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Blue Labour Blues
The demise of what remained of social democracy 

in the Labour Party occurred in 1994, with the 
death of John Smith, then the Labour leader.  Seventeen 
years have followed in which Labour has been thor-
oughly debauched by neo-liberalism, slightly alleviated 
by Brown’s commitment to protecting the least well-off 
through welfare support and increased spending on the 
NHS. 

Are there signs that the liberal consensus in the Labour 
Party is now breaking down? It must be admitted that there are 
not that many, even for the hopeful. One development, however, 
that deserves attention is ‘Blue Labour’, associated apparently 
with MP John Cruddas and ex Blairite MP James Purnell and, 
in the Upper House, with Baron Glasman of Holloway. It is not 
at all easy to put one’s finger on Blue Labour, but we will have 
a try. 

There are two features of modern politics that Blue Labour 
is against: the State and the unregulated market. It is for: class 
consciousness, civil association, social partnership, individual 
development through working in an occupation and patriotism. 
Does all this add up to something coherent, capable of reviving 
left politics in the UK? First, a word about Blue Labour’s intel-
lectual roots. Glasman identifies Aristotle as a key influence. It 
may be assumed that this is because of Aristotle’s emphasis on 
the development of individual character, on the political nature 
of civic association and his hostility to market economics. The 
Labour Party, Glasman goes so far as to assert, is ‘fundamen-
tally Aristotelian’ and he further asserts that Aristotelianism is 
incompatible with conservatism. 

This is all rather strange. Whatever virtues Aristotle has as 
a political and ethical commentator (and he was writing 2,500 
years ago), the idea that he was some kind of early social demo-
crat is largely wishful thinking. Aristotle believed in rule by a 
benign oligarchy (aristocracy) and defended the institution of 
slavery. He had little time for vocational education. Admittedly 
he was anti-market, believing instead in a household-based 
economy and his view of social class was that the lower orders 

should definitely know their place. A good democracy (a Po-
liteia) was a theoretical possibility but the far more likely result 
of rule by the hoi polloi was the self interested pursuit of the 
wishes of the poor and ignorant, which he termed ‘democracy’. 
These are shaky foundations on which to build a Labour revival, 
even when they are mixed in with  approving references to La-
bour figures like Tawney.

One interesting feature of the Blue Labour approach is that 
it pays some attention to what happens in Europe and rather 
less to what happens in the United States. Industrial democ-
racy on German lines is thought to be a good thing, and we 
are given to understand that a development like one that could 
have arisen from the Bullock Report on Industrial Democracy 
in 1977 would have been regarded positively. The social part-
nership and vocational education arrangements of countries 
such as Germany, with their extensive apprenticeship systems 
administered by State, employer associations and trades unions 
are regarded as a model to be emulated although Blue Labour 
has supplied no detail yet as to how this is to be done. 

Perhaps the most disturbing feature of the Blue Labour 
approach is its opposition to the state. Glasman has referred 
to the ‘calamity’ of the 1945 Government and to the undesir-
able ‘utilitarian managerialism’ that it promoted. It is evidently 
hoped that a revival of civil society will be enough to revive 
the Labour movement and to galvanise civil society to look for 
more benign solutions to the problems that capitalism creates, 
than the currently dominant neo-liberalism. 

This journal has always recognised the limits of state in-
tervention but has never suggested that the state is necessarily 
an enemy of working people. Indeed, we have argued that the 
state can be an enabling force, liberating people from local or 
employer tyrannies and providing the resources to enable them 
to live independent lives free from fear and want. The idea that 
a socially and economically powerful state is incompatible with 
the development of industrial democracy, vocational education 
and civic association, not to mention trade unionism, is simply 
odd. 

It’s worth reminding ourselves that Clause IV of the Labour 
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Party constitution, which Blair abolished, 
did not refer to ‘state ownership’ but to 
‘common ownership’ of the means of 
production. This did not exclude nation-
alisation but did include co-operatives, 
municipal ownership, mutual ownership, 
employee ownership and other forms of 
mutual control of industry that limited the 
power of large holders of capital. Little 
of this can be achieved without the state 
playing an enabling role, just as it cannot 
be achieved by a passive and torpid civil 
society of the kind that we currently have. 
Although some figures in Blue Labour 
have paid close attention to, for example, 
the development of industrial democracy 
in Germany they do not seem to be able 
to make sense of its failure to take root 
in the UK.

The Callaghan government (the 
‘state’) offered the trades unions effective 
control of industry in 1977 by accept-
ing the recommendations of the Bullock 
Report which with its 2x + y formula for 
board membership would have effectively 
handed power to the trade unions in large 
enterprises. Even the Tories would have 
had to swallow it. It was rejected by most 
of the Labour Party, most of the trades 
unions and key industrially-based groups 
like the Communist Party.

 It was the inability of the labour com-
ponent of civil society to let go of capital-
ism’s guiding hand when the state offered 
the opportunity to do so that led to the 
Thatcherite counter-revolution which we 
are still experiencing today. The trades 
unions showed that they had the negative 
power to stop capitalism working for a 
while; they showed themselves utterly in-
capable of offering an alternative and that 
remains the case to the present day. 

The trades unions are the key to any 
progress towards Blue Labour objectives 
like social partnership, industrial democ-
racy, common and mutual ownership and 
good quality vocational education. La-
bour has to give a lead, but if it becomes 
obsessed by the negative role of the state 
it will be incapable of doing so. 

The state cannot act in the interests 
of those dependent on working for a liv-
ing if there is not a demand from below to 
make it do so. Saying that it is a bad thing 
merely cuts off the one hopeful approach 
that we have. Blue Labour needs to come 

to terms with the labour movement’s post 
war history if it is to be able to formulate 
coherent policy to revive the Labour Par-
ty. Wallowing in Aristotelian nostalgia 
will not get them anywhere. 

There are some other strange and 
disturbing features of Blue Labour which 
should give cause for concern. The first 
is its apparent inability to recognise the 
social evil of relative income inequality 
and the importance of the role of both the 
state and a powerful trade union move-
ment in reducing it. 

The second is its approving attitude 
towards British patriotism. In the current 
British context patriotism can mean only 
one thing – attacking other countries in 
the name of liberalism and celebrating 
with flag waving and military parades. 
Which brings us to our third worry: Blue 
Labour foreign policy. It is still non-ex-
istent but they are, apparently very much 
anti-China in outlook, in particular ob-
jecting to the subservient role of trades 
unions in China. 

This journal would say that you can-
not conduct foreign policy piecemeal. If 
you want to look at the role of China in 
the world then you have to look at great 
power politics and the United States and 
Europe’s attempts at global hegemony. 
Without China that would be unchal-
lenged and any attempts to civilise Euro-
pean capitalism would be even less suc-
cessful than they are at the moment. 

China has only in the last 65 years 
succeeded in dragging itself from the 
abyss into which the European powers 
and America had thrust it. The best way 
to support trade unionism in China is to 
encourage China’s continued economic 
development, not to attack the Chinese 
state on liberal grounds.

We are witnessing the beginnings of a 
laborious dismantling of the New Labour 
ideology of the Labour Party and Blue 
Labour is an early sign of that. Whether 
it is to be a sign of anything more hopeful 
remains to be seen, but the omens are far 
from universally hopeful.
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The current struggle within 
the EU for a solution has 

thrown up the idea that the solution 
to the Greek problem should 
involve the encouragement of more 
private investors. This suggestion 
has come from the German govern-
ment. At the same time the British 
government has announced the re-
privatisation of Northern Rock, the 
first bank to be taken under govern-
ment control in the present crisis. 
Both these developments would 
seem at first hand to be different 
but they in fact represent the same 
thinking applied to the same prob-
lem albeit on different scale.

Regarding the ‘solution’ suggested 
by Germany that it will be necessary to 
involve more private investors in getting 
the Greeks out of the mess. This is a ‘so-
lution’ based on a simple lack of imagi-
nation and one that remains constrained 
within the same paradigm that created 
the crisis in the first place. According to 
this thinking, it is only by the involve-
ment of international finance that the 
problem can be solved. We are not talk-
ing about money here. Money is some-
thing that is created by a centralized au-
thority which commands the credibility 
to undertake such a creation. 

Before the euro this was normally 
the government of a sovereign state 
working through its central bank. That 
function has now been usurped by the 
European Central Bank. Although the 
ECB does not answer to any higher 
authority and has been deliberately de-
signed to so function, it remains the cen-
tral point from which the thing we know 
as money emanates in EU terms. While 
this is the case it is possible for the EU to 
remain in charge of a EU problem. If the 

ECB does not provide the main effort in 
solving the Greek problem there will be 
no European solution. The involvement 
of private investors, if it means anything 
means international finance and their 
involvement will push EU money out 
of the equation altogether. Perhaps that 
might suit EU members like Germany 
where the populace is already dissent-
ing from being the bankroller of the 
EU but if it comes to pass it will mean 
the final death of the European experi-

ment. Whether that is or is not a good 
thing is beside the point. The immediate 
question is - is it an either/or situation? 
Unfortunately, it remains so as long as 
those who adhere to the doctrine that 
created the financial crisis remain in 
charge of posing the question. However, 
it is possible to look beyond the dogma 
of that doctrine and ask a very different 
question.

This is a crisis of globalisation and 
the crisis is being felt on a social and 
poitical level by sovereign states (still 
the largest unit of social cohesion that 
we have despite the ‘European’ dream). 
‘Europe’ as a concept does not experi-
ence this crisis as it has no real contact 
with the populace of sovereign states but 
sovereign states most certainly do expe-
rience it. 

Globalisation caused this mess 
and globalisation did not come out of 
nowhere - it was not a natural develop-
ment. It emerged in the 1970s and 80s 
as a result of conscious political deci-
sions made in American and British fi-
nancial interests. Because the financial 

sectors of these countries occupied such 
a commanding position in terms of the 
flow of capital into other areas of com-
mercial and industrial activity beyond 
their borders it had the leverage to 
pressurise sovereign states to reduce or 
abolish their previously reliably defence 
structures against the over-incursion 
of globalised financial interests. While 
sovereign states did not possess the abil-
ity individually to withstand such an on-
slaught, Europe, for a while, was seen as 
the answer to the potentially destructive 
impact of free-flowing global finance on 
the economies of its member sovereign 

states. But this relied on the primacy of 
politics continuing to hold sway in the 
decisions of Europe. And this was pos-
sible as long as Christian Democracy 
remained the political language of the 
area. The erosion of Christian Demo-
cratic values then became the target of 
the likes of Blair and co. and his enthu-
siasm to involve the ex-Soviet countries 
of the east in European affairs has to be 
viewed in this light. Although the ero-
sion of Christian Democratic values was 
done piecemeal it resulted from political 
decisions and it was these political de-
cisions that enabled the global financial 
juggernaut to drive through the econo-
mies of the sovereign states of Europe. 

The globalised financial contagion 
that is now in our midst got there not 
because of any evolution from the na-
tional economies – it did not grow from 
the bottom up but was consciously in-
troduced from the top-down - and it was 
allowed access to national economies 
because political decisions were made 
that enabled it to take up that position. 
To believe, as the German government 
appears to, that the way of dealing with 

Current Economic Madness. 

Globalisation caused this mess and globalisation did not come out of 
nowhere - it was not a natural development. It emerged in the 1970s 
and 80s as a result of conscious political decisions made in American 
and British financial interests

Eamon Dyas 
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this contagion, is to inject ourselves with 
more of it is based on a world view that 
has been created within the contagion 
itself. 

It cannot see beyond the creature that 
created it. As long as those in authority 
continue to believe that the solution can 
only come from within the globalised fi-
nancial framework the problem will get 
worse. The answer has to be a  political 
one and a political one that is based on 
the interests of sovereign states. There is 
no reason why this cannot happen with 
European Central Bank involvement but 
it will only be if the ECB also jettisons its 
fixation with global finance and begins 
to act in terms of the real Europe made 
up of real sovereign states and not the 
abstraction that has come to be known 
as ‘Europe’. If the ECB continues to act 
in what it sees as the interests of ‘Europe’ 
any solution will be illusory. Granted, 
the ECB is itself an unnatural creation as 
it is answerable to no authority beyond 
itself but in the present crisis that could 
be a good thing. 

The national interests, left to them-
selves cannot provide a European answer 
as those with the most influence are 
propagators of the globalizing dogma. It 
is precisely this kind of threat from na-
tional interests to the EU that the ECB 
presumably was set up to deal with. But, 
of course, the ECB has itself been con-
taminated and there is little chance of 
it acting in a way that will save the EU 
as the real solution is alien to its way of 
seeing. For the ECB to act in a way that 
could save the EU it would have to act 
on the basis of protecting the real Europe 
– the Europe that is an amalgamation of 
sovereign states - and it would need to 
direct its assistance to those states that 
require it not on the basis of protecting 
the wider ‘European’ interests but in the 
interests of the actual state economy un-
der threat. 

To approach such economies in dif-
ficulty from the perspective of the “Eu-
ropean” interest is to lose the ability to 
comprehend the specific individual prob-
lems of such economies and any assist-
ance consequent to that perspective can 
only add to the real problems experienced 
by these economies. All we are then left 
with is an exercise that seeks to reassure 
the global financiers but is self-defeating 
in the long run. The real Europe is not an 

abstraction.

 It consists of real social entities ar-
ranged around sovereign states which 
still have their own economies and if 
the peculiarities of such economies are 
not understood within their own terms 
any solution imposed from the outside 
is doomed. However, the real price of 
imposing this dogma is the infliction of 
misery and suffering on their own peo-
ple by sovereign states to the point of 
social fragmentation as they struggle to 
meet expectations that were never based 
on their real needs in the first place. Al-
though the globalist panacea trotted out 
by the suits of Washington and Frank-
furt is based on an abstract non-entity 
called ‘Europe’ the price paid is neither 
abstract nor neutral and may eventually 
be measured in levels of misery perhaps 
not known since the second world war.

The madness that is current in the 
world can also be seen in terms of what 
the coalition government is doing in Brit-
ain. With all the hysteria surrounding the 
unreliability of banks, the volatility of 
their business activities etc., the damage 
that they have done to the larger economy, 
there has not been a whif of a debate on 
whether they should remain nationalised 
or be returned to the private sector. The 
argument has always been that it’s only 
by returning the banks to the private sec-
tor that this thing called the British tax-
payers can get its money back. However, 
presumably by the time that happens the 
pain to this thing called the taxpayer will 
have diminished. 

What then? All this money flowing 
back to the government in a sudden one-
off fiscal surge resulting from such a sale 
would pose a problem for any economy. 
What does the government do with it? If 
it enables it to spread out into the wider 
economy it could create more problems 
(inflation, a short unsustainable level of 
consumer demand, etc.). What is more 
likely is that the tax payer won’t see any 
direct result of the money accrued from 
the return of the banks to the private sec-
tor and that it will be used to help pay off 
the national debt – one of the traditional 
ways that fiscal squeezes can be imple-
mented without admitting the fact.

The manner in which the banks were 
bailed out, involved real and direct in-

volvement on the part of the mass of the 
people. Their contribution was a tangible 
contribution - curtailment of wages/sala-
ries, welfare payments, pensions, loss or 
jobs, increase in taxation etc. It was also 
a tangible contribution that goes beyond 
a one-off sacrifice. 

