’ve not seen anyone deny the earlier violence.  But 
by not mentioning it, it somehow slips out of public 
consciousness.

Making a Bigger Cake?
Low taxes were a false promise.  A smaller state was a false 
promise.  Most New Rightists played down the notion of 
bigger incomes for the rich, though they certainly wanted 
this.  And this flow of wealth to the already-powerful 
has been the basis of New Right success.  The rich are 
37  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-china-24672291 
38  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-china-27647842 
39  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2015/nov/24/
china-isis-uighurs-xi-jinping-xinjiang 
40  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
International_Centre_for_Counter-Terrorism 
41  https://icct.nl/app/uploads/2017/11/ClarkeKan-Uighur-
Foreign-Fighters-An-Underexamined-Jihadist-Challenge-
Nov-2017-1.pdf  
42  https://icct.nl/topic/countering-violent-extremism/ 

delighted with their gains, and keen to defend with money 
and media power the people who are on their side.

The final claim was Trickle-Down.  Give more freedom 
to the rich, and we’d all be better off.  It was loudly 
trumpeted by the New Right in the early stages of their 
take-over.  Particularly by the Reagan administration.  
And it was utterly untrue:

“A 2020 working paper by London School of 
Economics and Political Science researchers 
compared the results of countries that passed 
tax cuts in a specific year with those that did not, 
over a five decade period from 1965 to 2015 in 
the 18 member countries of the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development. It found 
that contrary to the claims of trickle-down theory, 
tax cuts for the rich had no ‘significant effect on 
employment or economic growth.’ They found 
no evidence that the cuts induced ‘labour supply 
responses’ from high-income individuals (i.e. ‘lead 
to more hours of work, more effort, etc.’) that 
boosted economic activity. They did find evidence 
of a ‘sizable’ increase in income inequality. ‘Major 
tax cuts for the rich increase the top 1% share of 
pre-tax national income in the years following the 
reform. The magnitude of the effect is sizeable; on 
average, each major reform leads to a rise in top 1% 
share of pre-tax national income of 0.8 percentage 
points.’”43

But somehow the majority of the left let it slide out of 
public consciousness.

Note also that even if it had been true, the 90% might 
not have gained.  You could ask ‘is it better to have a 
larger slice of a smaller cake, or a smaller slice of a larger 
cake?’  But the answer is that it is anyone’s guess, unless 
you offer reliable figures.  

In business, the classic admission of ignorance is ‘how 
long is a piece of string?’  I had no talent for a personal 
role in business or management, nor any wish to succeed 
at such things.  Things which up to a point can be learned.  
But as a computer analyst in the business sector, interacting 
with Middle Managers who needed my run-of-the-mill IT 
skills, I got a fair picture.  A much more realistic view of 
the business world than most leftists ever get. 

I also like to do my own figuring.  Suppose your share 
is 10% of something.  You get offered either 9% of a cake 
that is 10% bigger, or 11% of a cake that is only 90% of 
the original.  

110 9% 9.90
100 10% 10.00
90 11% 9.90

You actually lose a little either way.  But you might accept 
less of more, if you were generous.  

Try doubling the change: 8% or 12%.  Less of more is 
even more definitely less, obviously.  But more of less is 
a clear selfish gain.

110 8% 8.80
90 12% 10.80

The actual gains by the rich have been much bigger.
It could work the other way.   Supposing the increases in 

43  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Trickle-down_economics#Economics 
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inequality are less drastic.  Make them 9.5% and 10.5%.
110 9.5% 10.45
90 10.5% 9.45

Now this is a genuine example of good behaviour being 
automatically rewarded, and bad behaviour punished.  
Likewise if the gains are large:

120 9% 10.80
80 11% 8.80

But ‘rational’ economics persistently ignores every 
solution that does not cater to their prejudices.  A deep 
silliness: whether this is poor thinking or intentional 
dishonesty is secondary.  Probably a mix of both; but for 
any particular individual you can never be sure.

*
The pundits ask, ‘can we afford it?’  Or rather, they ask 

it when the millionaire class would sooner not pay:
“‘The world discovered that John Maynard 

Keynes was right when he declared during World 
War II that ‘anything we can actually do, we can 
afford,’ writes Adam Tooze. ‘Budget constraints 
don’t seem to exist; money is a mere technicality. 
The hard limits of financial sustainability, policed, 
we used to think, by ferocious bond markets, were 
blurred by the 2008 financial crisis. In 2020, they 
were erased.’”44

In 2008, governments covered the gambling debts of the 
Millionaire Elite.  Existing rules would have protected the 
modest bank deposits of ordinary people, if some banks 
had failed.  A failure by Hedge Funds would have hit only 
the rich, who are supposed to be risk-takers.  But while 
the Millionaire Elite will allow a few unlucky members 
to crash to oblivion, they are good at defending their 
common interests.

President Obama was persuaded that if bail-out funds 
were given to banks rather than small businesses, that 
money would magically multiply and the needy would 
get much more help.  That sounds like a garbled version 
of Fractional-Reserve Banking.  In good times, modern 
banks lend a lot more than they can match with assets.  But 
you’d not expect them to do this when they faced a risk 
of collapse.  And indeed, the banks destroyed many needy 
small businesses by denying them loans or extensions of 
credit.  Their assets were sold and gave the bank secure 
assets, which was better for the survival of the banks.  

Far too little attention was paid to this.  Those who try to 
defend small businesses have almost always been fooled.  
Most on the left don’t care.

There is always enough money to fight wars, unless 
the rich decide it is a losing prospect.  They did cut their 
losses in Vietnam in the early 1970s, and just recently 
in Afghanistan.  But massive spending on weapons 
continues.

Ronald Reagan produced uplift in the USA by glib 
words backed by some real achievements.  But while he 
talked New Right dogma, he managed to do a lot of tax-
and-spend.  Borrow-and-spend, rather, with a huge deficit 
built up.  And the spending was mostly on gigantic new 
weapons systems.  Several vast new Aircraft Carriers, 
and a ‘Star Wars’ anti-missile program that never really 
44  https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/17/opinion/ezra-klein-
podcast-adam-tooze.html 

worked.  Yet it did not need to be militarily useful to boost 
the economy.

Anti-spending rhetoric was ignored for things the 
rich wanted, or saw as necessary to defend their shared 
interests as a global elite.  Needed to give them global 
‘clout,’ which mostly translates into economic advantages 
for companies intertwined with governments possessing 
that ‘clout.’

The rhetoric of tax-cutting was used to move real taxes 
away from the rich.  To leave the burden on the bulk of 
the society, because modern economies make a vast tax-
funded state a necessity.

Hard Facts About Millionaires
I earlier asserted that the 1% did not on average have more 
intelligence or giftedness than the Next Nine.  And that 
vast numbers of similar gifted people were to be found 
among the 90% who have suffered under New Right 
economics.

I write as a single individual, with leisure time only 
because I am retired, and still healthy at age 70.  With 
enough to live comfortably and buy books, only because 
I get a work pension of the sort that has mostly been 
abolished for younger people.  Also a modest inheritance 
from Raymond Williams, my famous left-wing father.

I write as a member of a small organisation, the Bevin 
Society.

But what I write should be of interest to the wider left 
and labour movement.

Labour in Britain must hammer away at the gigantic 
gains made by the Millionaire Class.  And do not say 1%, 
since all sorts of non-millionaires imagine they are part of 
it.  They fear that it is their modest wealth that the wicked 
leftists are after: and of course there is a vast network of 
newspapers and television encouraging this view.

Remember the old US survey I mentioned, which found 
nearly two-fifths of the population thought they were part 
of this 1%, or almost were.  Britons are probably not that 
gullible, but it could easily be 6 or 7 percent.

Yet it seems that you could be a genuine millionaire, in 
pounds or dollars or euros, and still not be in the real 1%.  
Not just the oddity of an ordinary family whose house is in 
an area of rising prices: it can also apply to businesspeople.  
One recent suggestion for taxing them wanted to start at a 
wealth of £3.4 million.  Another study says the 1% start at 
£1.5 million: this same survey has many useful details in 
a long and careful report on wealth.45  For certain, anyone 
with less than a clear million in Pounds Sterling is not in 
the 1%.  They are merely near the top of the Next Nine.46

Labour and left-wingers elsewhere must emphasise that 
the status of the Next Nine is accepted.  Give the income 
bands – I reckoned the richest 10% start at about £60,000 
a year.  Translate it into monthly income, £5000.  Most 
45  The UK’s wealth distribution and characteristics of 
high-wealth households, Page 12.  https://www.resolutionfoun-
dation.org/app/uploads/2020/12/The-UKs-wealth-distribution.
pdf.  A similar starting-point is suggested in another study, Total 
wealth in Great Britain: April 2016 to March 2018, https://www.
ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/personalandhouse-
holdfinances/incomeandwealth/bulletins/totalwealthingreatbritain/
april2016tomarch2018 
46  https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2021/sep/20/
new-wealth-tax-uk-arguments 
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voters should notice that this is not them.  
Avoid loose talk about ‘ending inequality.’  Say that 

some inequality is to be expected, which is the standard 
Moderate Socialist position.  It also has in practice been 
the case in Communist societies even at their most hard-
line.  But say repeatedly and loudly and firmly that unfair 
wealth for millionaires has got vastly worse in Britain 
since Thatcher came to power.

And also commission a survey to see how measured 
IQ and paper qualifications match to income and wealth.  
Neither are perfect measures of what an individual should 
be paid: and they are certainly not good measures of what 
any human is actually worth.  But most of us also think it 
is not the business of the state to decide what any human is 
actually worth, apart from honouring or rewarding some 
of those with unusual merits.  Probably not harassing or 
punishing those who live lives that others see as worthless, 
provided no laws are broken.

Incomes and profits are a social concern, mostly 
regulated by custom or state power.  Never ‘free’ in 
the way that libertarians claim.  But the rich have the 
advantage that they can move their business half-way 
round the world, while being protected by state-enforced 
Intellectual Property Rights.  And the wages of workers 
tend to go down when there are not strong Trade Unions 
protecting at least some of them. 

People who thought they needed no Trade Union now 
get lower wages, because unionised labour is now much 
less of an alternative for workers who’d like another job.

Social power, not personal merit, is the main thing that 
gives gigantic riches to the rich.  A shift in politics gave 
the rich a much bigger share of the wealth than they had 
in the 1950s and 1960s.  And it hasn’t actually improved 
wealth creation.

Measured IQ and paper qualifications are objective 
facts.  They can be used for number-crunching.  They 
ought to vindicate my assertion that millionaires are not 
visibly better than the Next Nine in the qualities we ought 
to be rewarding.  And it would be nice to include questions 
about as many as possible of the Millionaire Factors that 
I mentioned earlier.

There is already hard evidence of an excess of 
sociopaths among top managers.  Among the people 
who award themselves million-pound bonuses for their 
brilliant management of companies that then mysteriously 
collapse under a burden of debt a few years later:

“People with psychopathy crave power and 
dominant positions, experts say. But they are also 
chameleons, able to disguise their ruthlessness 
and antisocial behavior under the veneer of charm 
and eloquence…

“Roughly 4% to as high as 12% of CEOs [Chief 
Executive Officers] exhibit psychopathic traits, 
according to some expert estimates, many times 
more than the 1% rate found in the general 
population and more in line with the 15% rate found 
in prisons.”47

As an easier beginning, it would be nice if members of 
the High-IQ society Mensa would confidentially declare 
their incomes and wealth, as well as the score that Mensa 
47  https://www.forbes.com/sites/jackmccullough/2019/12/09/
the-psychopathic-ceo/  

gave them.  I’d expect it to be more grist to the mill, though 
with a likely bias.  When I did my own membership test, 
along with others and under supervision since no one is 
trusted when just self-testing, it seemed to me that there 
were a lot like me.  Clever, but not even in the Next Nine: 
I rate as part of the Second Decile or Top 20%.  Probably 
with a job they were not deeply committed to, and with 
less recognition and success than they were hoping for.  
People seeking objective proof that they were smart, as 
well as the hope of finding intelligent company.