The methods by which they paid for 
the bank bailout has a very real and se-
vere backwash that, if some commenta-
tors are to be believed, will take at least 
seven years to subside. It is not like hand-
ing over a sack of money in order to sus-
tain the banks and then, back to normal 
as you wait until they can pay it back. In 
fiscal terms, the payment has been made 
in the context of a functioning economy 
and constitutes the removal from that 
economy of huge swathes of the thing 
that sustains it, the oxygen on which it 
needs to function - money. This has a 
long-term impact on the people who cre-
ate and sustain that economy and their 
real lives remain damaged. 

We are told that the taxpayer will get 
the money back but taxpayers don’t exist 
as real people. It is an abstract economic 
category that enables governments to 
justify taking money from real people 
and then spending it in ways that those 
real people don’t necessarily approve of. 
The current banking bailout is a good 
example of how the concept of taxpayer 
is used to take money from real people 
in ways that involve direct and tangible 
sacrifice and then claim that they will see 
it returned in an implied similar way. 

Whereas, in fact the damage done by 
the imposition of this sacrifice in terms of 
people’s livelihoods, their sense of worth, 
familial and social cohesion, physical 
health, etc., is something that cannot be 
replaced. What will replace it will be a 
reduction of the national debt in the long 
run - but what was it Keynes said about 
the long run? Surely the sacrifices paid 
by real people in bailing out the banks 
are better repaid by government doing all 
it can to ensure that there is no repeti-
tion of the irresponsible behaviour that 
created the problem and the best way of 
guaranteeing that is by keeping social 
control over the banks even if that means 
not repaying the taxpayer.
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A nationalistic Socialist Party
In May Froggy described the Social-

ist Party’s draft election programme, 
concentrating on domestic policy.  The 
SP’s election programme also has some-
thing to say about France’s place in the 
world.  It calls for France to regain her 
place in world affairs and halt her de-
cline, which she shares with Europe and 
the West:  “Europe is no longer the heart 
of the West, and the West is no longer 
the centre of the planet”.  France, despite 

“her thousand year old heritage, the Rev-
olution she gave the world, the industrial 
and agricultural power and the peerless 
political and cultural influence she used 
to have”, is finding it difficult today “to 
spread her values, preserve her eco-
nomic interests and protect her social 
model.”  The French “need to be able 
to have pride in their country when it 
is represented on the world stage”.  The 
first words of the Programme are “re-
dresser la France”; redresser means to 
revive, to change direction from decline 
to success again, meaning domestic and 
international success.  The correspond-
ing noun le redressement means revival, 
resurgence, rebound or recovery.  

Martine Aubry, leader of the Party, 
Mayor of Lille and presidential can-
didate, used the word “redresser’ and 
redressement a dozen times in so many 
minutes in a radio interview (France 
Inter 29/6/11).  “The voice of France is 
no longer heard in the world.”  she said, 
showing that this revival is not just need-
ed at home, but also on a world scale.

This concern for France’s place 
in the world must find an echo in the 
population; after all, the SP presumably 
employs so-called communications ex-
perts to tell it what issues people care 
about.  The very large percentage (70%) 
of French people said to be in favour of 
bombing Libya at the end of March cor-
roborates this.

An absence of economic solutions
Unsurprisingly, this attempt to make 

France’s presence felt in North Africa 
was passed over in silence in recent 
interviews with socialist leaders.   It 
doesn’t bear too close examination.  So, 
the discussion centres on domestic is-
sues, but there again there is a great lack 
of clarity.  All Martine Aubry could say 
on the economy in the interview men-
tioned above was “Everything will not 
be possible straightaway”.  Ségolène 
Royal (|France Inter 7/7/11) also stressed 
French decline in the world but was 
equally non-committal on the economy.  
On the subject of raising the minimum 
wage to 1500 Euros a month, she said 
that it was a good objective, but not an 
objective the party would adopt; instead, 
they would raise all low wages.  On 
the subject of pensions, she favoured a 
system “à la carte”, meaning retirement 
age would depend on the individual 
case.  Neither of these candidates will be 
pinned down on specific reforms.  This 
does not augur well, but is of a piece 
with the refusal to remove the cap on 
taxing high earnings.

The present SP election programme 
is meant to be a set of proposals, which 
will be finalised once the candidate is 
chosen.  

The primaries.

Instead of some hard thinking about 
economic reforms, admittedly not easy 
since reforms are perhaps impossible at 
country level, the Party plays at organis-
ing “primaries” to choose the next presi-
dential candidate. 

 These will take place in October, 
and all French citizens on the electoral 
register can vote (on payment of one 
euro).  The Party is given access to the 
addresses (and emails) of all French 
citizens on the electoral register, which 
it uses to invite them to vote and to com-

municate information about candidates 
and polling stations.

Non-French members of the SP and 
minors who are members of the SP can 
vote in the primaries, as well as French 
people living abroad.

Not a secret ballot

The UMP, the ruling (coalition) par-
ty has attacked the socialist primaries 
and some conservative town halls and 
regions have tried to put administrative 
obstacles in the way.  One argument 
they have not used however is that the 
mere fact of going to vote will reveal a 
person’s political beliefs, and that goes 
against the republican principle of the 
secret ballot.  This lack of secrecy is be-
cause voters, although in theory anyone 
can vote, party member or not, will have 
to sign a declaration of allegiance to 

“the values of the Left” before they are 
allowed to cast their vote.  To be seen to 
make this public declaration might not 
have consequences in large towns, but 
in the countryside and small towns, peo-
ple might hesitate to declare their politi-
cal allegiance publicly.

Perhaps it still matters that one votes 
Socialist.  

The Green primaries

The new green party, formed of the 
amalgamation of several green parties, 
has chosen its presidential candidate 
for 2012 through primaries. 32 896 
sympathisers put their names down to 
vote and Eva Joly received a majority of 
those votes.  (By contrast, the Socialist 
Party is hoping for one million people 
participating in their primaries).  Eva 
Joly represents the ecologists who would 
vote for the Socialists in the absence of 
a Green candidate and she beat Nicolas 
Hulot, whose supporters would vote 

Froggy
News From Across The Channel
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UMP as an alternative.  

Libya

On 12 July, the Government put to 
Parliament the question of the continua-
tion of the French intervention in Libya; 
this is because article 35 of the Constitu-
tion says that if military intervention in 
a foreign country has lasted more than 
four months, it must be reviewed in par-
liament.

The previous day France Inter’s 
evening phone-in programme asked the 
same question, whether France should 
continue “its engagement”.  The panel 
of four was unanimous in support of 
the UN resolution 1973, including the 
spokesman for the Communist, Repub-
lican and Left Party MPs, who was there 
to present the case that intervention 
should cease.  The Gaddafi regime was 
indefensible, he said, but the escalation 
of the war and the risk of partition of 
the country were unacceptable.  There 
should be a ceasefire and the rebels 
should sit down with the government, at 
a conference organised by the interna-
tional community.  To be fair, this MP 
had made a speech in Parliament on 19 
March condemning the bombing cam-
paign, and the part on resolution 1973 
that called for “any means necessary to 
maintain an air exclusion zone”.

There were congratulations among 
the panel on the fact there had been no 
collateral damage and no civilian vic-
tims of Allied bombing (zéro bavure 
); someone mentioned the killing of 
Gaddafi’s grandchildren, but that didn’t 
invalidate the argument apparently. In 
response to a caller, there were more 
congratulations, this time on the excel-
lent work done by French navy and air 
force personnel.   The presenter talked 
to

a France Inter reporter in Libya; she 
said that the rebel forces she encountered 
were worried about the Parliamentary 
debate, once she had told them about 
it.  The UMP member of the panel re-
plied there was nothing to worry about, 
because both main parties in parliament, 
meaning UMP and SP, would support 
continuation of the war (Martine Aubry 
said publicly she would support the yes 

vote).  Earlier in the day, in a news pro-
gramme, another French journalist in 
Libya interviewed a student injured by 
an Allied bomb who said that the French 
should go away and leave the Libyans to 
sort themselves out.  In this sort of case, 
you usually just hear the interviews 
with locals saying the right thing from 
the point of view of the French govern-
ment; the fact that a contrary view was 
allowed air time shows perhaps that the 
French are no longer 100 % sure about 
what they are doing in Libya.

In the event, 482 MPs voted for 
the prolongation of the intervention of 
French armed forces in Libya, 27 against 
and 7 abstained.  The foreign minister, 
Alain Juppé said there was progress on 
the ground, and a political and diplo-
matic solution was now possible, with 
Gaddafi being “set aside”. 

Walking Backwards For Justice

She suggests the justice of the 
victorsbut her land is the land 
of fantasy,colonial mindset in 
hypocrisy,arrogance delivering the 
dicta.

Amnesty International rides high,
delivering conditions for future 
talks.(peace a bloodied dove nesting 
with the hawk?)

Meanwhile a swarm of drones glower 
in the sky.

Agony Aunt scolds the Taliban,
sings her dirge to their blood-soaked 
native soil.(do those fish swim the 
waters of England?)

Her ilk poisons the water, creates 
spoil,must unravel her contingency 
plan.

Among the inept she is their royal.

 Wilson John Haire
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Notes on the News
By Gwydion M Williams

How Thatcher Made Us Poorer

“Thirty years ago, Britain moved from welfare to market 
capitalism, on a promise of economic dynamism and renewed 
efficiency. The result has been rather different. While those 
at the top have become very rich the disappearance of many 
middle-paid, skilled occupations and an ongoing squeeze on 
wages has led to a poorer, more divided Britain. This pamphlet 
deconstructs the different elements that, together, have led to 
‘Britain’s Livelihood Crisis’, before setting out the changes that 
government, business and unions must make if we are to deliver 
more wealth and greater equality.” [A]

This is the introduction to a recent TUC report, which was 
briefly reported and then forgotten about.  It should have been 
mentioned by every Trade Union leader making a protest at 
government policy, but it wasn’t.  The dominant New Right ide-
ology mostly does not get challenged by those who challenge 
the little bits of it that harm their sectional interest.

Labour and the TUC can make a strong case that the chang-
es of the last 30 years have taken the economy in the wrong di-
rection, made it less equal than it used to be without improving 
wealth creation.  That the Mixed Economy created in the 1940s 
was a better system than the Fundamentalist Capitalism that 
they’ve been imposing on us since.  (And which New Labour 
failed to seriously challenge.)  They should remind everyone of 
the promise of ‘trickle-down’, extensively talked about in the 
early Thatcher years and then quietly dropped when it turned 
out to be false.

‘Trickle-down’ was the promise that by letting the rich get 
richer, the economy would be greatly boosted and that benefits 
would trickle down in terms of a smaller slice of a much big-
ger cake.  It wasn’t true, except perhaps in China.  Contrary to 
what’s usually insinuated nowadays, the Chinese economy was 
growing quite fast under Mao, including the final ten years, the 
Cultural Revolution era.  (I say “insinuated” because you don’t 
find any experts actually saying it: they obviously know it was 
not so but prefer to leave out such off-message facts and imply 
the reverse.)  China under a highly collectivised system grew 
faster than the UK in the same era and also faster than India.  
But it is true that it grew even faster under Deng.

Outside of China, ‘trickle-down’ was a myth, and the trade 
unions should be hammering the point home when they make 
their grand protest over public sector pensions.  There is plenty 
of money, though less than if we had stuck to the Mixed Econ-
omy or ‘Social Capitalism’ that we had from the 1940s to the 
1970s.  Lack of money for the needs of ordinary people is down 
to enormous amounts of money flowing to a tiny minority, a 
fabulously rich Overclass that has mere millionaires as its low-
est stratum.

“Many people in middle and low income jobs have barely 
seen any improvement in their incomes over the past 30 years, a 
report from the TUC says.

“Low income workers have seen their pay rise by 27% in real 
terms over the past 30 years but rises for the top 10% of earners 
have been four times higher.

“Its report found a ‘sharp divide’ in earnings growth be-
tween professions.

“While medical practitioners saw a 153% rise since the late 
1970s, bakers’ wages fell by 1%.

“Wages grew by over 100% for judges, barristers and solici-
tors, while they fell by 5% for forklift truck drivers and 3% for 
packers and bottlers in the same period. 

“Its report, called ‘The Livelihood Crisis’ by Stewart Lans-
ley, says there has been a steady growth in ‘bad jobs’, offering 
poor wages and job security.

“It says there are almost twice as many people now earning 
a third less than the median compared with 1977.

“It added that a significant proportion of workers have re-
ceived little if any financial benefit from the doubling in size of 
the British economy in the last 30 years.” [B]

It also says that Britain could have done better if Thatcher 
had been a proper conservative and restored the existing system 
rather than promoting Radical-Right ideas:

“As the proceeds of growth have been very unequally di-
vided, inequality has soared – without the promised pay-off 
of improved economic progress. Financial crises have become 
more frequent and more damaging in their consequences. 

“This is made clear by dividing the post-war era into two 
distinct periods. The first is the 23 years from 1950 to 1973, the 
year of the first OPEC oil shock and the one that perhaps best 
marks the end of the post-war boom. The second is the 29 years 
that covers 1980 to 2009, beginning with the first full year of the 
new economic experiment...

“Growth averaged 3 per cent a year in the UK from 1950 to 
1973 – a period dubbed the ‘golden age’ by economic histori-
ans because it was characterised by higher and more sustained 
growth, less unemployment and lower inequality than earlier 
pre-war periods.54 While 3 per cent was low by international 
comparisons – Germany, Japan and France all did better – it 
was high by historical ones. Since 1980, in contrast, the growth 
rate has fallen to an average of 2.2 per cent a year. 
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“This fall in the rate of economic 
progress has had a big impact on the life 
chances of significant sections of the 
population and has been an important 
factor in the rise of the livelihood crisis. 
Although the British economy experi-
enced a number of exchange rate and 
stop-go crises in the two decades from 
1950, leading to some quarters of slow or 
zero growth, GDP (adjusted for inflation) 
fell only in a handful of quarters. Indeed, 
this period experienced only one very 
shallow and short-lived recession (de-
fined as two successive quarters of nega-
tive growth). In 1961, output fell by 0.2 
per cent over two quarters.

“In contrast, the period since 1980 has 
brought more frequent and more severe 
economic shocks and three deep-seated 
recessions – in 1980–01, 1990–01 and 
2008–09. In 2008–09 output fell by close 
to 6 per cent compared with 2.5 per cent 
in the early 1990s and 4.7 per cent in the 
early 1980s 

“This pattern does not apply just to 
the UK. The last three downturns have 
all been global in nature. As well as these 
recessions, the last two decades have 
seen a number of global financial crises – 
from the Latin American and East Asian 
crises of the 1990s to the dot-com bubble 
at the turn of the millennium. 

“Market liberals argue that the reces-
sion of 2008–09 is not a product of the 
failure of markets, but of failed monetary 
policies, especially the loose fiscal and 
monetary policies carried out by Alan 
Greenspan, chairman of the Federal Re-
serve, who allowed the credit bubbles to 
get out of hand. An alternative view is 
that the recession can be traced to the 
deep-rooted economic, social and politi-
cal upheavals ushered in by unrestrained 
finance capitalism. 

“Central to this explanation of the 
crash and the wider economic instabil-
ity of the last three decades is the rise in 
domestic and global inequality, a trend 
closely related to the collapse of wages 
and the hiking of profits. In the UK, 
the share of national output accruing to 
wage-earners fell from a peak of 64.5 per 
cent in the mid-1970s to as little as 53 per 
cent by 2008, with the slack taken up by 
soaring profits that reached a near post-
war peak in 2008. Similar falls in the 

wage-share occurred in other developed 
economies, especially in the USA...

“According to the annual Wealth 
Reports published by Merrill Lynch 
Capgemini, the value of funds invested 
by the global rich with investable assets 
of more than $1 million more than dou-
bled in the decade to 2008 to reach over 
$40 trillion. Far from triggering a boom 
in productive investment and improving 
economic potential, most of this rising 
pool of wealth was invested in specula-
tive activity (commercial property, hedge 
funds, private equity, commodities and 
takeovers) and at heavily leveraged rates, 
thereby creating the unsustainable asset 
bubbles that triggered the credit crunch.” 
[A]

There is a lot more that could have 
been said.  Remind everyone that Alan 
Greenspan was praised as a brilliant 
regulator by almost all of the people who 
now demand public service cuts.  And 
make it clear what it means to have fallen 
from 3% average annual growth to 2.2%, 
Thatcher’s long-term achievement.

I did a quick calculation, and figured 
that the economy as a whole would be 
27% richer if the older system of Social 
Capitalism had been restored.  Of course 
that would mean much better than 27% 
for the squeezed middle, if inequality 
had stayed at 1970s levels.  But the rich-
est 1% – the super-rich Overclass who 
have at least a million and mostly much 
more – have done very much better than 
if Thatcherism had never happened.

‘Trickle-down’ was a myth.  Most 
people have got a smaller slice of a cake 
that is smaller than it should have been.  
But a rich minority have got an enor-
mously increased slice of this undersized 
cake, and so want more of the same.

The Mystical Concourse of Market 
Forces.

J D Bernal, a communist and a dis-
tinguished scientist, one referred to the 
theory of competitive markets finding 
the true value “by a mystical concourse 
of wills”.  And that it was unlikely to 
be true, which is simple common-sense.  
Those who take mysticism seriously are 
almost always hostile to money as such 

and greed as such.  Only a decayed ver-
sion of the Protestant variety of Latin-
Christian faith could get the two con-
cepts muddled.

Current economic theory - which is 
more like economic theology – depends 
heavily on this “mystical concourse of 
wills” happening routinely when money 
is involved, but not at all when public 
welfare is considered.  This is then called 
‘Rational Economics’.  It is rational in the 
sense you can express it as algebra, but 
the core concepts are quite as weird as 
anything you find in Quantum Mechan-
ics.  And whereas Quantum Mechan-
ics makes detailed predictions that are 
highly accurate and mostly inexplicable 
by Classical Physics, ‘Rational Econom-
ics’ has a history of failing to predict 
either real-world successes or real-world 
disasters.

The popularity of this economic 
theory or economic theology is not based 
on success at economic prediction or 
economic management.  It is based on 
being a justification for ‘feed-the-rich’ 
economic policies.  Policies that have re-
stored the sort of inequality that existed 
before the 1940s. 

It is based also on feeding the preju-
dices of large numbers of ordinary peo-
ple who inherently distrust the state and 
are suckers for a propaganda line that 
persuades them that less taxes and less 
state regulation will benefit them.  Ac-
tually the reverse has been the case: 
the working mainstream are worse off 
and independent small businesses have 
been vanishing steadily.  But the media 
are dominated by commercial interests.  
They are run as businesses and also they 
get about 50% of their revenue from ad-
vertising, with the supply or withholding 
of adverts being a key element in cover 
price and long-term survival.  And also a 
lot of them survive while making a loss 
thanks to banks taking a sympathetic 
view of them.

(This trend is strongly identified with 
particular individuals, notably Rupert 
Murdoch.  Actually it is much older and 
wider and would have been much the 
same if Rupert Murdoch had never ex-
isted.)

It’s easy to create a false impression 
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by picking out just the failures of one 
side and just the successes of the other.  
You can create a very false impression 
without any specific lies, just by cherry-
picking the facts that suit your case.  If 
for instance I were to make random bets 
in a hundred different horse races on 
horses at odds of 10-to-1, the most likely 
outcome is that I would get 7 or 8 win-
ners and make a considerable net loss.  
But if I showed you a mix of those 7 or 8 
with just 30 or 40 of the losers, it would 
appear that I was making a healthy profit 
and had some wonderful system that you 
should copy.

The 1980s system of massive de-
regulation hasn’t really worked.  The 
idea was to keep the state as far away 
as possible, on the assumption that the 
free flow of money would find its natu-
ral level.  In 2008, it looked like that 
‘natural level’ would be the gutter.  Anti-
state rhetoric was shut down for a time, 
because only the state had the power to 
stop a massive collapse.  But once fund-
ing for the banks was secured, it was 
switched on again.  The crisis has been 
used to justify more privatisation.

I think we should be making a dis-
tinct response - insist that Corporatism 
works, that the system of the last 30 years 
has remained Corporatist but adjusted to 
give most of the benefit to the rich.

I’d also suggest that it was the dras-
tic social changes of the 1960s and 1970s 
that upset Social Capitalism.  Social 
Capitalism implies a shared set of social 
values, which was what broke down.  
The ‘golden quarter century’ was also a 
period in which the dominance of white 
males was broadly intact, if softened and 
weakened from what it had been.  Left-
wing parties felt obliged to change this: 
the right dragged its heals and reaped 
electoral benefit.  They managed to sell 
the Thatcher / Reagan package by sug-
gesting that ‘normal’ social relations had 
been undermined by unnatural corpo-
ratism.  It was indeed true that the 1950s 
understanding of ‘normality’ had been 
softened and weakened.  But when so-
cial controls were removed, everything 
changed faster than ever.  If your main 
aim is to make money, anyone’s money 
will do.  The drastic decline in manu-
facturing undermined the confidence of 
workers who were mostly white males 

with fairly traditional attitudes.

Brooker T. Washington argued 
against US racism by saying “you can’t 
hold a man down without staying down 
with him”.  Sadly, the US South has pre-
ferred to stay down in the dirt rather than 
admit fault or give up its pride in being 
on top.  It looks like Britain and the USA 
have made the same choice, and the rest 
of Europe is failing to challenge it.

The most positive thing is that both 
East Asia and South Asia are rising fast 
while remaining confidently Corporat-
ist.  Latin America is mostly going the 
same way.  This has to tip the balance 
eventually.

The Distant Rich

I think the USA will ruin itself rather 
than change its ways.  I think continental 
Europe will break the Atlantic Alliance 
within the next 20 years, as the USA gets 
more intense in its ideology and more 
blatant in its failures.  The inequality 
that the TUC report described in Britain 
is much worse in the USA, but the losers 
are very unwilling to challenge it.

“It was the 1970s, and the chief ex-
ecutive of a leading U.S. dairy company, 
Kenneth J. Douglas, lived the good life. 
He earned the equivalent of about $1 
million today. He and his family moved 
from a three-bedroom home to a four-
bedroom home, about a half-mile away, 
in River Forest, Ill., an upscale Chicago 
suburb. He joined a country club. The 
company gave him a Cadillac. The 
money was good enough, in fact, that he 
sometimes turned down raises. He said 
making too much was bad for morale.

“Forty years later, the trappings at the 
top of Dean Foods, as at most U.S. big 
companies, are more lavish. The current 
chief executive, Gregg L. Engles, aver-
ages 10 times as much in compensation 
as Douglas did, or about $10 million in a 
typical year. He owns a $6 million home 
in an elite suburb of Dallas and 64 acres 
near Vail, Colo., an area he frequently 
visits. He belongs to as many as four golf 
clubs at a time — two in Texas and two 
in Colorado. While Douglas’s office sat 
on the second floor of a milk distribu-
tion center, Engles’s stylish new head-

quarters occupies the top nine floors of a 
41-story Dallas office tower. When Eng-
les leaves town, he takes the company’s 
$10 million Challenger 604 jet, which 
is largely dedicated to his needs, both 
business and personal.

“The evolution of executive grandeur 
— from very comfortable to jet-setting 
— reflects one of the primary reasons 
that the gap between those with the 
highest incomes and everyone else is 
widening.

“For years, statistics have depicted 
growing income disparity in the United 
States, and it has reached levels not seen 
since the Great Depression. In 2008, the 
last year for which data are available, 
for example, the top 0.1 percent of earn-
ers took in more than 10 percent of the 
personal income in the United States, 
including capital gains, and the top 1 
percent took in more than 20 percent. 
But economists had little idea who these 
people were. How many were Wall street 
financiers? Sports stars? Entrepreneurs? 
Economists could only speculate, and 
debates over what is fair stalled.

“Now a mounting body of economic 
research indicates that the rise in pay for 
company executives is a critical feature 
in the widening income gap.

“The largest single chunk of the 
highest-income earners, it turns out, 
are executives and other managers in 
firms, according to a landmark analysis 
of tax returns by economists Jon Bakija, 
Adam Cole and Bradley T. Heim. These 
are not just executives from Wall Street, 
either, but from companies in even rela-
tively mundane fields such as the milk 
business.

“The top 0.1 percent of earners make 
about $1.7 million or more, including 
capital gains. Of those, 41 percent were 
executives, managers and supervisors 
at non-financial companies, according 
to the analysis, with nearly half of them 
deriving most of their income from their 
ownership in privately-held firms. An 
additional 18 percent were managers at 
financial firms or financial profession-
als at any sort of firm. In all, nearly 60 
percent fell into one of those two catego-
ries.
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“Other recent research, moreover, 
indicates that executive compensation 
at the nation’s largest firms has roughly 
quadrupled in real terms since the 1970s, 
even as pay for 90 percent of America 
has stalled. 

“This trend held at Dean Foods. Over 
the period from the ’70s until today, while 
pay for Dean Foods chief executives was 
rising 10 times over, wages for the union-
ized workers actually declined slightly. 
The hourly wage rate for the people who 
process, pasteurize and package the milk 
at the company’s dairies declined by 9 
percent in real terms, according to union 
contract records. It is now about $23 an 
hour...

“According to the CIA’s World 
Factbook, which uses the so-called ‘Gini 
coefficient,’ a common economic indica-
tor of inequality, the United States ranks 
as far more unequal than the European 
Union and the United Kingdom. The 
United States is in the company of de-
veloping countries — just behind Cam-
eroon and Ivory Coast and just ahead of 
Uganda and Jamaica...

“What the research showed is that 
while executive pay at the largest U.S. 
companies was relatively flat in the ’50s 
and ’60s, it began a rapid ascent some-
time in the ’70s.

“As it happens, this was about the 
same time that income inequality began 
to widen in the United States, according 
to the Saez figures.

“More importantly, however, the find-
ing that executive pay was flat in the ’50s 
and ’60s, when firms were growing, ap-
pears to contradict the idea that executive 
pay should naturally rise when compa-
nies grow.” [C]

Note that the firm in question makes 
dairy products.  Not really open to com-
petition from low-wage foreign coun-
tries.

I’d suppose that the important  shift 
was cultural.  Up to the 1970s you had 
authentic conservatism.  The rise of New 
Right ideas encouraged the rich to detach 
themselves from the society, become an 
Overclass with more cash and less social 
control.  And this is likely to ruin the so-

ciety in the long run.

Lots of ordinary voters dislike 
what’s happening to them.  But most of 
them would reject the idea of more state 
regulation.  Some of them even blame 
‘big government’ for making big corpo-
rations possible.  The brief wave of criti-
cism for deregulated capitalism that hap-
pened after the crisis of 2008 has been 
fading out:

“There was always going to be a back-
lash against more interventionist policies 
because those who fervently believe that 
markets never lie, that budgets should 
always balance and that government is 
always bad were well dug in on univer-
sity campuses, in finance ministries and 
in some central banks.

“Even so, the world has returned to 
the pre-crisis mindset with remarkable 
speed. In 2008, policymakers prescribed 
a strong dose of John Maynard Keynes 
to stave off a full-scale slump. Today, 
the solution for Greece, burdened with 
debts it has not a hope of paying, is belt-
tightening and privatisation. The way 
to bring down global unemployment, 
which stands at more than 200 million, is 
wage flexibility. The blueprint for reform 
of the financial sector is to do as little as 
possible lest it deter the money-changers 
from returning to the temple...

“It has to be acknowledged, also, that 
the forces of orthodoxy have played a 
blinder. They have constructed a nar-
rative that blames Bill Clinton for the 
subprime mortgage crisis (he forced the 
banks to lend money in order to spread 
home ownership to the poor), and profli-
gate governments rather than unchecked 
global finance for the worst recession 
since the second world war. They have 
been helped in the construction of this 
storyline by the feebleness of progres-
sive parties, who have given the impres-
sion that they too would be more com-
fortable returning to ‘business as usual’ 
(or something closely approximating to 
it) as quickly as possible.” [D]

A relaxation was allowed in 2008 in 
order to save the system.  Just as hap-
pened in 1987, though this is almost 
forgotten.  All the talk is of the Soviet 
collapse two years later, and not how the 
West very nearly lost the Cold War in 

the 1987 financial crisis.  It was forgot-
ten that this key failure was kept within 
bounds by state spending.

Progressive parties are also burdened 
by an anti-state viewpoint that began 
with 1960s counter-culture and has be-
come very pervasive.  The New Right 
succeeded because they play up to this, 
while ignoring it when the public mood 
is against it, as with ‘law and order’ is-
sues.

The success of Western governments 
after World War Two happened prag-
matically, without any clear ideological 
underpinning.  The most coherent notion 
was ‘the experts know best’, which wasn’t 
always the case.  What was needed was 
a clear set of ideas that could say where 
it was or was not the case.  This is still 
lacking.

A Global Overclass

“We are not all in this together. The 
UK economy is flat, the US is weak and 
the Greek debt crisis, according to some 
commentators, is threatening another 
Lehman Brothers-style meltdown. But a 
new report shows the world’s wealthiest 
people are getting more prosperous – and 
more numerous – by the day.

“The globe’s richest have now re-
couped the losses they suffered after the 
2008 banking crisis. They are richer than 
ever, and there are more of them – nearly 
11 million – than before the recession 
struck.

“In the world of the well-heeled, the 
rich are referred to as ‘high net worth in-
dividuals’ (HNWIs) and defined as peo-
ple who have more than $1m (£620,000) 
of free cash.

“According to the annual world wealth 
report by Merrill Lynch and Capgemini, 
the wealth of HNWIs around the world 
reached $42.7tn (£26.5tn) in 2010, rising 
nearly 10% in a year and surpassing the 
peak of $40.7tn reached in 2007, even 
as austerity budgets were implemented 
by many governments in the developed 
world.

“The report also measures a cat-
egory of ‘ultra-high net worth individu-
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als’ – those with at least $30m rattling 
around, looking for a home. The number 
of individuals in this super-rich bracket 
climbed 10% to a total of 103,000, and 
the total value of their investments 
jumped by 11.5% to $15tn, demonstrat-
ing that even among the rich, the rich-
est get richer quicker. Altogether they 
represent less than 1% of the world’s 
HNWIs – but they speak for 36% of 
HNWI’s total wealth...

“Generally, HNWIs are most con-
centrated in the US, Japan and Germa-
ny: 53% of the world’s most wealthy live 
in one of those three countries, but it is 
Asian-Pacific countries where the ranks 
of the rich are swelling fastest. For the 
first time last year the region surpassed 
Europe in terms of HNWI individuals...

“Britain is lagging behind in the 
league of affluence – it has not yet en-
joyed a return to pre-crisis levels of 
wealth as sluggish economic growth 
holds back prospects. The growth in 
the number of rich individuals in the 
UK was among the slowest in the top 10 
nations, showing a 1.4% rise to 454,000 
and remaining below the 495,000 re-
corded in 2007...