And maybe smart enough to note that the 90% have 
been cheated.  And that the Next Nine are not rewarded 
anything extra for their recognised talents, beyond what 
similar people got in the 1960s.

*
Separately from this, and not specifically left-wing, I 

would love to see a Mass Survey of Talent and Genius.  
A grand survey across the world to see how far IQ and 
paper qualifications match to income and wealth, and to 
other factors.  This would include marital status, sexual 
orientation and actual sexual practice.  

Among other results, I’d expect it to confirm the 
widespread view that there are more gifted individuals 
than you’d expect among the homosexual minority.  
Which gives an obvious target audience for people likely 
to fund it.  

I’m not the person to organise such a thing, but perhaps 
someone out there will pick it up.

I’d suggest also trying to get Sweden’s four separate 
Nobel Committees to sponsor it.  The survey would 
involve personal details, but no one has ever accused 
them of being excessively open in their deliberations 
about who gets their cherished prizes.  The secrecy they 
mostly manage is impressive.  And regarding sex, popular 
notions of sexual freedom in Sweden are exaggerated, but 
certainly would help get honest answers.

If you were wondering ‘but aren’t there five Nobel 
Prizes?’, you are right.  You might even think six, with 
the spoof prize in economics.  But the much-respected 
Peace Prize is given by people selected by the Norwegian 
Parliament.  No need to include them.  Parliamentarians 
are often too close to the Millionaire Elite, and sometimes 
come from it or hope to join it.  Ordinary academics are 
generally in the Next Nine.

*
What should be solidly proved is that the Millionaire 

Class had far more than they merited even before the New 
Right got going.  And that taking away a huge chunk of 
their gains would be entirely just, and good for at least 
90% of us.  And moral, which most of us care about.

Copyright ©Gwydion M. Williams
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Elites In History
By Gwydion M. Williams

History is all about Class Struggle, but more complex than 
Marx set out in the Communist Manifesto.  More complex than 
Engels’s later elaborations.  More complex than Marx’s later 
stray suggestions, which official Leninism tried to build into a 
rigid system ‘for all times and all men’.

I find it significant that Marx jotted a few remarks about the 
complications in his notes for Capital, but left it unfinished.

The work was incomplete, but I praise and credit Marx and 
Engels as the first to have a modern understanding of class.  To 
see the economic ties as vital enough to override individual 
wishes.  To see class as something that had not only changed 
historically, but might in time be abolished.

Some would claim that class has been abolished, within 
existing society, and with capitalism still flourishing.  John 
Major claimed that Tory policy was for a Classless Society.  
This would have been impossible from earlier Tory leaders, and 
improbable for Mrs Thatcher.

The rigid social conventions that once defined social class 
have eroded a lot, in Britain and across the world.  In Britain, 
much of the loosening came from the USA.  There, supposedly, 
differences in income did not depend on who your parents were.  
People were assured that hard work and real talent would get 
you where you belonged.

But that’s not what really happened: not entirely and not at all 
since the 1980s.  In an article parallel to this one – originally a 
single study, but I saw it as needful to split – I describe how the 
richest 10% should be split into a 1% or Millionaire Elite, and 
a Next Nine who are vastly less wealthy.1  That while the Next 
Nine are mostly a real Meritocracy, the Millionaires are not a 
Super-Meritocracy.  That luck and unfairness and some rather 
bad human qualities are the main things making them so much 
richer than the Next Nine and the rest of us.

And how this Millionaire Elite were let down by the deep 
falseness of New Right doctrine.  How they have been an 
Overclass, not a Ruling Class.  

Even the worst Ruling Class accepts a duty to keep the 
society in being.  They may have a false idea: even suicidally 
bad.  The last couple of generations of elite in Tsarist Russia 
were a notable example: something I will be detailing in 
another article.  But what we have now in the Anglosphere is an 
Overclass that is just as selfish and detached as the Underclass 
that they have allowed to develop among the poor.  

When ‘poor-but-honest’ is sneered at, an Underclass should 
be predictable, even if such insights are beyond the New Right.

When ‘rich-but-honest’ is seen as a fool who should have 

1  Multi-Millionaires as a Blight on Civilization.

Behind Every Great Man 
There’s a Great Ape   15

Binders of the Sun and Moon  16

Farmers and Breakers of Cities 18

Rome’s Undemocratic Republic 21

Not All Roads Lead to Rome  22

The Small-State Dream   23

been much richer, an Overclass emerges.
But you can’t fully understand without knowing where it all 

came from.  Here, I look at how past societies developed the 
idea of classes in the first place.

*
A tribe can be run with everyone economically equal, and 

everyone equally powerful.  But this mostly works for hunter-
gatherers, where everyone has a clear and immediate interest in 
sharing a kill, even where the hunting is individual.  Group or 
individual hunting depends on the landscape and prey.  Sharing 
must have been part of our nature when we evolved from Great 
Apes to Early Hunters.

Note also that almost all of them have a division of labour 
between the sexes.  Many also allowed a few individuals to have 
a social role that contradicted their biological sex: ‘transgender 
rights’ are not so new in the broad sweep of human history.  
But custom was also a strict regulator of what was or was not 
allowed.  Real humans with a great variety of needs and desires 
can’t actually do without such things.

When farming began, a lot of the work became better done by 
individual families.  Good or bad land mattered, and how much 
of it you had.  Inequalities happened – sometimes caused by 
luck or by inheritance from past generations.

Farmers can be tribalists, but if you have irrigation there has 
to be some regulation.  If a water channel passes through the 
land of several different families, they might agree.  But if it is 
hundreds or thousands, or if massive projects might be needed, 
things get more complex.  And I’m sure it is no accident that 
most of the world’s first cities are found in river valleys where 
irrigation and flood protection are needed.  Probably elites 
emerged first, and cities with walls emerged as they got richer.

Warfare also counts.  Richer families can give their men 
better armour and weapons.  And sometimes risk their women 
in fighting, though this was rarer.  In early societies, the power 
of a family was tied to how many babies the women could 
have and raise to adulthood.  Combining warfare and babies is 
possible but rare.

In all cases, commanders are needed, and a chain of command.  
But commanders can become too powerful, and a ‘chain of 
command’ can become a chain of oppression.

Mercenaries can be hired, but may then grab power.  Or keep 
a war going to keep themselves employed.

Whatever the society, the well-connected and the clever 
get an unfair advantage.  But they also do a necessary job, 
coordinating a complex society.

A film called Rapa-Nui is not at all accurate about the history 
of what the West calls Easter Island.  But it’s not wrong about 
the people thoughtlessly cutting down all of the island’s trees: 
archaeology confirms this.  There was also definitely an elite 
that concentrated on making gigantic stone statues with enlarged 
heads.  And a general breakdown into small-scale warfare and 
cannibalism when this elite was overthrown.

‘Bird Man’ definitely came later.  And managed to gradually 
exterminate the local population of birds whose eggs they were 
making a big thing of.

A popular book called Aku-Aku: the Secret of Easter Island 
gives a nice account of what was known in the 1950s.  And 
the author’s claim for a South American connection has been 
supported by DNA studies, though the details he claims are 
probably wrong.
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Within the vast complexities of human history, there are 
usually several layers of privileged classes for any given 
society.  Mostly a lower class of slaves below the common 
people.  Usually a stratum of vagrant wanderers, and sometimes 
also Untouchables.  Sometimes, in more modern societies, you 
get what Marxists call a lumpenproletariat.  To me, this is the 
same as an underclass.  And Marx’s view that they were mostly 
bad news has been mostly correct.  They may be drawn into a 
revolution, as he said.  But not often, and unable in themselves 
to make anything solid.

As well as that, there are often several categories of 
Commoner, at odds with each other.  

Marx didn’t deal properly with civilisations outside of 
Europe.  His idea of an ‘Asiatic Mode of Production’ applies 
at best to some parts of India.  Perhaps not even there: I have 
no deep knowledge of that extremely diverse subcontinent.  
Chinese history I know much better, and Marx seems unaware 
of Imperial China’s mass of small farmers with no feudal ties.  
How it had been stable for centuries with exactly the system of 
small-scale commodity production that he saw as the source of 
capitalism.  He and Engels also paid little attention to China’s 
Taiping, at that time the only armed communists operating 
within an advanced economy.  Engels never thought to link 
it to his early work on collectivist peasant rebels in the early 
Reformation in Germany,2 though I’d see marked similarities.

It’s imperfect, and shares the common 19th century error of 
seeing European history as central and the rest as a collection 
of oddities.  But their views were far closer to the truth than 
any other 19th century social vision.  A much better description 
of recent history than any of our modern anti-Marxists can 
manage.

Leninism updated Marxism, by showing how you could still 
win if the ruling class refused to politely step aside in the face 
of socialist electoral success.  And successfully transmitted a 
version of Europe’s Enlightenment Values to the wider world, 
where it was new and hard to learn.  Leninists in the vaster world 
outside of Europe and its settler-colonies learned much more 
successfully than those non-Europeans who saw liberalism as 
the source of truth.

The big non-Leninist success was Imperial Japan.  But a lot of 
them had read translated Marxist books, which probably helped 
their understanding.  Sadly, if the elite maybe decided that 
Lenin’s view of Imperialism was true, they definitely decided 
that Japan should aim to be the winner within this aggressive 
world system.  It strengthened what they’d come up with by 
themselves with their 16th-century invasion of Korea and 
dreams of conquering China.  That may have been sparked by 
their encounter with early European imperialism with its world-
spanning warships.  Back then, the war in Korea had failed, and 
they opted for isolation instead.  But in the mid-19th century, 
the USA used the threat of massive armed force to make them 
open up.3  And they were realistic in their choices.  Much more 
effective than Imperial China, faced with the same challenge.4

For the non-Western world, Marxism offered realism that 
was much less tied to the things that Europeans mostly saw as 
natural, and Japanese mostly did not.  But most Japanese did 
not want the classlessness or the racial and sexual equality that 
the Soviets were pushing.  That the Soviets were the main force 
for, until the West adopted many of the same values in the 1960s 
and the Soviet Union stagnated under Brezhnev.

Within Japan, Hotsumi Ozaki was a secret Communist 
reporting to Soviet agent Richard Sorge.  And he was much 

2  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
The_Peasant_War_in_Germany 
3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bakumatsu 
4  I have done a detailed study: https://labouraf-
fairsmagazine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
traditional-china-resisted-modernisation/ 

appreciated as a clear-minded advisor to some of the elite.5  He 
only had to conceal what he wanted, not how he understood 
power-politics – and his contacts disliked the extreme 
aggression that ruined Imperial Japan.  But many were amazed 
at how close they came to succeeding, damaging the USA early 
on.  Perhaps losing because they were unlucky in the critical 
Battle of Midway.  And with a similar outlook, Japan bounced 
back to another amazing success as the USA’s main outpost in 
East Asia during the Cold War.  And being needed, they were 
allowed to apply a very intense version of the Keynesian or 
Mixed Economy system.  They achieved what everyone called 
an Economic Miracle.6

This success contrasts with the amazingly bad advice the New 
Right ‘experts’ gave to the USA in the 1990s.  Whose projects 
are crashing everywhere, not just Afghanistan.