“The performance of investments 
made by wealthy individuals in shares 
and commodities, and their willing-
ness to take more risks, helps drive their 
wealth, which in turn fuels ‘passion’ pur-
chases of multimillionaire must-haves, 
ranging from Ferraris to diamonds, art 
and fine wines. Demand for such luxu-
ries is especially high among the grow-
ing number of wealthy individuals in the 
emerging markets.” [E]

An unstable economy hurts most 
people but benefits those with a lot of 
wealth to shift around.  And better in-
formation than the ordinary investor.

The hunger for profits encourages 
managers to look to the short term.  If 
the firm goes bust in 10 years time, it is 
not their loss if they can bail out in time.

Politically, the dominant element 
are 3.1 million ‘high net worth individu-
als’ in the United States, and another 
454,000 in the UK.  They’ve managed to 
bend politicians to their will, especially 
in the USA, where unlimited amounts 

of money can be spent on election cam-
paigns and the rich are the source of 
most of the money.

Strauss-Kahn and the amazing 
vanishing rape case 

Last month I said “We may have to 
wait till the trial to get the facts clear.  If 
indeed there is a trial: I would be less 
than astonished if the issue somehow 
vanished and Mr Strauss-Kahn walked 
free after his main financial and political 
significance had ended.”

At the time of writing (5th July), Mr 
Strauss-Kahn has indeed walked free 
from bail conditions that amounted to 
house arrest, though he is still not free 
to leave the USA.  The maid whom he 
allegedly raped is now being presented 
as a persistent liar with possible links to 
drug dealers.

I have no more confidence in this 
new version than in the old one.  There 
may have been some sort of fix.  What it 
does show is that the USA’s justice sys-
tem is a complete mess.  Electing judges 
at lower levels and politically-based ap-
pointments at higher levels skews the 
whole system.  Likewise decisions to 
prosecute are in the hands of District At-
torneys who are often politically ambi-
tious and almost always open to partisan 
appeals and political pressure.

The immediate effect of the case 
has been to confirm that the IMF will 
take a hard line with cases like Greece, 
squeezing ordinary people and protect-
ing a financial system that is heavily 
biased towards the rich.

US Decline

The success of the USA’s Overclass 
has been at the expense of its fellow citi-
zens.  Manufacturing has been moving 
out.  Even at the high end, the USA is 
now losing to foreign competition.  In-
cluding the key market for global air-
craft, where Airbus is winning out:

“Airbus has staked a claim to be the 
world’s number one aircraft maker af-
ter it notched up a series of deals at the 
Paris air show that will take its total for 

the week to $57bn (£35.4bn).

“With Boeing struggling in its wake 
with a mere $22bn worth of sales for the 
week, the pan-European manufacturer 
described the bounty as ‘overwhelm-
ing’.

“On Wednesday it received an order 
worth $16bn for 180 planes from India’s 
low-cost carrier IndiGo. According to 
reports the IndiGo order will be fol-
lowed by another huge deal with Malay-
sia-based AirAsia for 200 of the same 
aircraft, thought to be worth $17bn.

“Airbus and Boeing dominate the 
global civil aircraft market with two 
brands: the short haul A320 that is fa-
miliar to easyJet passengers; and the 
Boeing 737 that transports millions of 
Ryanair customers around Europe.

“However, Airbus has stolen a 
march on its rival by deciding to build 
the A320neo, a model that retains the 
fuselage design but installs new fuel-ef-
ficient engines with reinforced wings. 
With a promise of a 15% improvement 
in fuel efficiency amid soaring oil prices, 
the revamp has proved a hit with buyers 
with more than 700 sold this year alone.

“It is also good news for British 
manufacturing. Airbus employs 17,000 
people in Britain at 25 different sites 
and the aero-space sector accounts for 
100,000 jobs.” [H]

“Airbus piled up the orders at the 
Paris air show as it announced the larg-
est single order of commercial aircraft 
in history.

“Malaysia’s low-cost carrier AirAsia 
is buying 200 of the A320neo jets, in a 
deal worth about $18bn (£11bn)...

“Airbus, owned by EADS, has left ri-
val Boeing far behind in terms of orders 
at the event, as high fuel costs increase 
the demand for more fuel-efficient air-
craft.” [J]

Thailand Battles For Democracy

There are many countries in the world 
where there are multi-party elections 
and the press is fairly free to criticise the 
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government, but where democracy has 
not been established.  Britain extended 
the vote to a majority of adult males liv-
ing in the British Isles in the 1880s, but 
I’d not say it was democratic until the 
election of 1945, when the Labour Party 
got its first secure government.  And in 
terms of social mobility and the authority 
of the elite, it was still much less demo-
cratic then than it became in the 1970s.

In Japan, the externals of democracy 
have been there since 1947.  Japan had 
in fact introduced a property-qualified 
electoral system as part of the ‘Meiji 
Constitution’ of 1890.  In both Japan and 
Germany, an authoritarian system was 
introduced during the crisis of the 1930s 
with the consent of the existing parlia-
ments.

Japan since 1947 has in fact been run 
by a combination of business and civil 
service interests, with most elected poli-
ticians seeing it as their job to look after 
the particular interests of their constitu-
ents within an overall system that they 
largely left alone to run itself.  The state 
role was and remains large, and during 
the big economic surge there was protec-
tionism and an effective one-party sys-
tem with the Liberal-Democrats always 
in office.

Under Western pressure, the system 
was disrupted in the 1980s and particu-
larly the 1990s.  It has worked worse 
economically, without really becoming 
any more democratic.  Parties sometimes 
replace each other, but it isn’t any more 
open and is maybe slightly worse at giv-
ing people the sort of government they’d 
prefer.  Still, Japan is getting along fine 
and seems unconcerned at having been 
overtaken by China as the world’s second 
largest economy.  In real terms it was al-
ways weaker than the combined power of 
Western Europe.

Meantime some interesting things 
have been happening in Thailand.  It had 
points in common with Japan: it preserved 
its traditional culture while modernising 
and was never ruled by a foreign power.  
(Though it was under pressure and may-
be survived because the British Empire 
in Burma and India and the French Em-
pire in Indochina were each against the 
other taking it.)  It gained a parliamen-
tary system rather more messily than Ja-

pan: the Meiji Restoration restored a line 
of Emperors who had had no real power 
for centuries, whereas the Kings of Siam 
were absolute rulers.  Thailand in 1932 
had a coup or revolution that made it a 
Constitutional Monarchy, though a rather 
unstable one.  The king who had been 
absolute ruler abdicated after failing to 
cope with a series of coups under the 
new system.  His successor was a boy of 
9 living in Switzerland, where he mostly 
stayed until 1945.  Meantime Thailand 
was partly occupied by Japan and then 
became a Japanese ally, only switching 
back near the end of the war.  The king 
then returned but was mysteriously mur-
dered.  He was succeeded by his younger 
brother, who is still king at the age of 83.

Thailand never did settle down.  
Coups were continuous and there was a 
major massacre of the left in 1976, fol-
lowing the fall of South Vietnam and the 
abolition of the Laotian monarchy.  What 
was once a strong Communist movement 
collapsed.  The economy grew quite well, 
though less well than the Asian Tigers.

Moderate reformist policies were 
carried through from 2001 to 2006 by 
Thaksin Shinawatra, a rich businessman 
who was never the less on the left by Thai 
standards.  He was overthrown in a coup 
in 2006 and charged with corruption.  He 
was prevented from standing, but one of 
his supporters won the election of 2007.  
This led to the continuing popular strug-
gle between Red Shirts (Thaksinites) 
representing the poor and the north of 
the country against Yellow Shirts rep-
resenting the south and the bulk of the 
establishment.  In 2008 Thaksin’s man 
was pushed out again, after Yellow Shirt 
demonstrations and with some MPs be-
ing persuaded to switch.  In 2009 there 
was another wave of Red Shirt protest, 
which however failed to bring down the 
government.  Again in 2010, but with 
some of the Red Shirts becoming further 
radicalised and questioning the role of 
the king.  The crisis of 2010 was defused 
with the promise of another election.

What’s now happened is an election 
won decisively by a Thaksinite party led 
by one of Thaksin’s sisters.  Thailand’s 
Constitutional Court has been playing a 
dirty game ever since the 2006 coup, but 
it’s hard to see how they could prevent 
a Thaksinite restoration short of an out-

right coup.

As I’ve mentioned before, the West 
has been decidedly lukewarm about the 
issue.  The Thaksinites have always been 
the clear democratic choice, and the West 
could work with them.  But it seems that 
even moderate reformism has become 
obnoxious.  It’s a chance for Obama to do 
something bold and ethical.  But will he

Taiwan Indicts Another Ex-
President.

“Taiwanese prosecutors have indicted 
former president Lee Teng-hui, the state’s 
first democratically elected leader, on 
corruption charges.

“Mr Lee is accused of embezzling 
US$7.8m in government funds during 
his tenure as president in the 1990s, and 
faces possible life imprisonment if con-
victed. His top economic adviser, Liu Tai-
ying, was also indicted. Lawyers for both 
men were expected to comment later on 
Thursday. 

“The former president is a dominat-
ing figure in modern Taiwanese his-
tory. Aside from pushing through major 
democratic reforms, Mr Lee was the first 
native Taiwanese to head the nationalist 
Kuomintang party and become president 
of the Republic of China – the official 
name for the state of Taiwan.

“Mr Lee, 88, often drew the ire of 
mainland Chinese communist leaders 
for pushing democracy in Taiwan and 
fostering a sense of Taiwanese identity 
on the island....

“Mr Lee and Mr Liu are accused of 
siphoning off US$7.8m after the foreign 
ministry repaid the funds.

“That money – which was allegedly 
laundered through Ruentex Group – was 
used to establish the Taiwan Research 
Institute, which Mr Liu later headed. Mr 
Lee is currently the honorary chairman, 
a post he assumed after stepping down 
as Taiwan’s president. 

“Prosecutors said Mr Liu and Mr Lee 
benefited because the institute used part 
of the funds to buy luxury apartments 
for them, which were built by the Ruen-
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tex Group. Mr Liu allegedly pocketed 
US$440,000 of the embezzled funds. 

“Since stepping down from his presi-
dency, Mr Lee left the Kuomintang party 
and founded the Taiwan Solidarity Un-
ion, a political party that advocates for 
Taiwanese independence. Mr Lee has in 
recent years also supported the opposi-
tion Democratic Progressive party, and 
is critical of current president Ma Ying-
jeou’s pro-China policies.

“Mr Lee is the second former Tai-
wanese president to be indicted on 
corruption charges. In 2009, Chen Shui-
bian, who succeeded Mr Lee as presi-
dent from 2000 to 2008, was sentenced 
to life imprisonment for embezzling 
government funds.” [K]

A few years back, Taiwan was being 
cited as an example of multi-party de-
mocracy working fine among Chinese.  
Then the first non-Kuomintang president 
since the 1920s was jailed on corruption 
charges.  Now they’re out to get the man 
who moved Taiwan from functional 
dictatorship to a genuine multi-party 
system.

Chiang Kai-shek was Kuomintang 
boss from his military take-over and 
anti-Communist massacres in 1927 till 
his death in 1975.  (At no time in real 
control of the whole of China.)  Chiang 
didn’t always bother with the formal 
position of President: it was held from 
1931 to 1943 by a fairly unimportant 
right-winger called Lin Sen, who died 
in office.  Chiang Kai-shek took back 
the Presidency but got a major rival 
called Li Zongren as an unwanted vice-
president in 1948 when the Kuomintang 
was clearly losing the Civil War and 
there was pressure for compromise.  Li 
Zongren was actually President from 
January 1949, when Chiang resigned.  
Except Chiang still commanded most 
of the various regular or warlord armies, 
unconstitutionally but without serious 
challenge.  Li Zongren tried to either ne-
gotiate a settlement or create an enclave 
in the far south, but failed and went into 
exile.  Chiang Kai-shek came back as 
President while Li Zongren was margin-
alised.  In 1965, he became reconciled to 
Communist rule and returned to China, 
dying in 1969.

The Chinese Presidency never did 
count for much after Sun Yat-sen sur-
rendered his own disputed authority to 
the northern warlord Yuan Shikai, who 
had betrayed a reforming Chinese em-
peror a few years earlier.  Yuan Shikai 
tried to make himself Emperor, but the 
other warlords rejected this and chaos 
followed.  None of the later Presidents 
before Chiang are worth mentioning: 
some were decent men who might have 
done OK if functional politics had been 
established by someone else, but basi-
cally they did not matter.

Chiang Kai-shek died in office.  His 
vice-president completed his term and 
was succeeded by Chiang Ching-kuo, a 
son of Chiang Kai-shek and long seen as 
successor.  He had been Chairman of the 
Kuomintang and actually in charge since 
his father’s death.  He too died in office, 
and was succeeded by Liu Tai-ying, his 
Vice-President and designated successor.  
Liu Tai-ying opened up politics, allowed 
contested elections and paved the way 
for the first non-Kuomintang President, 
Chen Shui-bian.  That’s the man who got 
a life sentence for corruption, barely a 
year after losing office in a fairly open 
election.

I’d assume that the background 
is large numbers of Taiwanese doing 
very nicely out of trade with China and 
anxious to conciliate Beijing.  Taiwan 
remains a multi-party democracy: time 
will tell if the voters mind having ex-
Presidents jailed.  There are elections 
due in 2012, the same year that China 
is expected to start handing power to 
the next generation of leaders.  What I’d 
expect in Taiwan is that the Kuomintang 
will be re-elected and a policy of unof-
ficial subordination to Beijing will be 
endorsed.

I’d suppose that the anti-corruption 
charges are genuine, despite being polit-
ically motivated.  Massive corruption is 
the norm in East Asia.  Politicians only 
get convicted if they make too many en-
emies.

Legalise Heroin?

The law has failed to stamp out drug 
abuse: this is given as a reason to legalise 
it.  Should we also decriminalise murder, 

burglary and rape, all of which persist 
despite the best efforts of the law?

Various things have been decrimi-
nalised since the 1950s.  Almost all of 
them have become more common and 
more extreme with the removal of both 
criminal sanctions and social disap-
proval.  In the case of the acceptance of 
homosexuality and divorce and the gen-
eral sexual revolution, I’d say that this 
made us a better society.  But would we 
be a better society if people consumed 
more drugs?

Most drug users know they are un-
wanted and have small prospects.  Or 
else they are successful but under enor-
mous pressure to stay at the same im-
possibly high level.  Surely these are the 
social evils we need to fix.

There is a major problem, but only 
among a small minority of the popula-
tion:

“Forty years after the introduction of 
the 1971 Misuse of Drugs Act, more than 
2.8 million people report using illicit 
drugs every year in England and Wales. 
While cannabis remains overwhelm-
ingly the most popular, this Home Of-
fice total also includes 800,000 mainly 
young adults who put the country at 
the top of the European league table for 
powder cocaine use.

“There are a further 300,000 people 
regularly using heroin, crack cocaine 
or other opiates who are officially de-
scribed as ‘problem drug users’.” [K]

One solution is simple surrender.  
This view has its supporters:

“Dame Judi Dench, Sir Richard Bran-
son, and Sting have joined an ex-drugs 
minister and three former chief consta-
bles in calling for the decriminalisation 
of the possession of all drugs.