And it’s notable that Japan’s Economic Miracle turned to 
confusion and much slower growth when the USA pushed them 
into moving closer to the New Right outlook.

Liberals understand history as the emergence of Freedom.  
But that’s not what actually happened.  The Marxist-Leninist 
notion of original tribal equality undermined by advancing 
economics is much closer to the truth.

Yet still incomplete.  A lot of modern discoveries need to be 
integrated, to produce a wider Historical Materialism that drops 
some of the standard assumptions of Marxism.  That I would 
call Post-Leninist.

Behind Every Great Man There’s a Great Ape
Humans are a deluxe version of the vast family of primates.  
And we are apes rather than monkeys: our ape ancestors lost 
their tails when they adapted to life in trees.  But this was one 
of the little accidents of Historic Biology: monkeys kept them 
and those of the New World turned the tail into a useful 5th limb.  
The loss of the tail seems to have been a single mutation, but 
it’s a puzzle that it was successful and that there were soon no 
more apes with tails.

Space fiction really should show most humanoid aliens 
as having tails.  It would have made it much less of a hassle 
standing upright and freeing the forepaws to become tool-
making hands.

Apart from the tail, the Higher Primates have a great deal in 
common.  They are much more similar to each other than they 
are similar to other social mammals.  And all of these are more 
like each other than they are like other social animals – ants, for 
instance.  Living in groups is a common animal adaptation, but 
how you make it work is more complex.

When monkeys live in groups, there is usually an Alpha Male 
who won’t allow the other males to have sex with the females.  
Nor allow females to refuse him, though some manage to 
have other males of their choice by being secret.  And there 
will also be one or more Alpha Females whose support the top 
male needs.  But Alpha Males basically defend themselves with 
violence, and from time to time are overthrown.  Sometimes it 
is a coalition, and sometimes the Alpha Male has a deputy who 
is also allowed sex with the females.  

Among apes, chimps have the monkey system, but bonobos 
are much more peaceful.  With bonobos, the females gang up 
and control any male who gets out of line.  Sex is much more 
relaxed, and both sexes are bisexual.

By contrast, gorillas have lone males running a group of 
females and infants.  Outside males sometimes take over and 
kill the children of the old male, which is also the system with 
lions.  Admirers of ‘nature red in tooth and claw’ generally 
prefer ‘nature lightly cooked’.  Squalid realities are adjusted to 
fit the limits of what humans could find admirable.

Also note that within the animal kingdom, which is far larger 
5  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hotsumi_Ozaki 
6  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Japanese_economic_miracle 
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than just mammals and birds, far more gene-lines have ended 
up as parasites than as free-living.  And most show no signs of 
bigger brains or of drifting towards being an intelligent species.  
Dinosaurs, with less brain per body weight than mammals, were 
dominant until a meteor strike destroyed them.

Humans emerged gradually, after one type of ape became 
rather good at walking on two legs.  Surprisingly, our walking 
gives us a staying power that lets human hunters wear down an 
animal that is much faster over short distances.

With the forelimbs no longer needed for walking, the forepaws 
developed into hands, and the brain got bigger.  Engels knew 
nothing of the walking habits of early humans: the relevant 
fossils were found only in the last few decades.  But he made 
a huge insight in seeing that there was feedback.  A natural 
partnership between hands that could shape things and brains 
that could think out how things might be shaped.7

We know of human labour from shaped stone tools, which 
last even better than bones.  Pre-humans probably also made 
basic clothing and blankets that let our original thick body hair 
be replaced.  Bags or backpacks to carry things.  Gourds for 
water.  And though we were slow to tame fire, I have a personal 
theory that pre-humans were making meat much more long-
lasting and digestible by some mix of sun drying and air drying.  
In warmer climates, modern humans often do this in preference 
to making a fire.8  (Don’t try this in Britain or Ireland.)  

‘Cooking’ using Africa’s bright sunshine would explain why 
pre-humans could become slimmer in their bone structure 
and lose the long vegetable-digesting guts of other large apes, 
well before there is undisputed evidence that fire was being 
controlled.

New methods came slowly.  Making tools from bones 
rather than stone might seem obvious, but it seems that only 
Neanderthals and modern humans managed it.9  Only their 
relics include bones that are clearly shaped as tools, rather than 
being just broken fragments.

Humans also have much less of a difference in size between 
the sexes.  For a given population, the ear of the average male 
will be level with the top of the average female’s head – and a 
surprisingly large number of human couples have something 
close to this pattern.  So while we remain a violent species and 
an unequal species, we have moderated it.  

In most apes and monkeys, the males may be twice as big 
as the females.  Also true of most mammals where the males 
fight.  Gibbons, the other main branch of the ape family, are an 
interesting exception.  The two sexes are much the same size.  
They typically live as mated pairs in their own territory.  They 
are sometimes called monogamous, but this is exaggerated, 
with adultery and divorce also happening.10  You could call 
them ‘suburban apes’ – but since humans are not gibbons, it 
is unsurprising that the suburban way of life reached its peak 
in the USA and is now breaking down.  Life as separate mated 
pairs works for many couples, but does not meet the entirety 
of human needs.  And almost all of us like to be part of wider 
groups, though mostly based on things other than sexual 
intercourse.

Gibbons are also the least intelligent of the apes.  Intelligence 
among primates seems to have developed as a way of getting 
along with others of their species.  Gibbons have simpler minds 
because that’s all that is needed for their ‘suburban’ way of life.  
And brains are a big burden; one-fifth of the food that humans 
eat is to support our energy-hungry brains.

I once saw someone say that humans are distinctly unusual 
apes, but would count as rather typical birds.  I’ve lost track 
7  The Part Played by Labour in the Transition from Ape to 
Man, an unfinished essay by Friedrich Engels.
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dried_meat 
9  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bone_tool 
10  https://www.nationalgeographic.com/science/article/
monogamy-is-much-more-interesting-than-it-sounds 

of the source, but obviously they were not saying there was a 
genetic link.  We come from two long-separated branches of 
land quadruped: the sauropsids (including reptiles and birds) and 
synapsids.  Mammals are the only survivors of the synapsids, 
though before the Jurassic there were many, including the 
famous Dimetrodon, lizard-like creatures with bony spines on 
their backs.  And we have now confirmed by fossil discoveries 
that birds are an offshoot of one type of dinosaur.11  But whatever 
their Maniraptoran relatives were, most species of bird are 
peaceful with others of their species.

Mammals typically have violent competition between males 
for access to females.  Human violence is not paradoxical: it is 
merely a moderate version of our biological heritage.  And if 
advanced alien species exist and come from some milder origin, 
it would explain the ‘Fermi Paradox’: their failure to visit us.  
They may be waiting to see how far we can control the worse 
side of our heritage.  If so, the last few decades would not be 
encouraging.

While many mammals get interested in music and seem to 
like it, we are the only land mammals that sing.  As far as I 
know, the only creature that can make music with tools of our 
own making.  And we have a similarity in body-mass between 
the sexes that is typical of birds.  Also human mating for a 
majority in any real-world society is more often based on rituals 
and good social connections, rather than on violence.  This 
does of course include sport, much of which could be seen as 
ritualised violence, and which does attract a female following.  
But also music, with skills for song or music-making being 
highly praised and a booster to sexual attractiveness.

We make progress as a species.  For almost all mammals 
where males compete in groups, violence is the key and female 
choice is limited.  Among humans, only marginal and relatively 
powerless subcultures have free-form violence.  It is not even 
true of all violent subcultures: family ties more often decide.  
And almost always, the violence is among themselves or with 
similar low-status groups.  Powerful outsiders who rely on 
their own police and army to handle the violence are dominant 
almost everywhere.  This includes aggressive imperialism, but 
also states that just wish to live their own lives.

Only very occasionally do the violent low-status groups 
stand up and try to assert themselves as real radicals and 
revolutionaries.  And invariably, this goes along with a ban on 
violence among themselves, and a bigger status for women.  A 
belief in universalism, setting aside the hatreds and prejudices 
they had as low-status groups.

But until modern times, these were exceptions and mostly 
failed.  And from the development of agriculture, there has also 
been an unhappy habit of a young woman’s relatives deciding 
who she should marry.  Also applied, but less strictly, to young 
men.  But it is a different game from free-flowing violence 
between males.  It is anyway being replaced by female choice, 
as civilisation develops.  

Incidentally, many male birds lack a penis, discarded as a 
needless weight for a flying creature.  They mate using what is 
charmingly called a Cloacal Kiss.  Real raw nature is not at all 
what macho types think it is.

I can’t see how it is relevant, but another human oddity is that 
males lack the bone in the penis that all of our close relatives 
possess.12

Binders of the Sun and Moon
As a species, we rose by living in groups, but became more 
equal than most primates.  Domineering human males get 
compared to Alpha Males.  But I seem to be the first to have 
said ‘behind every great man there's a great ape’.  Because 
I know enough about both ancient societies and our Great Ape 

11  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Origin_of_birds 
12  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Baculum 
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relatives to note the differences. 
We live in much larger groups than most primates.  Women 

can safely entrust their babies to other woman to look after.  And 
except where there is famine or social breakdown, orphaned 
children will be taken in.  And I know of no human society in 
which the dominant man has all the women and prevents the 
lesser men from marrying.  

Human male control of females is unequal, but much less so 
than for other primates living in groups.  Sometimes the woman 
has a choice, though pre-industrial societies mostly refused this 
in favour of family politics.  Only when Extended Families lost 
their authority did the women get back the freedom that was 
probably the original human condition:

“Simple hunter-gatherer groups are those with low 
population densities.  They are completely egalitarian, 
with no social hierarchy and with all resources being 
completely shared.”  (Beneath the Night)13

This is from a book on the history of astronomy in the context 
of culture.  But the broad picture of original equality is a general 
finding of all modern studies.  In Engels’s The Origin of the 
Family, Private Property and the State, some of the details are 
wrong.  But he was broadly correct about families and property.  
Correct in defiance of conventional opinion, though most 
current books by right-wingers and centrists cover this up.

Humans were fairly equal in our original stone-age lives.  
Both organised violence and hierarchy emerged later, when 
people became more prosperous.  When the temptations to 
kill, dominate or enslave another human became stronger.  The 
rewards became much larger, so more were tempted.  And the 
need for a class of specialist organisers became unavoidable.

“Complex hunter-gatherer groups tend to arise when 
the density of people increases.  In these societies, there 
is an emerging hierarchy, usually to do with surplus of 
food; those families who produce the most have a higher 
status than the others.  There is also a tendency in these 
groups for families to own small patches of land.”  (Ibid, 
pages 13-14)

This is actually the transition to early agriculture.  Much better 
and more detailed accounts can be found in Jared Diamond’s 
books Guns, Germs, and Steel and The World Until Yesterday.  
That this stuff has been mostly disconnected from Marxism is 
regrettable.  But to stick to the astronomy book, which puts 
things briefly, people need basic social organisation even as 
advanced hunter-gatherers:

“Most tribes observe the solstices in some way and 
maintain some form of lunar calendar… the winter 
solstice – i.e. the shortest day of the year … appears to 
be the most important for the group as a whole…  Surplus 
food for feasting comes from the wealthier families and 
is used as a way to gather allies and increase their 
importance among the tribe.”  (Ibid, page 14.)