“The high-profile celebrities together 
with leading lawyers, academics, art-
ists and politicians have signed an open 
letter to David Cameron to mark this 
week’s 40th anniversary of the 1971 
Misuse of Drugs Act. The letter, pub-
lished in a full-page advertisement in 
Thursday’s Guardian, calls for a ‘swift 
and transparent’ review of the effective-
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ness of current drugs policies.” [L]

To me, it seems that the key ques-
tion is how many extra users there would 
be, if the various illicit drugs became 
legal.  Possibly we could live with a de-
criminalisation of cannabis, although the 
Dutch are now toughening up their laws 
to eliminate ‘drugs tourism’. [M]  But 
any wider decriminalisation, I’d see as 
part of the errors that the West has made 
since the 1970s.  Freedom in some areas 
has been good, but not everywhere.  Peo-
ple aren’t good at foreseeing the likely 
long-term results of their own actions, so 
that’s where controls are needed.

At least one of the pioneers of New 
Right economics is also a consistent lib-
ertarian, also advocating a drugs free-for-
all:

“In September 1989 Milton Fried-
man, the man whose views on economics 
influenced the policies of almost every 
government on the planet, wrote to Bill 
Bennett, ‘drug tsar’ to the first President 
Bush. As Bennett prepared for a new 
phase in the ‘war on drugs’, launched by 
President Nixon 18 years earlier – more 
police, harsher penalties, more jails, 
more military action overseas – Fried-
man wrote that ‘the very measures you 
favour are a major source of the evils you 
deplore’. He pointed out how illegality 
made the drugs industry more, not less, 
lucrative, how crime had flourished dur-
ing alcohol prohibition in the 1930s and 
would flourish more under Bennett’s 
plans, and how ‘crack’ might never have 
been invented had it not been for the 
drugs war.” [N]

Prohibition in the USA was a strug-
gle between the older rural and mostly 
Protestant USA and the newer and more 
liberal culture of the cities.  US Puritans 
were and are a neurotic overstressed lot, 
so they had a lot of alcohol abusers.  They 
might have stabilised their culture if they 
had banned alcohol, as some of the hard-
line Muslim countries have done.  But 
the balance of power was already against 
them and they lost.  They were on weak 
ground: Christianity has always allowed 
alcohol while trying to curb its abuse.  
Jesus repeatedly praises wine and one 
of his first supposed miracles was mak-
ing a fresh supply when it ran out at a 
wedding feast.  Wine was also included 

in the only Christian sacrament that can 
be traced directly back to Jesus.  So the 
bible-spouting Prohibitionists were talk-
ing nonsense and were rightly scorned.

It’s also a bit of a myth that gangster-
ism flourished because of Prohibition.  
There was always a strong underworld 
in the USA, as there is in most societies.  
Prostitution, gambling and protection 
rackets were major areas of business: 
illegal alcohol was simply an extra and 
they carried on fine after it became legal 
again.  Gambling remains heavily crimi-
nal even where it has been legalised.

Alcohol has become the recreational 
drug of choice for a great many cultures, 
precisely because it is fairly easy to con-
trol and use moderately.  Cannabis is 
fairly harmless for most users, but does 
drastic damage to a minority, not iden-
tifiable in advance.  New drugs can have 
unexpected problems – even those ap-
proved for use as medicines:

“Used safely as a medical anaesthetic 
and analgesic for decades, ketamine has 
also risen in popularity as a recreational 
drug. The first case of severe bladder 
problems linked with ketamine use was 
documented in 2007...

“’It has a major impact on users such 
that they can be incontinent or have enor-
mous pain,’ says Dan Wood, a consultant 
urologist at University College London 
Hospitals, who led the review. He has 
seen 20 chronic ketamine users with uri-
nary problems in the last three years and 
had to remove four patients’ bladders.

“The review suggests that heavy us-
ers are more likely to suffer symptoms, 
and about 20 per cent of people who have 
taken high doses of ketamine several 
times a week over months to years have 
experienced urinary tract problems.” [P]

I also wouldn’t be against more con-
trols on alcohol.  Maybe a special licence 
to buy it, which could be taken away for 
a time or for ever from people who com-
mitted crimes while drunk.  Or revoked 
at the request of someone who wanted to 
avoid being tempted.  And the whole vast 
system of adverts for alcohol could be 
banned: if it is not there to make people 
drink, just what is it there for?  Changes 
could also be made to the ownership of 

pubs, currently owned by breweries and 
largely geared to getting people to drink 
as much as possible.  That’s the way I’d 
like things to go.

US Hackers Lose Decisively.

I always thought that the Cyber-Lib-
eration crowd had no idea what they’d 
be running into if they got big enough 
to be taken seriously.  It’s now admitted 
– contrary to earlier confident forecasts 
– that China has got its section of the web 
nicely under control.  The web played a 
role in the overthrow of existing regimes 
in Tunisia and Egypt, probably because 
they viewed themselves as safe and 
Western-protected and were not really on 
guard.

In the USA itself, it seems that con-
ventional law enforcement methods have 
been quite enough to deal with a hacker 
community that has been more con-
cerned with petty fraud that politics:

“The underground world of computer 
hackers has been so thoroughly infil-
trated in the US by the FBI and secret 
service that it is now riddled with para-
noia and mistrust, with an estimated one 
in four hackers secretly informing on 
their peers, a Guardian investigation has 
established.

“Cyber policing units have had such 
success in forcing online criminals to co-
operate with their investigations through 
the threat of long prison sentences that 
they have managed to create an army of 
informants deep inside the hacking com-
munity.

“In some cases, popular illegal fo-
rums used by cyber criminals as mar-
ketplaces for stolen identities and credit 
card numbers have been run by hacker 
turncoats acting as FBI moles. In others, 
undercover FBI agents posing as ‘carders’ 
– hackers specialising in ID theft – have 
themselves taken over the management 
of crime forums, using the intelligence 
gathered to put dozens of people behind 
bars.

“So ubiquitous has the FBI informant 
network become that Eric Corley, who 
publishes the hacker quarterly, 2600, has 
estimated that 25% of hackers in the US 
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may have been recruited by the federal 
authorities to be their eyes and ears. 
‘Owing to the harsh penalties involved 
and the relative inexperience with the 
law that many hackers have, they are 
rather susceptible to intimidation,’ Cor-
ley told the Guardian.

“’It makes for very tense relation-
ships,’ said John Young, who runs Cryp-
tome, a website depository for secret 
documents along the lines of WikiLeaks. 
‘There are dozens and dozens of hackers 
who have been shopped by people they 
thought they trusted.’

“The best-known example of the 
phenomenon is Adrian Lamo, a con-
victed hacker who turned informant on 
Bradley Manning, who is suspected of 
passing secret documents to WikiLe-
aks. Manning had entered into a pro-
longed instant messaging conversation 
with Lamo, whom he trusted and asked 
for advice. Lamo repaid that trust by 
promptly handing over the 23-year-old 
intelligence specialist to the military 
authorities. Manning has now been in 
custody for more than a year.” [F]

“The FBI agent took over the man-
agement of the DarkMarket crime forum 
frequented by more than 2,000 carders 
where they would buy and sell personal 
data for use in credit card fraud. For 
three years, unbeknown to the hackers 
who were congregating there, DarkMar-
ket was turned into a sophisticated FBI 
sting operation.

“Working with an undercover of-
ficer from the Serious Organised Crime 
Agency in London, Mularski’s ploy 
led to 56 arrests across four countries, 
and brought down some of the biggest 
names in the world of ID-theft. The 
catch included DarkMarket’s founder, 
a Sri Lankan-born Briton called Renu-
kanth Subramaniam, aka JiLsi, who was 
sentenced to five years in prison in the 
UK last year...

“Kevin Mitnick, dubbed the world’s 
most wanted hacker when he spent three 
years on the run from the FBI for crack-
ing into banks and telecoms companies, 
has studied all the big hacker criminal 
cases over the past 20 years. In almost 
all cases, he says, hackers have been 
turned into informants out of the desire 

to save their own skins faced with long 
prison sentences.

“’I’d say that 99.9% of informants 
are doing it because they want to reduce 
their own criminal sentences. In nearly 
every case, hackers get scared because 
they fear the government will throw the 
book at them.’

“Mitnick knows what he is talking 
about. In a forthcoming memoir, Ghost 
in the Wires, he tells how his long-term 
hacking partner, Lewis de Payne, co-
operated with the authorities . ‘We were 
close hacking partners for 20 years, so 
it was disappointing, though not exactly 
surprising. He had lots of bravado – he 
wasn’t scared, he wouldn’t cave – but the 
moment the Feds came after him, he col-
lapsed.’...

“It is the same time-worn technique 
applied to drug dealers or mobsters or 
any other community that stands out-
side the law – get the little guy to turn 
on the big guy. But it has been especially 
effective when applied to hackers who 
lack the collective resistance to police 
pressure afforded by a mafia family or 
organised drug gang. ‘Hackers like to 
talk tough behind the keyboard, but as 
soon as the handcuffs are slapped on 
them and they face federal indictment, 
everything changes,’ says Mitnick.

“The system for turning hackers 
into informants is morally corrupt, in 
Mitnick’s view, because it involves a 
material inducement. ‘The snitch is get-
ting paid in terms of less time in jail in 
exchange for their testimony. I have a 
problem with that, it’s no different to 
paying someone $10,000 for their testi-
mony, it’s still payment even if it is in 
reduced sentence not money.’” [G]

I’m not in the least surprised that 
“hackers lack the collective resistance to 
police pressure afforded by a mafia fam-
ily or organised drug gang”.  There’s no 
mention of any sanctions beyond calling 
people bad names, which is no way to 
run an underground.  Any serious under-
ground organisation survives by killing 
those who betray it, and being known to 
be willing and able to do this.  (The only 
exceptions are religious, where defec-
tors usually fear Eternal Damnation.)  

Hackers never seem to have thought 
along those lines, or if they did they 
must have decided that the issues they 
had were not worth killing for.  But on 
that basis, it was foolish for them to start 
and even more foolish of them to preen 
as future liberators from oppressive 
state systems.

Big Moon and Little Mars

Twenty years ago, the history of the 
solar system seemed simple.  Rocky 
planets like the Earth had formed near 
the sun, where it was too warm for ice 
exposed to the direct solar glare.  Big 
planets like Jupiter had formed beyond 
the ‘snow line’, sucking in vast masses 
of hydrogen and helium and becoming 
‘gas giants’.  (A term invented by science 
fiction writer James Blish, which gradu-
ally infiltrated popular science.)

It was recognised that the Earth’s 
huge moon was an oddity.  Most plan-
ets have moons, but the EarthMoon is 
gigantic compared to the planet it orbits.  
Only four moons in the solar system 
are larger than the EarthMoon: three 
of them go round Jupiter, which is 317 
times as massive as the Earth.  The 
fourth orbits Saturn, 95 times as big as 
the Earth.  Most planets are thousands of 
times bigger than their moons: the Earth 
is a mere 81 times as big as its satellite.  
If Jupiter had a moon in proportion, it 
would be nearly four times bigger than 
the Earth.  Jupiter’s biggest moon is 
Ganymede, about twice as massive as 
the EarthMoon.

It was for a long time believed that 
this was a rare accident.  Now it looks 
like such moons are common among 
rocky planets:

“Last year, researchers from the 
University of Zurich’s Institute of 
Theoretical Physics in Switzerland and 
Ryuja Morishima of the Laboratory for 
Atmospheric and Space Physics at the 
University of Colorado in the US under-
took a series of simulations to look at the 
way planets form from gas and smaller 
chunks of rock called planetesimals.

“Our own moon is widely thought to 
have formed early in the Earth’s history 
when a Mars-sized planet slammed into 
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the Earth, resulting in a disc of molten 
material encircling the Earth which 
in time coalesced into the Moon as we 
know it...

“About one in 10 rocky planets 
around stars like our Sun may host a 
moon proportionally as large as Earth’s, 
researchers say.

“Our Moon is disproportionately large 
- more than a quarter of Earth’s diameter 
- a situation once thought to be rare.

“Using computer simulations of planet 
formation, researchers have now shown 
that the grand impacts that resulted in 
our Moon may in fact be common.

“The result may also help identify 
other planets [in other solar systems] that 
are hospitable to life.” [S]

The best prospects for undiscovered 
life in our own solar system is Mars.  The 
chances would be greater if Mars were 
not such a small planet, one-ninth the 
mass of the Earth.  With stronger gravity 
it might have kept more of its air and wa-
ter.  But it seems now that this is a relic 
of the very early days of the formation of 
the planets:

“Mars formed within two to four mil-
lion years of the dawn of the Solar Sys-
tem, much faster than the Earth which 
took between 50 and 100 million years 
to reach its final size, which could ex-
plain why Mars is so small, say scientists 
reporting their discovery in the journal 
Nature. 

“Mars is just 11 percent the mass of 
Earth, yet the dynamics of planetary 
formation say that Mars should have 
grown to a comparable size as its bigger 
siblings Earth and Venus, accumulating 
mass from smaller planetesimals. But 
Mars never seemed to make it out of the 
planetary nursery. 

“’Earth was made of embryos like 
Mars, but Mars is a stranded planetary 
embryo that never collided with other 
embryos to make an Earth-like planet,’ 
says Nicolas Dauphas at the University 
of Chicago. 

“’We thought that there were no em-
bryos in the Solar System to study, but 

when we study Mars, we are studying 
embryos that eventually made planets 
like Earth,’ adds colleague Ali Pourmand 
of the University of Miami. 

“The ratios of radioactive elements 
hafnium, tungsten and thorium were key 
players in Dauphas and Pourmand’s deri-
vation of the refined age for Mars. When 
planets form, they differentiate into an 
iron-rich core and a silicate-rich mantle. 
Since tungsten likes to bond with iron, it 
can be found in the core, while hafnium 
remains in the mantle, the viscous layer 
of rock beneath a planet’s crust. Core for-
mation is thought to occur at around the 
same time that a planet reaches its final 
mass, so the tungsten isotopic ratio re-
corded in the core provides its age.” [T]

A separate but compatible study sug-
gests it was all down to Jupiter.  When 
astronomers got hard evidence of planets 
round other stars, they were astonished 
to find that many of them were ‘hot Ju-
piters’, planets as big as Jupiter or bigger, 
but closer to their star than Mercury is 
to the sun.  It was decided that they must 
have formed a long way out and then 
moved in:

“The study of exoplanets has revealed 
that certain giant planets can migrate 
near to their star. On the basis of this ob-
servation, Alessandro Morbidelli and his 
colleagues have proposed the hypothesis 
that the giant planets of our solar system 
(Jupiter and Saturn) migrated within the 
solar system before the formation of the 
terrestrial planets. The researchers based 
their study on Hansen’s work to envisage 
the following scenario: before the forma-
tion of Saturn, Jupiter could have mi-
grated towards the Sun up to the present 
position of Mars (1.5 AU from the Sun). 
It could then have pushed aside or ejected 
all the material in its path, leading to the 
formation of a ‘truncated’ 0.3 AU-wide 
disk of material, with an outer edge at 1 
AU (according to the work of Hansen). 
Saturn, once formed, may in turn have mi-
grated towards the Sun. Under its ‘influ-
ence,’ Jupiter could have ‘veered off 
track’ and migrated until it reached its 
current position (around 5 AU from the 
Sun), beyond the asteroid belt.

“Using numerous digital simulations, 
the scientists have demonstrated that the 
migrations of Jupiter and Saturn are com-

patible with the formation of the asteroid 
belt between Mars and Jupiter. In addi-
tion, they have succeeded in explaining 
the coexistence of two types of asteroids 
in this belt: some very dry, others with 
high water contents. According to the 
‘gas-driven migration’ scenario, Jupiter 
could have intercepted two populations 
of small bodies during its migrations. 
Those now situated in the inner part of 
the asteroid belt could have come from 
the zone between 1 and 3 AU from the 
Sun, whereas those located in its outer 
part could have come from a separate 
region, beyond 5 AU.” [W]

The status of Mercury remains un-
certain.  It is smaller than Mars, and also 
very dense, so that it may be the inner 
remnant of a protoplanet that suffered 
some drastic collision.  It’s only now be-
ing looked at in detail, and we don’t have 
any of its rocks to study.

We should soon have more data on 
the asteroids.  NASA’s Dawn probe is 
approaching Vesta, second biggest of the 
asteroids.  On 16th July it should start to 
orbit it and get a close look.  The most 
interesting feature we know about is a gi-
gantic crater than must have nearly shat-
tered it.  But thinking back to what the 
Voyager probes found among the outer 
moons, I’d make a guess that something 
even stranger and quite unexpected will 
also be found. 

In July 2012, the Dawn probe will 
quit Vesta and fly on to arrive in 2015 at 
Ceres, largest of all the asteroids.  That 
too should show something quite unex-
pected.

References
[A]  [http://www.tuc.org.uk/tucfiles/28/Britains_

Livelihood_Crisis.pdf]

[B]  [http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-13663778]

[C]  [http://www.washingtonpost.com/business/

economy/with-executive-pay-rich-pull-away-

from-rest-of-america/2011/06/13/AGKG9jaH_

story.html]

[D]  [http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/

may/30/strategy-of-stagnation]

[E]  [http://www.guardian.co.uk/business/2011/

jun/22/worlds-wealthiest-people-now-richer-

than-before-the-credit-crunch]

continued on page 22



Labour & Trade Union Review  17

Parliament Notes
Dick Barry

(Sick)ophantic Heights
MPs reached the heights of sycophan-

cy on 8 June when they agreed with Dav-
id Cameron, “That an humble Address be 
presented to Her Majesty on the ninetieth 
birthday of His Royal Highness the Duke 
of Edinburgh, to assure Her Majesty of 
the great pleasure felt by this House on so 
joyful an occasion. That the said Address 
be presented to Her Majesty by such Mem-
bers of the House as are of Her Majesty’s 
most honourable Privy Council or of Her 
Majesty’s Household. That a Message be 
sent to His Royal Highness the Duke of 
Edinburgh, to offer His Royal Highness 
the warmest good wishes of the House 
upon the occasion of his ninetieth birth-
day, expressing the gratitude of the nation 
for his lifetime of service to the country 
and the Commonwealth and praying that 
His Royal Highness may long continue 
in health and happiness.” A case of over 
egging the pudding. It would have saved 
a lot of time and effort if they had simply 
said, “Cheers HRH, Happy Birthday.”

 Unfortunately, convention doesn’t 
allow it and so there followed numerous 
outpourings of deference and sycophancy. 
This is Cameron referring to HRH’s long 
service: “Since the time of William the 
Conqueror there has never been a consort 
who has served for so long at the side of 
a monarch and, as such, Prince Philip has 
seen extraordinary events in life from the 
end of rationing to man landing on the 
moon, and from the end of the cold war 
to the beginning of peace in Northern Ire-
land.” Pound to a penny he didn’t have a 
ration book to hand in. But there is some-
thing missing here. Since the “beginning 
of peace in Northern Ireland” we’ve had 
the invasion of Afghanistan, Iraq and 
now, Libya. So why did Cameron omit 
them when he had described HRH as, 

“Someone who has defended his nation in 
time of war”? 

 Ed Miliband humbly followed Cam-
eron commenting that, “The Duke em-
bodies qualities of duty, loyalty, public 
service and good humour - great British 
qualities. He came from a generation who 

were prepared to sacrifice everything 
they had for this country and their val-
ues. As he approaches his 90th birthday, 
I once again pay great and humble trib-
ute to the Duke of Edinburgh for all he 
has done for Queen and country.” Many 
people, some of them known to me, did 
sacrifice everything they had in spite of 
being on the winning side, but I don’t 
recall HRH or any other member of the 
British Royal Family having sacrificed 
anything. This was pure humbug on 
Miliband’s part. Miliband also referred 
to his “unique turn of phrase”, which he 
said had become “a much-loved feature 
of modern British life“. On one occasion 
he, allegedly, commented to the matron 
of a hospital he visited in the Caribbean, 

“You have mosquitoes. I have the Press.” 
Very droll.

 And as if to prove that HRH had a 
point about the British press, Tory MP 
Michael Ellis said that, “He has borne the 
vicious cruelty, at times, of the press in 
this country with dignity and poise, and 
he has never once in public life done any-
thing to embarrass Her Majesty the Queen 
or to weaken the dignity or integrity of 
the Crown - despite the odd controversial 
remark.” Oh, really? One thinks that the 
last comment rather gives the game away. 

“The odd controversial remark” was a tad 
more than controversial, occasionally 
bordering on racist. 

But of course we know he was just 
joking, don’t we? And an anecdote from 
Labour’s Chris Bryant gave us a glimpse 
of HRH’s attitude to trade unions. Bryant 
recalled that, “Parmjit Dhanda, when he 
was Member for Gloucester, was invited 
in 2001, as I think was the current Prime 
Minister and others elected that year - it 
was our 10th anniversary yesterday - to 
Buckingham Palace, and the Duke of Ed-
inburgh went up to Parmjit and said, ‘So, 
what did you do before you got this job?’ 
Parmjit said, ‘I worked in a trade union.’ 
The Duke immediately replied, “Bugger 
all, then.’ Parmjit, somewhat offended 
and thinking that he would retaliate with 
force, asked, ‘Well, what did you do be-

fore you got this job?, to which the Duke 
replied, ‘Fought in the second world war.’ 
So, not withstanding the remarks of my 
hon. Friend the Member for Newport 
West (Paul Flynn), I think that there are 
occasions when a little humility from this 
House towards His Royal Highness is en-
tirely appropriate.” Humility, an attitude 
of mind, was not in short supply on this 
occasion.

 
Remember, Remember

On 15 June Tory backbencher Claire 
Perry presented a Bill “to designate the 
Monday after Remembrance Sunday as 
an annual bank holiday in the United 
Kingdom with effect from 2012; and for 
connected purposes.” In support Perry 
said, “This Bill would consolidate and 
entrench long-term public support for our 
armed forces. My constituency of Deviz-
es includes many of the Salisbury plain 
garrison towns and is home to more than 
10,000 members of the armed forces and 
at least the same number of service fami-
ly members. My father, both grandfathers 
and my great-grandfather served in the 
British Army. I am therefore particularly 
proud to wear a poppy in early November, 
sport various charity wristbands, attend 
homecomings and parades in both West-
minster and Wiltshire, observe the silence 
at 11am on Armistice Day, and to lay a 
wreath on Remembrance Sunday. Indeed, 
laying a wreath at the Devizes war me-
morial last November was one of the most 
solemn and thought-provoking moments 
of my new career as a Member of Parlia-
ment. I am also proud to support armed 
forces day, introduced more than two 
years ago and held in late June. I know 
that in all of this support I am joined by 
Members on both sides of this House and 
millions of people across the country.”

 But Perry is concerned that the cur-
rent support for the armed forces may 
wane a little; which is why she is propos-
ing a Remembrance Day Bank Holiday. “I 
am also concerned”, she said, “that while 
we have seen a real upwelling of support 
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for the armed forces in the last few years, 
due in no small part to the tireless work 
of the Royal British Legion who are 
Britain’s ‘custodians of remembrance’, 
as well as the work of charities such as 
Help for Heroes - headquartered in my 
constituency - SSAFA and the Army Be-
nevolent Fund, when our soldiers return 
home from their current operations it 
may be difficult to keep the momentum 
going and to ensure that we as a coun-
try deliver on our obligations under the 
military covenant. A day set aside in our 
busy calendars for remembrance, sup-
port and celebration of our armed forces 
would help to keep the support alive in 
the future.” Perry needn’t be concerned. 
As Henry Kissinger said at the time of 
the attack on Serbia in 1999, “The Brit-
ish are the last people in Europe who still 
love war.” 

 She said her’s was not “a radical sug-
gestion.” “Many other countries pay trib-
ute to their armed forces with a national 
holiday, including the United States, 
Canada, Russia, France and Israel. In-
deed, among the five countries spending 
the most on their military budgets, only 
Britain and China do not have a national 
holiday commemorating their service 
personnel - but at least in China soldiers 
get a half-day off on army day.” The list 
is noticeable for the absence of Germa-
ny. Imagine the outcry in Britain if the 
Germans had the nerve to celebrate their 
armed forces.

 
Picking A Fight

The coalition seems to be preparing 
itself for another Winter of Discontent; 
discontent of its own making. Just as 
Thatcher set a trap for Scargill and the 
miners, into which the former stubbornly 
led his members, Cameron, in the shape 
of Chief Secretary to the Treasury Danny 
Alexander, is gearing up for a fight with 
the public sector unions. Naturally, the 
coalition claims to be willing to discuss 
the proposed reforms to pensions and the 
age of retirement, but all the signs are 
that it is unwilling to move more than an 
inch or two in the unions’ direction. On 
15 June, for example, Paymaster General 
Francis Maude told MPs that, “We are 
committed to maximum engagement 
with the public sector unions to seek 
agreement on essential reforms, and 

especially to make public sector pen-
sions sustainable and among the very 
best available, as Lord Hutton, Labour’s 
Work and Pensions Secretary has recom-
mended. I am sorry that a handful of un-
ions are hellbent on pursuing disruptive 
industrial action while discussions are 
continuing. However, we have rigorous 
contingency plans in place to minimise 
disruption in the event of industrial ac-
tion.” 

 If Maude and the coalition believe 
the reforms are essential then it hardly 
seems worthwhile for the unions to 
continue with the discussions. And if 
rigorous contingency plans are already 
in place, it would appear that the coali-
tion have decided on confrontation in 
advance of any conclusion to the discus-
sions. Sure enough, three days later on 
18 June the Independent reported that the 
coalition had “repeated its warning that 
most public sector workers would have to 
work longer and pay more towards their 
retirement.” Danny Alexander argued 
that “there was no alternative to prevent 
the cost of state sector pensions soaring 
out of control.” The plans are, initially, 
to raise the pension entitlement age to 
66 by 2020 and to increase the pension 
contributions of all those earning more 
than £15,000. 

 On 15 June, Angus Maude claimed 
that the reforms would be unnecessary 
if the coalition “had not inherited the 
biggest budget deficit in the developed 
world”, but its motivation is based more 
on a determination to reduce public sec-
tor pensions to the level of those in the 
private sector, the so-called ‘race to the 
bottom‘, than a need to tackle the defi-
cit. (It seems to be a case of: why should 
public sector pensions be more generous 
than those in the private sector?). Maude 
more or less said so when he reminded 
Labour’s David Winnick that “a civil 
servant on median pay - about £23,00 

- who retires after a 40-year career, which 
is not untypical, will have a pension that 
would cost £500,000 to buy in the private 
sector. No one in the private sector has 
access to such pensions.” What; not even 
Chief Executives? 

 The current public sector pension 
scheme is said to be unsustainable in the 
long run as people are living longer, so the 
only solution, it is argued, is to increase 

employee contributions and make them 
work longer. Lumping all public sector 
pensions together is a disingenuous coali-
tion tactic. Teachers have a separate fund 
that is sustainable, but Alexander refuses 
to consider this in discussions with the 
teaching unions. Under the proposals all 
teachers will pay more into the fund and 
many will get less out, while having to 
work until they are 66. Head teachers in 
particular will be hit hard. The replace-
ment of the current final salary pension 
scheme with a career average will drasti-
cally reduce their pension. The coalition 
is adamant that incentives are needed in 
the private sector to recruit and retain 
the best talent. Why then, is it oblivious 
to this in the case of the teaching profes-
sion? Everyone knows that a good head 
teacher is worth his/her weight in gold. 
But it appears that the only gold on of-
fer to teachers is that normally found by 
a fool.

 Coalition language makes it sound 
as if the proposed industrial action - a 
one day strike by civil servants, lecturers 
and teachers was planned for June 30 - 
was solely the work of union leaders. But 
the industrial action has the support of 
most union members. And Tory MPs in 
particular have no cause to complain, for 
it was Thatcher and Co. in the 1980s who 
changed the law, insisting that industrial 
action/strikes must have the consent of a 
majority in a secret ballot. Evidence that 
one must be careful of what one wishes 
for. It’s a moot point whether the unions 
have picked the right issue for industrial 
action. One senses that striking to pre-
serve the current scheme of public sector 
pensions is unlikely to win huge public 
support, but do the unions have a choice 
given that the coalition seem hellbent on 
implementing the reforms? 

 Public sector pensions are often 
described as ‘gold plated’, but this term 
applies more accurately to MPs. Three 
years ago an MP’s basic salary was 
£60,675, and with just 20 years service 
could expect to receive around £30,000 
a year after retirement. At the time they 
were described by the Daily Mail as “far 
more generous than most public sector 
‘gold-plated schemes.”(January 9, 2008). 
MPs belong to the parliamentary pension 
scheme - a final salary scheme with a 
choice of accrual rates. MPs can choose 
to contribute at 1/40th, 1/50th or 1/60th. 
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Contribution rates are set at 11.9%, 
7.9% and 5.9% respectively. Cameron 
has hinted that the scheme should be 
brought in line with the reforms pro-
posed for the rest of the public sector, 
but to date no details have been made 
available.

 On April 1 2010, the basic salary 
of an MP was increased to £65,738, and 
on May 24 2011 responsibility for de-
termining the pay of MPs and setting 
the level of any increase in their sal-
ary was transferred (from MPs) to the 
Independent Parliamentary Standards 
Authority. (As a matter of interest, MPs 
were first paid a salary, of £400 p.a., in 
August 1911). This body has also been 
responsible for the regulation and pay-
ment of MPs’ expenses since the 2010 
General Election. Information on MPs’ 
pay, pensions and allowances is set out 
in the House of Commons Information 
Office Factsheet M5 Members Series 
(Revised May 2010), ‘Members’ pay, 
pensions and allowances’. In addition 
to a basic salary of £65,738 - Ministers, 
Select Committee Chairs, the Speaker 
and other office holders receive a higher 
salary - MPs are entitled to allowances. 
These include accommodation expenses 
of a maximum of £19,900; constituency 
office rental expenditure of a maximum 
of £12,761 for London Area MPs and 
£10,663 for all others; staffing expendi-
ture of a maximum of £109,548; and 
travel expenditure in relation to their 
parliamentary duties. Other expenses 
are also payable for subsistence in cer-
tain, carefully designed, circumstances. 

 
For The Benefit Of.....?

Osborne’s attack on benefits may 
be linked to his and Work and Pensions 
Secretary Duncan Smith’s view that 
there are too many recipients. But just 
how many are there? A Written Answer 
for 14 June revealed that, as of August 
2010, the number of families in receipt 
of child benefit in the UK was 7,798,290. 
This broke down as follows: 6,562,705 
(England), 621,615 (Scotland), 372,985 
(Wales), and 240,985 (Northern Ireland).
The number of children for which child 
benefit is claimed was 11,495,395 (Eng-
land), 1,031,795 (Scotland), 642,965 
(Wales), and 443,110 (Northern Ireland). 
Anyone seeking further information 

should consult “Child Benefit Statistics 
Geographical Analysis August 2010” at 
www.hmrc.gov.uk/stats/child_benefit/
chb-geog-aug10.pdf.