Studies of the visible cycles of sun, moon, and stars may have 
happened sooner, and for a range of reasons.  The caves used for 
the famous cave paintings have a relationship:

“Cave art is found across the world… the caves 
themselves do not usually contain artefacts relating to 
ongoing habitation.  So they were not homes in which 
families lived but places that people visited for some 
particular reason…

“Lascaux and similar caves … are penetrated by the 
Sun’s rays at sunset on just one single day of the year: 
the summer solstice…

“Some form of elite or even secret society that revolves 
around calendrical and astronomical knowledge is a 
feature of more complex hunter-gatherer societies…

“As the myths grow, the role reverses until the 
13 Beneath the Night, by Stuart Clark.  Faber & Fabre 2021.  Page 13

community ends up working to carry this elite.”  (Ibid, 
pages 16-18.)

People with knowledge of the stars could make surprising 
predictions and be correct.  The same book mentions that the 
mysterious temple-like monument known as Gobekli Tepe was 
built at much the same time as the bright star Sirius would have 
become visible in the region where it was built.14  Sirius in the 
northern hemisphere is mostly near the horizon, and sometimes 
below it.  And to us it sits a little below Orion, with its striking 
line-up of three bright stars of the ‘belt’.  And then three more 
below, called a sword but also capable of being seen as a giant 
penis.  This might have made a newly visible Sirius seem very 
significant: maybe the child of the sky-giant.  Seen as one star 
of a group called a dog by the Greeks: Canis Major in modern 
Latin-using astronomy.  But a bow and arrow in the Babylonian 
astronomy that the Greeks borrowed heavily from.15  And 
‘Orion’ is a god or patriarch in many other star mythologies.  

Not that it is any sort of Deeper Truth.  That’s a folly that some 
disappointed leftists fall into.  Most notably Doris Lessing, 
who confuses the traditional but now-demoted constellation of 
Argo Navis with an ancient Greek city in her Canopus in Argos 
books.  And the Chinese system was entirely different, breaking 
up or shuffling many of the groups seen by Babylonians and 
Greeks.  Australian aboriginals, seeing the bright Milky Way 
much better, made groups out of the dark patches.

The stars we see are a random collection of middling nearby 
stars and brighter more distant stars.  But not that distant: a few 
thousand light-years at best in a galaxy whose bright stars make 
up a disk with a visible diameter of 100,000 to 200,000 light-
years.  Our eyes fail to see the most common sort of star, Red 
Dwarfs, without the aid of good telescopes.  The very closest, 
Proxima Centauri, was only identified in 1915!  And of the 
stars we see, many of those we group as constellations are not 
related.16  For instance the ‘twins’ Castor and Pollux are two 
quite different things.  A fairly young collection of six stars at 
a distance of 56 light-years, and an elderly yellow-orange giant 
star 34 light-years away.  If nearby stars have astronomers, they 
would mostly not see those two as close to each other.  Nor will 
most future human star colonies, if we get to make them.

Early star-gazers could know nothing of this, of course.  But 
they could watch and pass on knowledge by word-of-mouth.  
For Sirius, long slow changes in the orientation of the Earth 
change the places where particular stars are sometimes visible.  
A society of astronomer-priests might have gone further south 
and learned how the bright star we call Sirius was becoming 
visible at steadily more northerly locations.  They might have 
passed this on across the generations.  So they could have 
made a surprising prediction about a bright new star, and been 
vindicated.  This might have given them the prestige to get 
hunter-gatherers united for a huge building project.  And also 
perhaps gain unfair advantages, but we have no clear evidence 
of such things until much later.17

Thinking about Sirius as a possible New Star to ancient 
peoples, I naturally found myself thinking of the Star of 
Bethlehem from Christian tradition.  But it is not mentioned in 
any early Christian document except the Gospel of Matthew.  
Pagan writers who recorded all sorts of oddities mention nothing 
similar.  Nor any unexplained massacre of ordinary children by 
a Jewish king.  The ‘star’ may have been something important 
14  Ibid, page 47.  The name is more properly written as 
Göbekli Tepe.  But this article is also intended for the internet and it 
tends to make a mess of diacritical marks.
15  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Canis_Major#In_western_astronomy 
16  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/
m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/998-from-labour-af-
fairs/the-french-revolution-and-its-unstable-politics/75-other-science/
constellations-a-human-invention/ 
17  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Control_of_fire_by_early_humans 
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only to astrologers, if it was even more than a later invention.18  
And some scholars have suggested that the ‘Massacre of the 
Innocents’ is a garbled version of a joke made by Romans.  After 
King Herod the Great executed several of his sons – adults and 
very far from innocents – they remarked that it would be safer 
to be Herod’s pig than his child.  Herod followed Jewish law 
and would not have kept pigs at all.

But regarding Gobekli Tepe, we know that for later Egyptians 
with advanced agriculture, great significance was attached 
to the star Sirius becoming visible above the horizon. This 
happened at much the same time as the flooding of the Nile, on 
which their agriculture depended.19 Timings would presumably 
have been different back when Gobekli Tepe was raised, but 
people there would probably have been growing some crops on 
the fringes of flooded land.  They might have told their northern 
colleagues about the strange corelation.

I also have a personal theory that Gobekli Tepe had a very 
serious purpose, in addition to real beliefs that the stars could 
influence events down on Earth.  If there were light wooden 
panels on top of the corridors between concentric stone walls, 
these might have been frighteningly dark and lit by torches.  
The huge carved images might have been terrifying to anyone 
unused to such things.  It might have been suitable for an 
Initiation Ceremony for young men, including strict rules to 
limit and control the violence that teenage males are always 
prone to.20  This would have been useful social control, all 
mixed up with a real belief in star magic.

It is hard to see how a better system could have been created 
and preserved across the generations on the basis of what 
humans then knew.  Sadly, ‘common sense’ gets confused when 
trying to keep track of sun and moon.  29 or 30 days in a month, 
and slightly more than 12 of them in a solar year.  If you want 
to predict the winter solstice well enough to invite a wider 
population and prepare food for their feasting, you can’t assume 
it will be 12 lunar months after the last one.  Sometimes it will 
be 13, and to get it right you need to know all the complexities.

Radicals sometimes see all religion as trickery and 
exploitation.  But what I see is a broad pattern of social 
organisation and knowledge that was needed for human society 
to function.  To keep it coherent with the huge populations that 
agriculture made possible.21  

Radicals must take note of actual managerial skills – 
organising work, handling people, negotiating, handling 
offences, handling accusations and feuds.  People have variable 
gifts, but training can do a lot.  A ruling class would usually pass 
on these skills, and have the prestige to have their decisions 
accepted.  Democratic debates can sometimes become endless 
debates in which rival factions are more keen to win than to get 
a sensible outcome. 

In the run-up to Brexit, the British Parliament, which certainly 
has a lot of expertise, messed up in the debates over what form 
of Brexit to accept.  All possibilities had a majority against 
them, including holding a second referendum now that we knew 
the real terms for leaving.  It was this and not Corbyn that got 
Labour mauled in the 2019 election.  People knew that only a 
Tory victory would end the deadlock.  Only Boris Johnson as a 
Prime Minister with a secure majority would carry through the 
Brexit that many Labour voters thought they had legitimately 
won in the referendum.

I did a detailed study showing that Corbyn in 2017 got 

18  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Star_of_Bethlehem#Astronomical_object 
19  Ibid, page 59
20  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-invention-of-agriculture-and-cities/#_Toc510086051 
21  For more on this see https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/040-religion-as-a-mode-of-human-existence/
religions-as-imperfect-human-understanding/ 

more votes than Blair had got in his second and third electoral 
victories.  That the problem was a revival in Tory fortunes, with 
Liberal-Democrats losing votes after their poor performance 
in coalition with the Tories.  And that the falling away in the 
Labour vote in 2019 in some constituencies was similar to those 
same constituencies having favoured Brexit.22  But in both 2017 
and 2019, the Tories got back two to three million votes that 
had previously gone to Liberal-Democrats or parties committed 
to Brexit.

I also noted what is very seldom mentioned even by the left 
– that Corbyn won over a clear majority of the young.  Labour 
in 2019 had more votes than the Tories among people under 40, 
and much more definitely with people under 30.  These also 
are less likely to vote, but they are the future of British politics.

Sadly this study – which almost anyone might have done had 
they doubted the story pushed by the media – got little attention.  
The coalition that had rallied around Corbyn broke up, and 
shows few signs of reviving.

*
Problems of managing complex societies have existed ever 

since the neolithic.  Ever since we stopped being hunter-
gatherer tribes.  Tribes in which people who don’t agree can 
just separate, though they still have violence and murder.

Giving a few people power over others does solve some 
problems.  Undeniably this power was easily exploited.  State 
officials can be guilty, and often are blamed.  But businesspeople 
following capitalist rules are mostly much worse.  

People are appalled at the way the libertarian promise of the 
internet led instead to a few ultra-powerful multi-millionaires 
dominating.  But only in China is anything serious being done 
to curb them.

I see it as an elite that operates within each new power-
structure as it emerges.  Keeps it in being, while taking selfish 
advantage.

And must have begun just as useful neighbours who could 
tell you if the next Winter Solstice Feast would be 12 or 13 
lunar months after the last one.  Impressive, when there are few 
clear clues.  But how did neolithic experts work out what was 
happening?

The astronomy-history Beneath the Night mentions a 
fossilised baboon bone from Africa that is around 20,000 years 
old, and has three clusters of notches.23  The first gives the prime 
numbers that lie between 10 and 20: 11, 13, 17 and 19.  The 
second is puzzling, but the third is 11, 21, 19 and 9.

11 and 19 make 30.  So do 13 and 17, and likewise 21 and 
9.  30 is a good approximation to the lunar month.  The fact 
that 30 is the sum of two sets of primes is an oddity that might 
have seemed significant, though we can now only see it as 
coincidence.  

The bone-notcher might also have seen significance in 21 and 
9, each of which is the sum of three primes.  Perhaps someone 
was recording two possibilities that would be remembered 
by the next generation, and perhaps improved upon.  They 
presumably had no way to represent numbers other than a 
collection of notches: there are no signs of numerals until much 
later, in early Mesopotamia.  But they were as clever as we are, 
and could count.  They could make guesses about what numbers 
meant.  

12 and 18 also make 30, as do 14 and 16.  But the unknown 
thinker may have been prejudiced against even numbers.  
Someone working with pebbles would have noticed the 
difference: only even numbers can be split into two identical 
groups, and only a minority of the smaller odd numbers can be 
split into three or more identical groups.  So they could have got 
22  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/why-labour-lost-in-december-2019/ 
23  See also https://www3.astronomicalheritage.net/index.php/
show-entity?identity=85&idsubentity=1 
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some idea of what prime numbers were.
There remains the awkward fact that the moon’s cycles can be 29 

days rather than 30.  More exactly, the moon orbits the Earth in 27.32 
days.  But because the entire Earth-moon system is also in orbit, the 
phase of the moon as seen from Earth repeats after 29.53 days.  And a 
‘lunar year’ of 12 moon-cycles will be 11 or 12 days shorter than the 
solar year.24  

Early cultures could only guess at these values.  As a further 
awkwardness, a solar year is just over 365 days long, requiring leap-
days every 4th year to stay in step.  And then further adjustments 
because the year is really 365 days, 5 hours, 48 minutes, 45 seconds.  
That was the Gregorian Calendar, a reform made with expert advice 
by Pope Gregory XIII and only slowly accepted by Protestant states.25  
Rejected in Tsarist Russia and adopted early on by the Bolsheviks.  
But by that time it was a firm habit to speak of February and October 
revolutions, despite them happening in March and November by the 
Western calendar.