People receiving a disability allow-
ance are also the target of Osborne and 
Smith. A Written Answer for 16 June 
showed that in Great Britain in Novem-
ber 2010 there was a total of 3,181,080 
recipients of a disability allowance. This 
included 2,299,750 with a physical dis-
order and 881,330 with a mental disor-
der. Of these totals, 1,626,910 received 
an attendance allowance (1,470,120 for 
a physical disorder and 156,790 for a 
mental disorder). Significantly, Work 
and Pensions Under-Secretary Maria 
Miller was unable to estimate the 
number of people with mental health 
conditions or physical disabilities who 
have had their disability living allow-
ance withdrawn.

 The numbers and costs of benefit 
recipients clearly disturbs the coalition. 
In the past five years there have been 
over 400,000 new disability allow-
ance claimants per year. (430,900 in 
2006-07; 448,100 in 2007-08; 472,200 
in 2008-09; 483,000 in 2009-10; and 
441,300 in 2010-11). Not all of these will 
have had their claims approved, but the 
perception among MPs and the public is 
that the system is being widely abused. 
Rather than seek work, significant num-
bers are content to live on benefits which 
are believed to be too generous. This 
perception is encouraged by the popular 
press, particularly the Daily Mail. Dun-
can Smith therefore intends to move as 
many as possible off benefits and into 
work. A tall order given the scarcity of 
work for able-bodied people, let alone 
those receiving incapacity benefits. 

 Health care professionals, em-
ployed by Atos Healthcare, a private 
sector body with a £500m contract with 
the Department of Work and Pensions, 
are assessing the ability to work of ben-
efit recipients. Minister of State Chris 
Grayling told MPs on 27 June that, “A 
decision on employment and support al-
lowance benefit entitlement is made by 
a DWP decision-maker, based on advice 
from a specifically trained health care 
professional from Atos Healthcare, who 
are abele to provide independent and 
robust advice regarding an individual’s 

functional ability.” However, this “inde-
pendent and robust advice” is driven by a 
necessity to declare fit for work as many 
claimants as possible. In other words, it 
is target driven. For example, a number 
of blogs suggest that Atos Healthcare 
have, in the past, ‘massaged’ informa-
tion from benefit recipients in order to 
make them appear capable of work.

 Note: Atos Healthcare is a division 
of the French conglomerate, Atos Ori-
gin. Its website boasts that “Atos Health-
care is a UK leader in the delivery of 
disability assessment and occupational 
health services.” It claims that, “If you 
want a rewarding job combining your 
healthcare skills with regular hours, 
Atos Healthcare offers the best of both 
worlds. Over 2,000 registered doctors, 
nurses and physiotherapists have joined 
our clinical team already. If you’ve got 
at least 3 years general medical experi-
ence, you could work full or part-time 
hours with no shifts, nights or compul-
sory weekends.” The benefits (perks) of 
joining Atos Healthcare, including pri-
vate medical care, are set out, but there 
is no indication of salaries which are 
probably personally agreed. 

 On 20 June, Maria Miller was 
asked what support is planned to “pro-
vide people moving from incapacity 
benefits onto employment and support 
allowance and job seeker’s allowance 
in finding employment.” Miller’s reply 
was interesting for the choice of words. 
“Moving onto more active benefits will 
give our customers a real opportunity to 
get back to work. Whether on employ-
ment and support allowance (ESA) or 
job seeker’s allowance (JSA), we will 
ensure that they receive all the support 
they need, tailored to their particular 
circumstances.” But “a real opportunity 
to get back to work” means forcing them 
to seek work by reducing their benefits. 
In the words of Ian Duncan Smith, ut-
tered at the time he introduced his wel-
fare reforms: “We will make sure that 
work always pays.” 

 Further clarification on work capa-
bility assessments was provided on June 
21 by Work and Pensions Minister Chris 
Grayling who told MPs, “Everyone who 
claims employment and support allow-
ance (ESA) will undergo periodic work 
capability assessments (WCA) to as-
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certain whether they still meet the con-
ditions for the benefit. This is because 
entitlement to ESA is based on an in-
dividual’s functional ability rather than 
the condition itself. Even individuals 
with lifetime impairments may be able 
to adapt to those conditions and take up 
some work.” This is clearly intended to 
sift the bogus claimants from the genu-
ine. 

 
Extremism: A Hard Definition

On June 7, after six months delibera-
tions, the coalition delivered its strategy 
to, in the words of Home Secretary Ter-
esa May, “stop people becoming terror-
ists or supporting terrorism.” Teresa May 
told MPs, “Last year I launched a review 
of the existing counter-radicalisation 
strategy known as Prevent. That review 
found that the Prevent programme that 
we inherited from the previous Govern-
ment was flawed. It confused Govern-
ment policy to promote integration with 
Government policy to prevent terrorism. 
It failed to tackle the extremist ideology 
that not only undermines the cohesion 
of our society, but inspires would-be 
terrorists to seek to bring death and 
destruction to our towns and cities. In 
trying to reach out to those at risk of 
radicalisation, funding sometimes even 
reached the very extremist organisations 
that Prevent should have confronting. 
We will not make the same mistakes. 

Our new strategy is guided by a 
number of key principles. Prevent 
should remain an integral part of our 
counter-terrorism strategy, Contest, a 
full up-date of which we will publish 
later this summer. Its aim should be to 
stop people becoming terrorists or sup-
porting terrorism. Prevent should ad-
dress all forms of terrorism, including 
the extreme rightwing.” May went on to 
say, “The majority of Prevent resources 
and efforts will therefore be devoted to 
stopping people joining or supporting 
al-Qaeda, its affiliates or like-minded 
groups. But Prevent must also recognise 
and tackle the insidious impact of non-
violent extremism, which can create an 
atmosphere conducive to terrorism and 
can popularise views that terrorists ex-
ploit.”

 The Prevent strategy will have three 

objectives. First, “Prevent will respond to 
the ideological challenge and the threat 
from those who promote it.” Secondly, 
“Prevent will stop individuals being 
drawn into terrorism and will ensure that 
they are given appropriate advice and 
support.” Thirdly, Prevent “will work 
with sectors and institutions where there 
are risks of radicalisation.” This is all 
very well, but how will it actually work in 
practice. Where is the detail? It seems to 
be based more on hope than experience. 
How, for example, will the coalition, the 
police or the security services, know 
when an individual has joined al-Qaeda 
or supports its objectives? Do they carry 
membership/supporter cards? If al-Qaeda 
is an ideology, how will it be eliminated? 
It seems that people who merely express 
extreme views will be singled out for 
special treatment. If so, will this include 
members/supporters of the BNP and 
the English Defence League? May said 
Prevent should address all forms of ter-
rorism, including the extreme right wing. 
This sounds as if May believes that hold-
ing extreme right wing views is a form of 
terrorism. 

 Tory backbencher Julian Lewis 
drew a distinction between breaking the 
law and holding extreme views when he 
said, “During the cold war, Governments 
of Labour and Conservative persuasions 
differentiated between communists who 
were subversive and broke the law and 
communists who preached a totalitarian 
philosophy. Does my right hon. Friend 
agree that it is the job of the police and 
of the Security Service to deal with those 
Islamists or, as I prefer to call them, un-
Islamic extremists who break the law, but 
that the job of Prevent must be to destroy 
the philosophical basis of the perversion 
of the religion that they seek to convey?” 
Quite how one destroys the philosophical 
basis of a religion without actually de-
stroying the religion may be a challenge 
too far for Prevent.

 And Labour’s Tristram Hunt sound-
ed a note of caution on defining British 
values to which May constantly referred. 
“May I urge the Home Secretary to pro-
ceed with caution on defining British val-
ues? The history of Britain also involves 
the denial of democracy, the denial of the 
rule of law and the denial of equal rights 
in many nations around the world, and 
for the Home Secretary to define what 

is and is not British values is treacher-
ous territory.” But May and Tory back-
bencher Sajid Javid would have none of 
this. The latter pleading with the Home 
Secretary to “make it absolutely clear that 
this Government will only work with and 
fund groups that accept the British way 
of life, our democracy and our values?” 
Just how we can know that every funded 
group accepts the British way of life is 
not clear. And who is to be the arbiter? 
The police, the Security Services or the 
Home Secretary? Weaning people away 
from terrorism is a laudable objective, 
but let’s not pretend it is anything other 
than supremely difficult. Politicians who 
support the invasion of Muslim countries 
ought to know this better than the rest of 
us. 

 
Cameron’s Animal Tendency

MPs voted on 23 June for a ban on 
performing wild animals in circuses. This 
may not appear to be an issue of monu-
mental political significance to readers of 
PNs; they’re just animals after all, aren’t 
they? It did however reveal an authori-
tarian streak in David Cameron that has 
been publicly absent to date. In the wild, 
animals can look after their own interests. 
But in a domestic setting such as a circus, 
someone or some body has to care for the 
animal’s interests, which are not neces-
sarily best served by circus owners who, 
by necessity, keep them caged outside 
working hours. However, the question is 
whether we approve of humans deriving 
pleasure from the exploitation of wild 
animals. Henry Williamson, author of 
‘Tarka the Otter’ and other animal stories, 
once famously said that he was not sen-
timental about animals. This was erro-
neously assumed that he was indifferent 
to cruelty to animals. But it was said in 
reference to the behaviour of animals in 
their natural setting where, to the human 
eye, acts of cruelty are perpetrated.

 The Commons debate itself was not 
without cruelty or controversy. Tory MP 
Mark Pritchard, one of the three cross-
party signatories to a motion to direct 
the Government to introduce a ban, was 
threatened by Cameron’s office with a life 
sentence on the backbenches if he went 
ahead with his support for a ban. But 
showing more backbone than any of his 
Labour equivalents had displayed during 
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New Labour’s regime, Pritchard refused 
to be cowed. His comments during the 
debate included an attack on Cameron 
and deserve to be read in full. 

 “It has been an interesting few days. 
It remains a mystery why the Govern-
ment have mounted such a concerted 
operation to stop a vote on this motion, 
or indeed a vote on any amendment that 
would allow a ban on wild animals in 
circuses. I was flexible on amendments.” 
At this point Labour’s Denis McShane 
intervened to say, “I am grateful to the 
hon. Gentleman. Will he confirm that he 
and his Conservative colleagues who are 
in favour of helping the lions and tigers 
have been put under pressure not just by 
the lance corporals of the Whips Office, 
but directly from No. 10, the heart of 
Government? 

What is it with our Prime Minister 
that he should have no affection for the 
lions and tigers waiting to be released 
from caged imprisonment?” Pritchard 
told McShane, “All I can say is that 
64% of Members of this House sup-
port a ban on wild animals in circuses. 
I cannot speak for the Prime Minister; 
he can speak for himself. It has been 
an interesting week. This is a Govern-
ment who have said from the outset that 
they want to reassert the authority of 
Parliament. This is a Government who 
have said they want to listen to people. 
Some 92% of the British public want a 
ban on wild animals in circuses. More 
than 200 Members of this House have 
signed an early-day motion supporting 
a ban, and in a YouGov poll for Dods, 
64% of Members of this House have 
said that they want a ban, so why are the 
Government not listening to the will of 
this House and, more importantly, the 
will of the people?

 At this juncture Lib Dem Don Fos-
ter asked, “On the hon. Gentleman’s 
point about the Government wanting to 
reassert the importance of this House, 
will he explain why they still appear to 
be claiming that Europe could somehow 
intervene and prevent us from acting? 
Will he also confirm that the relevant 
commissioner said only a few days ago 
that responsibility for the welfare of 
circus animals remains in this country, 
with this House.“ (Foster was referring 
to a Ministerial answer given the same 

day to a question from Labour’s John 
Spellar. Minister of State Jim Paice said, 

“The very strong legal advice that we 
have received is that a total ban on wild 
animals in circuses might well be seen 
as disproportionate measure under Ar-
ticle 16 of the European Services Direc-
tive 2006 and a breach of Article 1 Pro-
tocol 1 of the European Convention on 
Human Rights which was incorporated 
into United Kingdom law by the Human 
Rights Act 1998.”) Later in his speech, 
Pritchard rejected the Government’s 
view on the European Services Direc-
tive, claiming that the European Com-
mission had denied that a ban would be 
in breach of it. And he challenged the 
Government to test its opinion in the 
courts that a ban might breach circus 
owners’ property rights under the Hu-
man Rights Act. 

 Following this further interruption, 
Pritchard carried on to say, “ I want to 
focus on the interesting past few days. 
On Monday, in return for amending my 
motion, dropping it or not calling a vote 
on it - and we are not talking about a 
major defence issue, an economic issue 
or public sector reform; we are talking 
about the ban on wild animals in cir-
cuses - I was offered a reward, an incen-
tive. If I had amended my motion and 
not called for a ban, I would have been 
offered a job. Not as a Minister, so those 
who are competing should not panic. It 
was a pretty trivial job, like most of the 
ones I have had - at least, probably, until 
30 minutes from now. I was offered in-
centive and reward on Monday, and then 
it was ratcheted, until last night, when 
I was threatened. I had a call from the 
Prime Minister’s office directly. I was 
told that the Prime Minister himself 
had said that unless I withdrew this mo-
tion, he would look upon it very dimly 
indeed.”

 “Well, I have message for the 
Whips and for the Prime Minister of our 
country - and I did not pick a fight with 
the Prime Minister of our country, but 
I have a message. I may be just a little 
council house lad from a very poor back-
ground, but that background gives me 
backbone, it gives me a thick skin, and 
I’m not going kowtow to the Whips or 
even the Prime Minister of my country 
on an issue I feel passionately about and 
on which I have conviction. There might 

be some people with other backbones in 
this place, on our side and the other side, 
who will speak later, but we need a gen-
eration of politicians with a bit of spine, 
not jelly. I will not be bullied by any of 
the Whips. This is an issue on which I 
have campaigned for many years. In the 
previous Parliament I had an Adjourn-
ment debate and I spoke in the passage 
of the Animal Welfare Act 2006. I have 
consistently campaigned on this issue, 
and I will not kowtow to unnecessary 
pressure, disproportionate pressure.”

 Footnote. Mark Pritchard was 
elected to Parliament for The Wrekin 
in 2005. He is a joint secretary of the 
1922 Committee of backbench right-
wing Tory MPs. One of Cameron’s ear-
liest moves was to seek to abolish the 
Committee, which he regarded as an 
irritant. Pritchard’s main political inter-
ests are listed as defence, cyber-security, 
homeland security, foreign relations 
and counter-terrorism. Such narrow, 
interlinked interests may be partly due 
to The Wrekin being home to a range of 
key military establishments. These are: 
RAF Cosford; the Defence College of 
Aeronautical Engineering; MOD Don-
nington, which houses the Defence Sup-
port Group, one of the country’s largest 
defence equipment support providers; 
the Defence Storage and Distribution 
Agency; and the Army Base Repair 
Organisation. His Parliamentary voting 
record includes, opposing a wholly elect-
ed House of Lords; supporting greater 
autonomy for schools; supporting an in-
vestigation into the Iraq war; opposing 
the introduction of ID cards; supporting 
a replacement for Trident; and opposing 
more EU integration. His official web-
site displays a smiling Pritchard against 
a Union Jack background.