Resistance to the Gregorian Calendar was based on it having the 
awkward implication that either Roman Catholicism was closer to 
Divine Truth than its rivals, or else no one was at all close.  Tsarism 
resisted such logic.

Calendars are normally seen as sacred, but fitting them to the 
observed cycles and positions of sun and moon and stars was a huge 
problem for all early civilisations.  And should have raised doubts 
about the world having been made by a Superior Being with a definite 
plan for how humans should live.  Physically, an Earth-like planet 
could have a solar year of exactly 360 days, and lunar months that 
were always exactly 30 days.  But I’m not aware of any ancient atheists 
raising the matter – nor any modern ones.  The religious excuse was 
mostly that humans had somehow spoiled God’s Plan and were being 
punished for it.  And some astronomers are vaguely religious, while 
being entirely clear that the orbits of Moon and Earth and the spin 
of the Earth were pure accidents.  Accidents that changed over tens 
of millions of years, we know now with the detailed measurements 
modern science can make.

Ancient peoples coped with the irregularities in various ways.
Egypt opted for months no longer tied to the actual lunar cycle, which 

was retained for religious reasons.  They had Administrative Months 
of 30 days and five extra days not included in a month.26  This made it 
slightly inaccurate, and one of the Ptolemaic pharaohs tried to reform 
it by adding a sixth extra day every four years.27  But it seems this 
sensible reform was beyond the power of even a strong pharaoh.  The 
old imperfect system lasted until Augustus as outside ruler of Egypt 
imposed it.  The earlier attempt is known as the Decree of Canopus, 
and was even more useful than the well-known Rosette Stone in letting 
Egyptian writing be understood, since it too was repeated in Greek and 
in two Egyptian writing systems.

Julius Caesar consulted experts and devised a version of the 
Egyptian system for Rome, with leap-years included.  But he also 
decided that every day should be part of a month, and the numbers 
irregular.  By Roman custom, months mattered for the power of 
Consuls, and February was considered unlucky.  That was the Julian 
Calendar, and the Gregorian Calendar is identical apart from skipping 
over accumulated extra days, and dropping three leap-years every four 
centuries.  Other calendars are still used – you can find a nice selection 
on the Wikipedia entry for Gregorian calendar.28  But like the English 
language, it has become a convenient shared standard.  A neutral bridge 
between cultures that differ from each other just as much as they differ 
from the globalised version of English and Latin-Christian values.

Farmers and Breakers of Cities
Egypt was one end of what’s been called the Fertile Crescent – a curve 
of good crop-raising land stretching from Egypt through Palestine and 
Syria, and down to Mesopotamia, now Iraq.  Most of the breakthroughs 
to agriculture happened in this Afro-Asian swathe of land, and it may 
be significant that Gobekli Tepe sits near its mid-point.  And it was 
there that humans fully tamed the highly productive river valleys of 
the Nile and the two Mesopotamian rivers, having previously probably 
lived on the less dangerous wet margins.  It was where they built the 
first towns and the first cities.
24  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lunar_calendar 
25  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Gregorian_calendar#Adoption_by_country 
26  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Egyptian_calendar 
27  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Decree_of_Canopus 
28  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gregorian_calendar 

Significantly different agricultural civilisations arose in the New 
World at around the same time: civilisations that had the Aztecs 
and Incas as their top layer when Europeans finally discovered and 
conquered them.  But those had no super-productive river valleys to 
boost them.  And as Jared Diamon notes in Guns, Germs, and Steel, 
they could not expand west and east into extensive lands with 
similar climates and allowing similar crops.  The maize-eating 
Central Americans and the potato-eaters in the Andes had little 
contact before the Spanish overran them both.

Almost everywhere, the growth of towns and cities involved vast 
increases in inequality.  The emergence of a ruling class that lived off 
the commoners.  And probably the growth of slavery, though slavery 
can also exist among the more prosperous hunter-gatherers.  Also 
among crop-growing tribes without towns or cities.  We don’t really 
know, but it was almost universal when Europeans pushed out into the 
wider world, and became the first humans to have accurate knowledge 
of the entire planet.  And if we look back to ancient times when Europe 
was a backward fringe, the earliest surviving records assume the 
existence of slaves.  The famous Code of Hammurabi, much admired 
by liberals, specifies lesser rights for slaves and more for the upper 
classes.

It was not the only way.  In southern Anatolia and beyond the normal 
definition of the Fertile Crescent was a different sort of town:

“Imagine a small town where you walk over other people’s 
roofs to get to your house.  Where the dead are mostly buried 
under the floors, but some people have their skulls dug up 
and covered in plaster to give the appearance of life.  Where 
everyone’s house is about the same size, and each house is 
rebuilt on exactly the same lines when it needs to be replaced.  
Where dogs are not pets but tolerated just as outlying 
scavengers.  Where mice are a plague, but the ancestors of 
house-cats are not wanted – though leopards are hyped in 
religious imagery.  A place where cats are no more than a 
handy meat-treat, so they naturally avoid this concentration of 
highly dangerous humans.”29

That’s Catalhoeyuek,30 which existed from 7500 BC to 6400 BC.  
And genetic studies of buried bodies suggest that the people in each 
house swapped babies with other households, making them all about 
equally related to each other.

Anyone who thinks it human nature to be a ‘semi-detached 
suburban Mr Jones’ should reflect on why people once chose to live so 
differently.  As an Aboriginal European, I am about equally descended 
from farmers of original West Asian origin and from the hunter-
gatherers who replaced the Neanderthals in Europe.  And who seem to 
have just replaced them: genetic studies suggest a single mix in West 
Asia for surviving Europeans.  Some Asians also absorbed additional 
Neanderthals, and in a few cases the enigmatic Denisovans.31  Tibetans 
may have picked up a Denisovan gene that helps them live at high 
altitudes.  Genetic studies show that various human groups living 
at very high altitudes in different parts of the world have different 
adaptations to keep them healthy.

A majority of modern Europeans are largely descended from those 
Anatolian farmers, with the hunter-gatherers a minority.  My own 
heritage is 46% hunter-gatherer: more than most.32  And we now know 
that those hunter-gatherers were often blue-eyed but dark-skinned – 
rather darker than the lady of Romanian and Chinese ancestry who is 
now hailed as Britain’s new hope after winning the woman’s section of 
the US Open Tennis championship.33

The highly equal and connected houses of Catalhoeyuek are 
sometimes seen as an effort to avoid the inequality that was increasing 
elsewhere.34  And a culture which perhaps was less flexible, and 
definitely failed with no clear signs of a cultural heritage.
29  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
the-invention-of-agriculture-and-cities/#_Toc510086049 
30  More properly Çatalhöyük, but the internet and electronic 
publishing are dominated by Anglo values and often make a hash of 
letters with diacritical marks.
31  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Denisovan#Modern_humans 
32  https://gwydionmadawc.com/about/my-dna-results/ & 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Western_Hunter-Gatherer 
33  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/post-liberalism/
being-an-aboriginal-european/ 
34  https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/%C3%87atalh%C3%B6y%C3%BCk 
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Peace became harder to achieve as humans became more prosperous 
and more capable of making choices.  Probably less respectful of 
ancient customs, when they discovered useful new tricks.  For instance 
Minoan civilisation had cities with palaces and temples, but no 
defence against enemies.  Perhaps their fleet kept them safe.  There are 
also suggestions of human sacrifice, but these are disputed.  But the 
Minoan-influenced cities of Mainland Greece had huge walls and were 
the real-world origins of the highly mythologised Trojan War.35  And 
Greek-speakers probably invaded and definitely took over Minoan 
Crete.  The mysterious script of Linear A was replaced by Linear B, a 
derived script that was found to be recording a version of Greek older 
than Homer’s.  

Mary Renault does a clever historic fiction about the Minoan fall in 
The King Must Die, but it was probably something much less familiar.  
She uses the common trick of keeping all narrative details of a famous 
tale that can be explained without getting too supernatural.  Readers 
like it – but where we have several versions of a popular tale, we 
find that almost everything can change.  The oldest surviving tales of 
King Arthur show a much nastier character, and not always a king.  
Lancelot enters much later.  Merlin – actually Merthin and sounding 
unpleasantly like the Norman-French word for dung – originally had 
his own separate myth.  The weak Sir Kay began in The Mabinogion 
as a formidable but unpleasant character.  And similar things are true 
of Robin Hood and Little John: much nastier characters in the first 
surviving tales, and many details are different.  Not even always based 
in Sherwood Forrest.

From Spain, a real warlord called Rodrigo Diaz was just one of 
many men who were successful enough in warfare to be called El 
Cid, ‘the lord’.  The poem that made his reputation shows him utterly 
loyal to King Alfonso, whereas historic records say he became a semi-
independent warlord.  The poem makes him a perfect knight: what he 
really was we can only guess at.  An episode in a Spanish series known 
in English as The Ministry of Time chooses to bad-mouth him.  And a 
1961 Hollywood film adds a great deal of false history, including the 
ridiculous notion of his stuffed corpse riding out and the enemy fleeing 
in terror, failing to notice that the man is dead.

Legends are a poor guide to history.  They keep getting remade to 
suit the audience, or at the whim of the author or scriptwriter.  

From real history, another case of early peace was the Indus Valley 
Civilisation.  This was a remarkable collection of large cities that show 
no signs of warfare or defence against armies.  They also lack anything 
looking like a temple or a palace.  Unlike Catalhoeyuek, houses are not 
all the same.  It probably had privileged specialists, but a Next Nine 
rather than a 1% or Millionaire Class.

‘Next Nine’ is a term that I seek to popularise in political thinking.  
It’s not a question of a unified 99% against the elite.  90% of the 
population do indeed get a smaller share of the national income than 
they had before the New Right got to work.  Get less benefit than 
they merit from an economy that has not improved its overall growth 
rate.  But those in the richest 10% but not the richest 1% have largely 
broken even.  This also is a good argument against claims that the 
rich have earned it.  In terms of education, intelligence, skill, or hard 
work, it is hard to find much difference between the Next Nine and the 
Millionaire Class.  You also find plenty of clever hard-working people 
who don’t even get Next Nine privileges.  Good grounds for saying 
whatever extra has been gained by the ‘top people’ has been grabbed 
rather than earned.

20th century cultures worked better when the Millionaire Class were 
treated with much more suspicion.  And in the ancient past, complex 
societies occasionally worked without any such elite.

From the ancient world, the Indus Valley Civilisation remains 
mysterious.  It used the same food crops as Mesopotamia, whereas the 
much more distant proto-Chinese of the Yellow River initially relied 
on millet.  It later incorporated rice-growers around what Europeans 
know as the Yangtze, though to most Chinese it is Chang Jiang, Long 
River.36  And the slow but well-recorded development of different food 
crops all round the world is to me the clearest evidence against the 
popular myth of an older high civilisation not recognised by the experts.  
Food crops and domestic animals spread slowly across Eurasia and 
North Africa, with each agricultural centre gradually adopting what 
it could use.  There was a more limited exchange with Africa south 
of the Sahara, where the climate is very different.  But even though 

35  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-
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Columbus was not the first to reach The Americas after their original 
settlement by hunter-gatherers, it was only after his voyage that there 
was a massive exchange of food crops between Old World and New 
World.  This included China: Imperial China was always happy to 
accept innovations that did not undermine their cultural values.

Back in authentic ancient history, the Indus Valley people seem to 
have been a home-grown development that merely borrowed some 
ideas from Mesopotamia.  We find some strings of symbols that may be 
writing, but are more probably a pre-writing system in which standard 
symbols are used for particular purposes.  In which it would not be 
possible to represent normal conversations, which was the big advance 
of Sumerian writing, though with symbols that mostly stood for a 
meaning rather than a sound.

On the first discovery by British archaeologists, there was a view that 
the Indus Valley people had been overrun by invading Indo-European 
chariot riders identified with those in the Rig Veda.  It is certainly true 
that the older cities show few signs of violence or preparation for war.  
But they also seem to have collapsed after periods of bad weather.

The Hindu god Indra, dominant in early Indo-Iranian culture, has a 
title that can be translated as ‘Breaker of Cities’.  Or perhaps ‘Breaker 
of Forts’.  It is certain that breaking cities was an ancient pattern: cities 
were accumulations of wealth.  They might be broken by rival cities, or 
by tribal peoples who found them oppressive, or tempting to plunder, 
or both.

It seems likely that the invading Indo-European chariot riders found 
a collapsed urban culture in the Indus Valley.  That they incorporated 
many of its values.  Incorporation certainly happened with the 
Anatolian people we call Hittites, the first to write down anything in 
an Indo-European language.  There, we have extensive archaeology 
and readable inscriptions left by the elite.  These show that they took 
over many values from an earlier people called the Hattians.  They 
may have arrived as mercenary soldiers and later seized power.  They 
probably also brought with them or later brought in enough women 
from their tribes to make a new culture.  Enough for the children to be 
taught their language and for it to displace the earlier tongue, at least 
for the elite. This failed to happen with the founders of the Mitanni 
kingdom, where the names of gods and aristocrats are recognisably 
from the Indo-Iranian branch of Indo-European, significantly different 
from the Hittite branch.  But they probably didn’t have enough women 
with them to change the culture, which spoke a language called Hurrian 
that seems unrelated to other major language groups.37

There’s an excellent book, The Horse, the Wheel, and Language, that 
pulls together the strands of the modern consensus.  Wheeled vehicles 
took time to be invented – or rather, the wheel-and-axel system that 
makes for useful wheeled carts is tricky.  Older civilisations used sleds.  
And even when you have wagons, they would have been slow and not 
much use in war.

Fast vehicles called chariots seem to have been invented in what is 
now South Russia.38  Quite close to modern Kazakhstan, where horses 
were most likely first domesticated.  The horse, unlike the donkey, is a 
tricky animal to tame.  And also not that useful in early warfare, before 
chariots and before the tricky technology of making short powerful 
bows that a rider could usefully use.

The chariot was a useful step forward for conquerors.  Possibly they 
were invented for fun, maybe to compete in the Funeral Games that 
may have been part of the early culture.  But someone must have realise 
that in a chariot, you could charge at enemy infantry and then pull back 
safely.  A warrior could shoot arrows, while a charioteer controlled the 
horses.  They dominated warfare for centuries, until made obsolete by 
better cavalry on larger horses.  They kept their special and ceremonial 
status for much longer.

The older civilisations of the Fertile Crescent assimilated chariot 
technology, but were seldom conquered.  Hittites and Mitani are the 
only clear cases.  There were also chariot-riding Hyksos who invaded 
Egypt and ruled it for a while.39  But from personal names, it seems 
they spoke a Western Semitic language and came from Canaan – what 
was later Israel and Palestine.  Some connection with the origin of 
Israel is likely, but the actual biblical story of Joseph is ridiculous.  
The storage of grain is much older than Egypt itself, and they certainly 
didn’t need to learn it from a Canaanite slave.  Such a slave might well 
have done well under Hyksos rule, but whatever was remembered or 
redacted long afterward in Babylon must be greatly different from real 
37  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hurro-Urartian_languages 
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events.  (Almost all experts agree that the Hebrew scriptures were put 
together from several older sources by Jews exiled there after the First 
Temple was destroyed.)

Someone also brought chariots to the developing river-valley 
civilisation that became China.  The design is recognisable, and many 
technical names look as if they were put into Chinese from Indo-
European words.  But there are no signs of larger influence.

Much more decisive was a spread east and west from the original 
Indo-European homeland.  It was probably a swarm of tribes under 
rival chieftains.  When there was a rich and strong civilization, 
probably some were hired to fight the others and the technology was 
learned.  But chariot-riders swept further west into Europe from what’s 
now South Russia, bringing with them maybe seven distinct major 
branches: among them Celtic and Germanic and Italic and Greek as a 
branch on its own.  

A separate branch went north-east and was later written down as 
Tocharian in what is now Xinjiang.  Ancestors of those people probably 
introduced the idea of chariots to the early Chinese.  

Yet another branch went east and south-east, across what’s now Iran 
and into north-west India.  They absorbed the remnants of the Indus 
Valley civilisation.  They created the Sanskrit culture from which 
modern cultures and languages of North India are descended.

Hindu nationalist from North India sometimes claim the Indus 
Valley civilisation as their own.  But the spread of branches of Indo-
European suggest an origin somewhere east of the Baltic but west of 
the Caspian Sea, with Anatolia with its diversity of original language 
families occasionally suggested as an alternative.  Archaeology favours 
what’s now South Russia.  Something as far east as the Indus Valley is 
ridiculous as a source, and it is older than Indo-European beginnings.  
The people might plausibly have spoken something related to 
Dravidian languages, now found mostly in South India but with one 
group in Afghanistan.  People with their own version of Hindu culture, 
some of it a survival of things that North India lost with the successive 
invasions by warlords following Islam.

In Europe, the pre-Indo-European peoples were perhaps not well-
prepared for war.  They probably spoke a great variety of languages, 
though there are no certain survivals.  Basque is probably one.  
Hungarian is definitely the product of a much later conquest from 
further east, and no one is quite sure about Finnish.  Both are Uralic 
languages, believed to have begun in the Ural Mountains.40  Other 
Uralic languages are found far to the east.

The western branches of the Indo-European chariot-riders seem to 
have pushed gradually westward, imposing their culture but evidently 
assimilating the earlier population.  In Britain, their main arrival is 
identified with the archaeological record of what archaeologists named 
the Bell Beaker culture.41  They probably spoke a language ancestral 
to the various Celtic tongues.  And they arrived at about the same time 
in Ireland.

Some early Bell Beaker arrivals may have inspired the first use 
of standing stones at Stonehenge.  This was around 2600 BC, and 
the main Bell Beaker invasion was 2500 BC.  It may have been an 
infiltration by stages, and with some complex politics.  Stonehenge by 
then had been a sacred site for five centuries, with a ditch and bank and 
wooden monuments.

Note that this is distinct from the much older use of stone along with 
earth in large graves.  One of the most notable, Newgrange in Ireland, 
dates to 3200 BC.  I’ve not seen any studies on how far the older 
population was replaced by the arrival there of Bell Beaker warriors, 
who certainly changed the culture.  I’d not be surprised if Irish genetics 
turned out to have changed much less.  It does have marked differences 
from the mix in Britain.

I mentioned earlier that my own heritage owes a lot to the original 
European hunter-gatherers.  About as much to Anatolian farmers who 
assimilated them.  But DNA studies also indicate that most of the 
existing population of Britain was replaced by continental Bell-Beaker 
invaders with a similar hunter-farmer mix, but with extra from the 
Indo-European newcomers.42

Nearly 90% of my heritage is European hunters & farmers.  But 
probably only 8% is from people living in Britain before the Bell-
Beaker People.  These would have been mostly descended from the 
older peoples of Europe, but acquired the culture of the invaders.  A 
40  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Uralic_languages 
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culture that had merits additional to an ability to win wars:
“Milk fueled Bronze Age expansion of ‘eastern cowboys’ into 

Europe…
“More than 5000 years ago, nomads known today as the 

Yamnaya rumbled out of the grasslands of modern-day 
Russia and Ukraine in heavy, ox-drawn wagons. Within just 
a few centuries they had expanded across Eurasia, leaving 
a genetic signature in populations from Mongolia to Hungary. 
Now, fossilized plaque from the teeth of more than 50 Bronze 
Age skeletons suggests an unlikely weapon powered their 
expansion: milk…

“Prior to 3300 B.C.E., calculus from the teeth of people 
living in settlements along the Volga and Don rivers contained 
virtually no milk proteins. Instead, these pre-Yamnaya groups 
likely consumed lots of freshwater fish, wild game, and the 
occasional meal of domesticated cow, sheep, or goat meat, as 
suggested by previous analysis of isotopes in their skeletons 
and animal bones at the sites…

“One mystery remains. Previous analyses of ancient 
DNA have shown the Yamnaya lacked the genetic ability to 
metabolize milk sugars—in other words, they were lactose 
intolerant. It’s possible, Wilkin says, that—much like modern 
Mongolians—the Yamnaya consumed fermented dairy 
products like yogurt or hard cheeses, which contain virtually 
no lactose.”43

That overplays the positives.  It was a violent warrior culture, and 
it is likely that many of the lower classes were slaves.  Later written 
sources tell of a head-hunting cult and constant warfare.

My Welsh and Devonshire heritage also shows just 12% from 
‘metal age invaders’, according to a DNA-testing company I sent a 
mouth-swab to.  But this unfortunately includes my Y chromosome, 
the one that gets passed down directly from father to son.44  Like many 
other Aboriginal Europeans, my heritage includes echoes of a very 
successful conquest, which must have included a lot of rape and sex 
slavery.

Similar things are found elsewhere in the world.  8% of the men 
living in the region of the former Mongol empire carry Y-chromosomes 
that are nearly identical, and almost certainly come from Genghis 
Khan and his relatives.45

It is an exaggeration to say that our history is just a criminal record.  
But there is a lot of truth in it.  And most of the criminality was caused 
by the ambition of the rulers, the equivalents of the millionaires of our 
own era.

Rome’s Undemocratic Republic
Constant warfare must have gradually undermined the relative equality 
of early societies.  But so would bouts of bad weather that caused 
famine.  Farmers tend to have as many children as possible, because 
more work on decent land leads to more food.  But there is always the 
risk of famine after a few years bad weather.

The Egyptian state could store massive amounts of food, and also 
decide how much to release in bad times.  Most states would have done 
this.  In places like Mesopotamia and North China, they also had to 
control vast complex irrigation systems.

Agriculture led to the household system.  The basis of life is a 
household that feeds itself, and may let its neighbours starve.  In a 
famine, the poor die, or sell themselves as slaves.

The households presumably feel less solidarity, and will usually not 
accept full equality.  They often compete.  And a few of them become 
‘super-households’, nobles and then kings.  These are supposed to look 
after the common interest, but often the rich got together to further 
plunder the poor.

And complex societies did collapse in bad times.  As I mentioned, 
the Indus Valley Civilisation fell apart, discrediting what may have 
been a system of genuine equality.  The four-fold Sanskrit system of 
Priests, Warriors, Merchants and Commoners had its merits, producing 
competent specialists.  And there are traces of a similar system 
among Celts and other speakers of Indo-European languages.  From 
Scandinavia, there is a curious poem that describes a three-fold class 
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system, and even has a notion of historic evolution:
“Norse mythology also includes a strange poem called 

the ‘Deeds of the god Rig’,46 which is worth mentioning 
because it is surprisingly similar to what we now 
believe about human social development.  It comes 
from collections of Norse myths and poems that were 
written down after their conversion to Christianity.  A 
god called Rig, identified by the collection’s compiler 
as being Heimdall, visits three existing human couples 
and fathers three types of humans.  First ‘thralls’, serfs, 
crude agricultural workers.  Then farmers and others 
with middle-class skills.  Lastly the gentry.  You could 
class this [as] the origin of the classes as they existed, or 
as the poet would have wished them to be.”47

Different class systems evolved later, or may always have 
existed as alternatives.  There was always a lot of inherited 
inequality.  The Roman Republic failed, because it was at all 
times an undemocratic republic that gave the bulk of the power 
to the rich.  The ordinary citizens had good reason to think it 
was better to have one boss who served the common interest.

The Roman Republic was set up to handle the necessities 
of government, while limiting the personal power of any one 
person in the elite.  There were normally two Consuls, and their 
power was limited by the Senate.

The Senate was very much the voice of the elite:
“Originally the chief-magistrates, the consuls, 

appointed all new senators. They also had the power 
to remove individuals from the Senate. Around the year 
318 BC, [a popular vote] gave this power to another 
Roman magistrate, the censor, who retained this 
power until the end of the Roman Republic. This law 
also required the censors to appoint any newly elected 
magistrate to the Senate. Thus, after this point in time, 
election to magisterial office resulted in automatic Senate 
membership. The appointment was for life, although the 
censor could impeach any senator.”48

It could easily become a system that blocked the necessities 
of government, or those things that the rulers saw as necessary.  
So a Dictatorship could be created: an official who had to be 
obeyed, and who could not be prosecuted for questionable 
actions after he left office.  

“A dictator was a magistrate of the Roman Republic, 
entrusted with the full authority of the state to deal with 
a military emergency or to undertake a specific duty. All 
other magistrates were subordinate to his imperium, and 
the right of the plebeian tribunes to veto his actions or of 
the people to appeal from them was extremely limited. 
In order to prevent the dictatorship from threatening 
the state itself, severe limitations were placed upon its 
powers, as a dictator could only act within his intended 
sphere of authority, and was obliged to resign his office 
once his appointed task had been accomplished, or at 
the expiration of six months. Dictators were frequently 
appointed from the earliest period of the Republic 
down to the Second Punic War (218–201 BC), but the 
magistracy then went into abeyance for over a century, 
until it was revived in a significantly modified form, first 
by Sulla between 82 and 79 BC, and then by Julius 
Caesar between 49 and 44 BC. The office was formally 
abolished after the death of Caesar, and not revived 
under the Empire.”49

Prosecution for actions done by former magistrates was part 
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of the Roman system.  It could be done by personal enemies, 
and personal competition was fierce.  It was a plague in the Late 
Republic, and is mostly prevented in modern states.  

US Republicans in Texas recently had the bright idea of 
allowing private prosecution by unconnected individuals for 
breaches of already-strict rules on abortion.50  I’d expect it to 
fail in the long run, or perhaps even quite quickly.

The Roman Republic was imperfect, but it should not be 
called an imperfect democracy.  It was never intended to be a 
democracy.  Much of its history was a struggle between the most 
privileged citizens and slightly less privileged citizens.  We have 
records of long conflicts between Patricians and Plebians, with 
the Patricians being the older inhabitants, mostly richer.  That 
was won by Plebians, some of whom then became aristocrats.  
And there was a later fight about admitting other Italians, and 
later non-Italians.  Here again, the elite were expanded but 
remained an elite.  An elite who got most of the advantages of 
having an undemocratic republic.

Athens was for part of its history a democracy for its citizens.  
Only men were citizens, though their mothers, sisters, wives 
and daughters had rights and protection denied to other free 
women, never mind slaves.  Free residents of Athens didn’t get 
citizenship easily, and of course slaves got nothing unless freed.  
But there were careful arrangements to put all citizens at an 
even level.

Rome had points in common with Athens, but they were 
actually very different evolved forms of city-state republics.  
A system perhaps invented by the Phoenicians, and definitely 
spread by them to Greeks, Etruscans, and some Gauls.  Carthage 
was as much a republic as Rome when the two of them fought.  
But it was also normal for republics to have a great variety 
of inherited rights even for those who counted as citizens.  A 
democratic republic was a rarity, and it may well have been 
Athens that invented it.

Rome in legend had Etruscans among its earlier kings, and 
probably got the idea of a Republic and most of its forms from 
Etruscans rather than Greeks.  Greek influence came later, and it 
was Greeks mostly ruled by their heirs of Alexander the Great.

For Rome it was never ‘one citizen one vote’.  More exactly, 
the votes of the richer citizens were grouped into relatively small 
voting blocks.  The poor, if they got to vote at all, were lumped 
into much larger blocks that each had just the same weight as 
the blocks for the rich.  The system was designed to ensure that 
the votes of the rich counted for much more than other votes:

“The officeholders were elected by different assemblies. 
The Centuriate Assembly elected the highest offices of 
consul, praetor, and censor. This assembly divided all 
adult male citizens in 193 centuries… Its organization 
was descended from that of the early Roman Army, 
and the centuries were organized into tiers rank and 
property with cavalry equites at the top and unarmed and 
unpropertied at the bottom. Quaestors, and curule aediles 
were elected by the Tribal Assembly, while tribunes and 
plebeian aediles were elected by the Plebeian Council. 
These were divided into 35 tribes, geographical units of 
voters. The membership of the two is almost identical, 
with the only difference that patricians were excluded 
from the Plebeian Council.

“For the Centuriate, voting was in descending order by 
status and wealth. The first property class would divide 
itself first into their 35 tribes and then split each tribe by 
age … This would form 70 centuries, each with a vote… 
The first property class and the equites combined for 98 
votes, and if they were unanimous a candidate would be 
declared elected and no other centuries would vote. If no 
majority was reached, balloting would continue through 
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the lower property classes until a majority was reached.
“The Tribal Assembly did not have a similar order of 

precedence. Each of the 35 tribes voted simultaneously. 
The results were then counted and announced in an 
order determined by lot. Once a candidate had reached 
a majority of 18 tribes, counting would stop…

“The Tribal Council on its surface was equitable … but 
actually worked in favor of elites who had the resources 
to travel to the city to participate in the election.”51

More than half the votes for the top jobs were controlled by 
the richer Roman citizens.  Only the lesser offices were chosen 
by something like Athenian democracy.  And if even this system 
produced something too radical, a Senate whose members did 
not need re-election could step in and derail moderate reform.

A major aim of the Roman constitution was to prevent 
anything new happening.  This included the prevention of 
democracy, and in this it was entirely successful.  

The resistance by the rich to some reforming moves within the 
Late Republic was broadly successful.  The Gracchi wanted to 
stop the rich from hogging most of the new land that Rome won 
by conquest.52  Catiline was a rebel with a radical program.53  
And their main aim was actually conservative: they wanted to 
keep the small farmers who had been the basis of Rome’s rise.  
Who sadly were replaced by vast slave-worked enterprises that 
fed the wealth of the rich.

Caesar relied on bribing the urban mob.  He made no moves 
against the privileges of the rich: he just exerted authority over 
them.  Likewise Augustus, and the later Emperors.  

The Emperors gave Rome most of its greatness.  Eventually 
the system fell apart, as all other Empires have done, all over 
the world.  Some of the old rich families re-invented themselves 
as feudal lords.  These merged with barbarian chiefs, and both 
tried to take away the freedoms of ordinary peasants.  Marxists 
document this.  Other historians mostly ignore it, talking just 
about struggles within the elite or the rise of merchants.

When you look at the details, most of what people think they 
know about the politics of Classical Rome is simply wrong.  
Experts are broadly agreed on the facts, but generally play 
down the differences between Them and Us.  

You seldom find anyone speaking of ‘Roman Democracy’, 
because obviously this did not exist before modern times.  But 
the ancient Roman Republic is viewed far too respectfully.

Someone who knows more of the details and can read the 
original Latin could write a good book on this.  They might 
usefully borrow my section title: Rome’s Undemocratic 
Republic.  

One other false notion is worth mentioning: the idea that 
sexual decadence killed either Republic or Empire.  Pagan 
Rome had been in some ways prudish, though not in the manner 
of later Christians.  Mariage was part of a pious life, apart from 
the very special case of the Vestel Virgins, who were also free to 
marry once retired.54  Sex slavery was fine, but there were limits 
on divorce and on public displays of affection.  But these had 
been undermined at the same time as Rome rose to conquer their 
neighbours.  It carried on fine for centuries of their strength.

Not All Roads Lead to Rome
Once you grasp how undemocratic a republic Rome actually 
was, it becomes easier to understand the change to increasingly 
powerful rulers that we call Emperors.  Note that the word 
‘emperor’ in modern languages was a later invention, based on 
the Roman imperator.  This began as a title given to generals 
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who had an outstanding success.
Many on the liberal-left are put off by Caesar, because he 

made himself Dictator for Life.  But this was the job he needed 
to save and reform the state.  The office was abolished after 
his murder, but after a run of Civil Wars the same powers 
were gathered by Augustus as Princeps.  He ruled with the 
cooperation of the Senate, and with the election of Consuls etc. 
who no longer counted for much.  Surviving histories are biased 
by being mostly the voices of the rich, or those who worked 
for the rich.  There is plenty to indicate that ordinary people 
liked these new rulers.  This included the Colosseum getting 
that name after a giant statue of Nero that had stood there.  (But 
the name Flavian Amphitheatre is a modern invention: we don’t 
know what its official name was.)55

I’d agree that dictatorships are bad.  But weak government 
can be worse.

A Democratic Dictatorship may be a more authentic 
democracy than a Parliamentary Democracy.  Parliamentarians 
are sometimes from the elite and mostly close to the elite.  Often 
they frustrate the actual will of the majority.

In the 20th century, fixing the injustices and failures of 19th 
century politics needed either dictators, or open political systems 
where the elite were flexible.  Flexible when they feared to lose 
a lot of their freedoms to revived fascists, or else lose almost 
everything to communists.  

When it became clear that European fascists were a bad joke, 
and that Moscow-centred communism was in sharp decline 
under Brezhnev, the elite lost their flexibility on economic 
matters.  China under Deng was changing, and they assumed 
that China would become another Japan, accepting Western 
values and US leadership.

This wasn’t entirely true even for Japan: there was huge 
continuity and it is much less Westernised than it seems.  And 
has no intention of junking its ancient culture to please the 
Anglosphere.

It was not true at all for China.  Deng was a convert to Global 
Communism when he was a student-worker in France.  I’ve not 
seen any details, but I’d suppose he was not treated very nicely 
in a deeply racist society.  That he never forgot.  

Returned to China, Deng chose to side with Mao in the 
disputes with the older leadership that lost the Red Bases in 
South China.  And was entirely comfortable with the absorption 
of the whole of Chinese society into the state / party system in 
the 1950s.  He seems to have felt that the attempt to move to 
something more collectivist in the Great Leap Forward was a 
mistake and should not be repeated.  This was the real issue in 
the Cultural Revolution, and of course he helped unroll it again 
after Mao’s death.  But then noted the vast success of Japan and 
Singapore.  

Deng must have also decided that the Marxist prediction of 
capitalism’s immediate fall and replacement by socialism was 
premature.  Or may have ceased to believe it: it is hard to be 
sure.  He certainly kept Marxist orthodoxy as the creed.  He 
insisted that capitalism was merely restored for a time to grow 
the economy and allow China to borrow as much as it could of 
the best Western technology.

China had grown faster than the USA or Britain under Mao,56 
which seems well-known to Western experts, since they will 
never deny it.  They merely insinuate the opposite, by saying 
it was still poor.  Not that it was much less poor than before 
Mao.  Nor that life expectancy had increased much faster than 
for other poor countries, despite the hardships after the Great 
Leap Forward failed.57  Deng was not going to denounce Mao’s 

55  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Colosseum#Name 
56  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
57  https://labouraffairsmaga-
zine.com/m-articles-by-topic/42-china/
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rule as a whole, since he was part of that whole.  Rather less so 
than Khrushchev was part of the ‘whole’ created by Stalin, who 
had personally raised up Khrushchev and forgiven him a brief 
sympathy with Trotskyism.58  But Deng must also have noted 
the confusion and decline that had followed Khrushchev.  Mao 
was acknowledged as the creator of Chinese Communism’s 
success.  Not its creator: he was a minor regional leader when 
the party was founded in 1921.  But the man who found ways 
to win.

China’s system had not failed, and the 1950s pattern might 
have continued indefinitely, no longer disturbed by Mao’s 
efforts to be more radical.  But Japan and Singapore had done 
far better, and with US help.  So Deng decided to shift China to a 
tolerance of revived capitalism, while keeping Leninist politics.  

Japan and Singapore are functionally one-party states, with 
a single lapse in Japan that made no difference.  Opposition 
parties did nothing useful there.  Deng saw no need to allow 
them in China.

Deng led a party consensus that deposed two chosen 
successors when they showed a different understanding.  This 
was the basis of the Tiananmen Protests, when the first of these 
died and the second of them tried to use popular protests to 
dump Deng and become the real boss.  Deng then set a line 
of succession: Jiang Zemin was Deng’s actual successor, with 
his success in containing protests as boss of Shanghai a major 
factor.  But Deng had designated Hu Jintao to succeed Jiang, 
and this happened, perhaps against Jiang’s wishes. 

There is a lot more to be said: a complete study likely to be 
larger than this one, and my next task.  For now, just note that 
nothing about China was what the Western ‘experts’ supposed.

*
From greed and an imperfect understanding of history, the 

West’s elite began taking back economic privileges, to the 
horror and surprise of the liberal-left and moderate socialists.  

They showed themselves to be an elite continuous with 
exploiters from the dawn of history.  People who felt that they 
had much less than they deserved.  That the Common People 
had far too much, though this was played down in public since 
their votes were needed most places.  Chile under Pinochet 
was an exception: he could have simply restored norms after 
deposing Allende, but chose to wage war on his own people in 
the service of New Right Values.

But only economic changes actually happened, even if a lot 
of the voters thought that conservative values were going to be 
restored by the New Right.  This prospect was used to lure many 
older voters, but had little reality.  The new elite don’t mostly 
favour the sharp social distinctions of older class systems.  Nor 
the narrow hypocritical views of sex that Marxists learned to 
identify as ‘bourgeois’.  The things that most Hard Leftists had 
not expected to perish before socialism replaced capitalism.

Most of the left also forgot to remind voters that they had 
generated most of the shift in attitudes that established the 
new sexual freedoms.  Or that they had done this with sharp 
resistance from the centre-right of the time.59

It also occurred to me that the recent spate of ‘Me Too’ sex 
scandals show the nastier members of this elite trying to behave 
like the Alpha Males of non-human Primates.  Not going as 
far as trying to stop other males breeding or having sex: this 
is an issue on which even the mildest male is likely to become 
lethally dangerous.  But certainly acting as if all of the women 
china-three-bitter-years-1959-to-1961/ 
58  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-
by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/
history-and-philosophy/khrushchev-influenced-by-trotskyism/ 
59  See The Left Redefined ‘The Normal’: https://labouraf-
fairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/998-from-labour-affairs/the-french-
revolution-and-its-unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 

near to them ought to belong to them.
But this is being fixed, after being a continuous problem from 

the dawn of civilisation, and maybe before.  And women among 
the elite are mostly as bad on other matters.

*
What we have is a millionaire elite who are significantly 

different from former ruling classes.  Indeed, I’ve been calling 
them an Overclass.  As socially detached as the classical 
Underclass.  People who will not accept responsibility for a 
society in which their choices shape other people’s lives.

The left are mostly horrified at right-wing autocracies, and 
sympathetic to those on the left.  For the right, things are exactly 
the reverse.  But while left-wing sympathy for Stalin keeps being 
mentioned, the elite who dominate the media have successfully 
covered up the degree of centre-right sympathy before World 
War Two for Hitler, and even more for Mussolini.  Once again, 
I have written on this, and no one much has taken notice.60

I seek a consistent view.  Obviously I prefer governments that 
work for aims I approve of.  And I’ll point out that Leninism 
insisted that power should belong to everyone, while fascism 
specifically denied that most people were fit to decide.  But 
otherwise I will freely admit similarities.  I will describe 
autocratic government as just that, and say that many of them 
are probably justified by how I hoped to see history turn out.

The Small-State Dream
Liberals make a big thing of City-States and early republics.  But 
the actual breakthrough to modern industry in Britain happened 
alongside a revival of the power of the monarchy under George 
3rd.  With a parliament that was entirely dominated by the 
ruling class up until the 1832 reform.  And where one adult 
male in seven had a vote after 1832.

The British system was not even loosely democratic till the 
1870s and 1880s.  The ballot became secret in 1872, decades 
after the Chartists had made this one of their demands.  And it 
led to a notable increase in Irish Nationalists at Westminster, 
once the views of the agents of rich absentee landlords became 
much less able to intimidate voters.  And it made Mainland 
Britain less undemocratic, though without a drastic shift in 
parties until later with the rise of the Labour Party.  And the 
right to vote was only extended to a majority of adult males in 
the British Isles in 1884.61  

At that time, the Westminster Parliament was elected by 
almost all of the British Isles: Mainland Britain and Ireland and 
some other islands.  But not the Isle of Man, which continued to 
have its own regional government, as did the Channel Islands.  
The same was true for those parts of the British Empire where 
the bulk of the population was counted as part of the White 
Race.  The British Empire was never a fully democratic entity: 
if it had been, the Indian Subcontinent would have dominated.

And radicalism wasn’t always democratic.
An interesting book called The Radical Potter describes how 

Josiah Wedgwood produced British pottery that could stand 
comparison with the Chinese ceramics that had become hugely 
popular in Europe.  That gave us the name ‘chinaware’.  He 
was a good employer who looked after his workers, but also got 
much tighter control of their work.  And his main market was 
the rich.62

The same book ends with a denunciation of the people who 
took over the firm of Wedgewood after World War Two.  Who 
60  Britain’s Pro-Fascist Past.  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
files.wordpress.com/2020/11/problems-42-pro-fascist-britain-1.
pdf, or individual articles at https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/.
61  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/m-articles-by-topic/40-britain/665-2/ 
62  The Radical Potter: Josiah Wedgwood and the 
Transformation of Britain Hardcover.  By Tristram Hunt.
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created crippling debts and played fancy financial games that 
justified payments of millions to top managers.  Who moved 
most production to Indonesia, which according to the book 
wrecked its reputation.  I can’t independently confirm all of it, 
but it does fit my general understanding of the damage done to 
Britain by the New Right.

Back in the 18th century, the breakthrough to a modern 
economy has deep roots, but became dominant in the 1760s in 
Britain.  The period when Adam Smith was writing his famous 
book, but he showed no awareness that something new had 
begun.  Nor did he wonder why similar beginnings in Italy and 
the Netherlands hadn’t produced the massive shift that occurred 
in Britain.

The term Industrial Revolution we owe to the elder Arnold 
Toynbee – not to be confused with his more famous nephew 
Arnold Joseph Toynbee, who re-thought history in terms 
of multiple civilisations.  The term had been used earlier by 
some French and German thinkers, but it was Toynbee who 
popularised it.63

It gets called Early Capitalism, but a lot of it began as simple 
commerce and did not really follow capitalist rules.  The terms 
capitalism and capitalist began as a term for someone who 
invested in industries but was rather detached from control of 
actual production.64  Something close to the modern idea of 
a Venture Capitalist, who speculatively puts up cash to back 
someone else’s good idea.  But most of the pioneers were deeply 
involved in actual production.  Often beginning as inventors and 
never seeing money as the main motive.  And most pioneering 
industry was in the English midlands and north, and in Lowland 
Scotland.  Also coal mining and iron-making were imposed on 
South Wales, then mostly rural but where unusual amounts of 
coal and some iron ore were found.  But all of them detached 
physically and socially from the vast financial centre of London, 
which was much closer to a modern capitalist attitude.

Early industrialism began with actual producers using new 
methods.  It became something much nastier when it was 
realised that the new methods could be used to drain the modest 
prosperity of ordinary people and give it to the rich.  That was 
proper capitalism, with the factory system and a sharp downturn 
in the living conditions of the working classes.65

Toynbee had included the transformation of agriculture in his 
idea of an Industrial Revolution.  In modern studies, this mostly 
gets hived off as a separate Agricultural Revolution: a process 
that combined some genuine improvements with a ruling-class 
swindle called Enclosure.  A change that concentrated land 
ownership in the hands of the rich.  A process that didn’t happen 
63 See the entry for Industry in Keywords by Raymond Williams.
64 Ibid, entry for Capitalism.
65 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-articles-by-topic/
m99-topic-menus-from-long-revolution-website/40-britain/
arkwright-and-the-rise-of-the-factory-system/ 

to the same extent in other successful modern economies, and 
was very clearly independent of so-called Free Markets.

Early Industry was a new game by the old elite, with more 
upstarts admitted than had been the norm.

Capitalist theory and ideology was a useful way of justifying 
the extreme inequality which was allowed and even encouraged 
by the British state.  As was the small-state myth.

State machines grow with the advance of civilisation.  Britain 
was an oddity in as much as Britain privatised aspects, giving 
the gentry control.  But rules for registering births, marriages 
and deaths were there from early on.  And a basic and expanding 
system of welfare.  In England, Wales and Ireland, anyone 
outside of the Anglican Church had inferior rights.  This was 
harshest for Roman Catholics, especially in Ireland.  But 
outside of Scotland, where they were the Established Church, 
believing in the ‘wrong’ version of Protestant Christianity got 
you discriminated against.

The ‘dear little state’ was always a myth.
There was quite a lot of personal liberty for ordinary British 

people, when it suited the elite.  But male homosexuality was 
illegal and frequently punished up until 1967.  It had been 
decriminalised in France during their revolution, and never 
re-criminalised.  You could be Free and English, only if you 
avoided annoying the powerful.

The notion of a Small State has been cover for a large state 
existing mostly for the benefit of the rich.  No more welfare 
than is needed to assure re-election, when the advance of the 
working class got them the vote.

Parliamentary Democracy has tended to be a way of giving an 
illusion of control, while MPs are controlled by the rich.  Which 
is why the West has been so keen to spread it to places where 
other systems had been working fine, but the Anglosphere elite 
wanted to grab more.  Thus it was that Saddam Hussein was 
saved from his failed war against Iran in 1987, but attacked 
continuously from 1990 to 2003.66

The West’s ‘Wars for Democracy’ have all along been wars 
that served the selfish interests of the latest version of an ancient 
elite.  But also based on a false understanding of history, which 
is why the Anglosphere version is currently falling apart.
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