 
Truth And War

Foreign Office Minister Alistair 
Burt was asked on 23 June what plans 
he had to impose further sanctions on 
Syria. Given the dire situation in Syria, 
widely reported by the press and visu-
ally presented on TV, Burt’s response 
was deeply disturbing. He told MPs, 
“The Government, together with our 
EU partners, are working to expand re-
strictive measures on the Syrian regime 
with a view to achieving a fundamental 
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change of policy should the Syrian leader-
ship choose not to change swiftly its cur-
rent path of violent repression against the 
civilian population. The Government have 
taken a prominent role in introducing an EU 
travel ban and assets freeze on 23 individu-
als, including President Assad, in the Syr-
ian regime. We utterly condemn the indis-
criminate violence perpetrated by the Syr-
ian regime against peaceful demonstrators. 
President Assad’s speech on 20 June was 
disappointing and unconvincing. If Presi-
dent Assad is to restore any credibility the 
Syrian people need to see concrete action, 
not vague promises. We have been clear that 
rapid and real implementation of substantial 
reforms, addressing the legitimate demands 
of peaceful Syrian protestors, is what is 
urgently needed. There must also be an im-
mediate end to violence by Syrian security 
forces, the release of all political prisoners, 
an end to the torture and abuse of those who 
remain in detention and access given to in-
ternational humanitarian agencies.”

 If Libya was substituted for Syria it is 
unlikely Burt would adopt the same plead-
ing attitude. Burt must be aware, as anyone 
following the situation in Syria would be, 
that Assad has no intention of conceding 
the protestors’ demands. He must also be 
aware that at least 11,000 Syrians, who 
lived close to the Turkish border, are now 
being sheltered in Turkish refugee camps, 
and that, according to human rights groups, 
around 1,400 (unarmed) civilians have been 
killed since the protests began in March this 
year. Now contrast this with Britain’s stance 
on Libya where a civil war is being fought, 
with Britain arming the rebels who are 
demanding exactly the same as the protes-
tors in Syria. And read the stories, many 
of them manufactured, about the brutality 
of Gaddafi’s regime. The journalist Patrick 
Cockburn has written extensively on this. 
In THE INDEPENDENT on 24 June he 
wrote, “Human Rights organisations have 
cast doubt on claims of mass rape and other 
abuses by forces loyal to Colonel Muam-
mar Gaddafi, which have been widely used 
to justify Nato’s war in Libya. Nato leaders, 
opposition groups and the media have pro-
duced a stream of stories since the start of 
the insurrection on 15 February, claiming 
the Gaddafi regime has ordered mass rapes, 
used foreign mercenaries and employed 
helicopters against civilian protestors. An 
investigation by Amnesty International 
has failed to find evidence for these human 
rights violations and in many cases has dis-

credited or cast doubt on them.”

 And writing in THE INDEPENDENT 
ON SUNDAY on 26 June, under a heading 
‘Don’t believe everything you see and read 
about Gaddadfi’, Cockburn told how diffi-
cult, if not impossible, it was for journalists 
to get into Bahrain, Syria and Yemen. Libya 
on the other hand is slightly easier, Beng-
hazi being reachable from Egypt. Journal-
ists can also go to Tripoli where, Cockburn 
reported, “the government allows a care-
fully monitored press corps to operate 
under strict supervision.” “Having arrived 
in these two cities”, he said, “the ways in 
which journalists report diverge sharply. 
Everybody reporting out of Tripoli express-
es understandable scepticism about what 
government minders seek to show them as 
regards civilian casualties caused by Nato 
air strikes or demonstrations of support for 
Gaddafi. By way of contrast, the foreign 
press corps in Benghazi, capital of the rebel-
held territory, shows surprising credulity 
towards more subtle but equally self-serv-
ing stories from the rebel government or its 
sympathisers.” 

 Cockburn wrote further about the skill 
of the Libyan insurgents in dealing with the 
press. “The Libyan insurgents were adept at 
dealing with the press from an early stage 
and this included skilful propaganda to put 
the blame for unexplained killings on the 
other side. One story, to which credence 
was given by the foreign media early on in 
Benghazi, was that eight to 10 government 
troops who refused to shoot protestors were 
executed by their own side. Their bodies 
were shown on TV. But Donatella Rovera, 
senior crisis response adviser for Amnesty 
International, says there is strong evidence 
for a different explanation. She says ama-
teur video shows them alive after they were 
captured, suggesting it was the rebels who 
killed them.” 

 Cockburn concludes his piece with the 
following: “There is nothing particularly sur-
prising about the rebels in Benghazi making 
things up or producing dubious witnesses to 
Gaddafi’s crimes. They are fighting a war 
against a despot they fear and hate and they 
will understandably use black propaganda 
as a weapon of war. But it does show naivety 
on the part of the foreign media, who almost 
universally sympathise with the rebels, that 
they swallow whole so many atrocity stories 
fed to them by the rebel authorities and their 
sympathisers.” Cockburn’s caution could 

equally be applied to British Government 
Ministers and many MPs. But in war, as in 
peace, many of us prefer ignorance to facts, 
when the latter are too much to bear.

 The Unemployment Scourge

The demonstrations across the Middle 
East and North Africa were also driven by 
economic factors, with high unemploy-
ment and low job prospects affecting young 
people in particular. A Written Answer for 
7 June revealed the varying levels of unem-
ployment (and poverty) in 19 countries in 
the region. In alphabetical order, the rate of 
unemployment (in the year stated) and the 
proportion of population below the National 
Poverty Line, was as follows: Algeria 11.3% 
(2008) and 22.6%; Bahrain 15% (2010) no 
poverty figure provided (npfp); Egypt 9.4% 
(2009) and 16.6%; Iran 10.5% (2008) npfp; 
Iraq 17.5% (2006) and 22.9%; Jordan 12.9% 
(2009) and 14.2%; Kuwait 1.6% (2010) 
npfp; Lebanon 9% (2007) npfp; Libya 
30% (2004) npfp; Mauritania 7.3% (2008) 
and 46.3%; Morocco 10% (2009) and 19%; 
Oman 15%(2010) npfp; Occupied Palestin-
ian Territories 26% (2008) and 21.9%; Qa-
tar 0.5% (2007) npfp; Saudi Arabia 5.4% 
(2009) npfp; Syria 8.4% (2007) npfp; Tuni-
sia 14.2% (2008) and 7.6% UAE 4% (2008) 
npfp; and Yemen 15% (2008) and 41.8%.
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New Lanark is a wonderful and 
inspiring place to visit! The chief at-
traction is a World Heritage Site based 
on the factory run by Robert Owen. 
Owen is described in Engels’ Social-
ism, Utopian and Scientific, as one of 
the three main utopian forebears of 
Marx and Engels. However, Owen was 
the least utopian of the three, and tried 
virtually all the possibilities available 
to someone wanting to better the lot 
of working people around the begin-
ning of the 19th century. The factory 
at New Lanark was the place where 
he first made a name for himself. The 
factory itself was a fairly conventional 
cotton mill, based on the water power 
supplied by the Clyde falls. I had an 
image of a grim place at the side of a 
wide, polluted river, but the Clyde at 
New Lanark is better thought of as a 
very large stream. It runs through a 
most beautiful wooded valley. It still 
supplies power to New Lanark, but to-
day it does this by powering a turbine 
which produces electricity.

Owen secured backing from Jer-
emy Bentham and from Quakers, who 
agreed to take a lower cut of profits 
than could be made from cotton man-
ufacturing at the time. He used the 
freedom that this gave him to run his 
factory in a decent way. No physical 
punishment of workers was permitted, 
contrary to the practice at the time. 
Instead he had a system where above 
each workstation there was a cube col-
oured differently on each of the four 
visible sides, and the overseer would 
arrange that the side appropriate to 
the worker’s performance would be 
displayed. This doesn’t sound much 
of an incentive, but apparently worked 
very well. Factory owners at the time 
frequently paid workers in part or in 
whole in tokens which could only be 
retained at the company store, where, 
typically, shoddy goods were sold 
at high prices. At Owen’s store good 
quality merchandise was on sale at just 
a little over wholesale prices, and any 
profit from the store was distributed to 

the customers. Although this was not 
actually the foundation of the modern 
co-operative stores, the principle was 
similar. The actual store can still be 
seen at New Lanark today, together 
with a range of merchandise similar to 
that on sale in Owen’s day. 

Owen also provided decent hous-
ing for his workers, with two rooms 
per family instead of one. He took 
great pride in the school room that he 
set up for the children of the work-
ers. It can still be seen today and was 
a lovely airy room with lots of visual 
displays and pleasant views of the 
river and wooded valley outside. Visi-
tors came from all over Europe to see 
New Lanark and were particularly 
impressed by the way that the children 
were healthy, natural, graceful, and, 
of course, better educated than would 
normally be the case for the children 
of working people at the time. Owen’s 
workers also got medical attention. 
Because I am disabled I get care from 
a care agency, and shamefully it offers 
the people who work for it conditions 
which in many respects are worse than 
those provided by Robert Owen two 
centuries ago.

Visitors can see some of the origi-
nal machinery in operation. A further 
attraction is Robert Owen’s house, 
which although considerably larger 
than those of his workers, is quite 
modest by the general standards of 
mill owners, and is just up the road 
from the mill. If you get bored with 
all the history there is a beautiful walk 
through a wooded valley along the side 
of the Clyde.

The information about the factory, 
community and about Robert Owen 
himself seems designed for school-
children. Little is said about Robert 
Owen’s subsequent career, which is a 
shame. He spent a great deal of time 

lobbying the unreformed Parliament 
for legislation to improve working 
conditions, whic eventually resulted 
in the Factory Act of 1819. This was 
a landmark insofar as it was the first 
legislative attempt to improve working 
conditions, but it was so diluted by the 
time it reached the statute book as to 
be useless. This led to Owen focusing 
on alternative ways to ameliorate the 
lot of working people. He first became 
involved in setting up utopian com-
munities, of which the main one was 
at New Harmony in the United States. 
He sank most of his fortune into this 
experiment, which rapidly failed. 
When he returned to England he be-
came involved in the setting up of the 
Grand National Consolidated Trades 
Union of 1834, which was the first 
serious attempt at setting up a general 
trade union. This also failed quite rap-
idly. Owen advocated his early social-
ist views in a series of writings.

Some of the factory has been con-
verted into a hotel, which is a very 
pleasant place to stay, and charges 
about £89 for two people sharing a dou-
ble room with a full Scottish breakfast. 
New Lanark is about a twenty minute 
drive away from Glasgow, so the hotel 
could also be used as a base for touring 
the attractions of Scotland’s second 
city.

I am not sure of the effect on other 
visitors, but my brief stay at New Lan-
ark left me feeling angry that we can’t 
do better than Robert Owen two cen-
turies later, despite the vast increase 
in wealth since that time. Admittedly 
some of the arrangements at New Lan-
ark were a bit paternalistic, and people 
these days expect secondary and uni-
versity education as well as primary 
education, but one feels that if Owen 
could return he would not be overly 
impressed with social progress since 
his day. The struggle for socialism, let 
alone that against the idiocy of the coa-
lition government, remains thoroughly 
worthwhile.

New Lanark
Travel

Mark Cowling
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The National Security Strategy 
assesses “international terrorism” 
to be the greatest threat to Britain 
today.  Other Tier One threats are 
“cyber attacks”, “a major accident 
or natural hazard” and “an inter-
national military crisis between 
states, drawing in the UK”.  (How 
the latter can be regarded as a 
threat is a mystery, since the UK 
has a perfect defence to it, namely, 
don’t be drawn in.)

Tier Two: The National Security Council 
considered the following groups of risks to 
be the next highest priority looking ahead, 
taking account of both likelihood and impact. 
(For example, a CBRN attack on the UK by 
a state was judged to be low likelihood, but 
high impact.) 

• An attack on the UK or its Oversees 
Territories by another state or proxy using 
chemical, biological, radiological or nuclear 
(CBRN) weapons. 

• Risk of major instability, insur-
gency or civil war overseas which creates 
an environment that terrorists can exploit to 
threaten the UK. 

• A significant increase in the level of 
organised crime affecting the UK. 

• Severe disruption to information 
received, transmitted or collected by satel-
lites, possibly as the result of a deliberate at-
tack by another state. 

Tier Three: The National Security Coun-
cil considered the following groups of risks 
to be the next highest priority after taking ac-
count of both likelihood and impact. 

• A large scale conventional military 
attack on the UK by another state (not involv-
ing the use of CBRN weapons) resulting in 
fatalities and damage to infrastructure within 
the UK. 

• A significant increase in the level 

of terrorists, organised criminals, illegal im-

migrants and illicit goods trying to cross the 
UK border to enter the UK. 

• Disruption to oil or gas supplies to 
the UK, or price instability, as a result of war, 
accident, major political upheaval or deliber-
ate manipulation of supply by producers. 

• A major release of radioactive ma-
terial from a civil nuclear site within the UK 
which affects one or more regions. 

• A conventional attack by a state on 
another NATO or EU member to which the 
UK would have to respond. 

• An attack on a UK overseas terri-
tory as the result of a sovereignty dispute or a 
wider regional conflict. 

• Short to medium term disruption to 
international supplies of resources (e.g. food, 
minerals) essential to the UK. 

The Strategic Defence and Security Re-
view, entitled Securing Britain in an Age of 
Uncertainty, [7], published on 19 October 
2010, is supposed to set out the means of 
achieving the ends laid down in the National 
Security Strategy.  

£36.9Bn in 2010/11NSS extracts

0.5 The National Security Strategy of the 
United Kingdom is: to use all our national 
capabilities to build Britain’s prosperity, ex-
tend our nation’s influence in the world and 
strengthen our security.

0.8 This strategy for maintaining British 
security and influence in the world is charac-
terised by the new National Security Council. 

… The National Security Council has reached 
a clear conclusion that Britain’s national in-
terest requires us to reject any notion of the 
shrinkage of our influence.

0.9 We must be a nation that is able to 
bring together all the instruments of national 
power to build a secure and resilient UK and 
to help shape a stable world.

2.1 Britain will continue to play an active 
and engaged role in shaping global change.

SDSR extracts

Our country has always had global re-
sponsibilities and global ambitions.

We face a severe terrorist threat that has 
origins at home and overseas.

We will continue to be one of very few 
countries able to deploy a self-sustaining, 
properly equipped brigade-sized force any-
where around the world and sustain it indefi-
nitely.

2. Tackle at root the causes of instability. 
To deliver this we require: 

• an effective international develop-
ment programme making the optimal contri-
bution to national security within its overall 
objective of poverty reduction, with the De-
partment for International Development fo-
cussing significantly more effort on priority 
national security and fragile states 

• civilian and military stabilisation 
capabilities that can be deployed early to-
gether to help countries avoid crisis or deal 
with conflict 

• targeted programmes in the UK, 
and in countries posing the greatest threat to 
the UK, to stop people becoming terrorists. 

• defending our interests by project-
ing power strategically and through expedi-
tionary interventions

A Queen Elizabeth-class carrier, operat-
ing the most modern combat jets, will give 
the UK the ability to project military power 
more than 700 nautical miles over land as 
well as sea, from anywhere in the world. Both 
the US and France, for example, have used 
this freedom of manoeuvre to deliver combat 
airpower in Afghanistan from secure carrier 
bases in the Arabian Gulf and Indian Ocean.

Vichy Britain: the truth exposed by 
WikiLeaks (by Neli Clark)

http://www.thefirstpost.co.uk/72400,news-
comment,news-politics,wikileaks-has-exposed-vi-
chy-britain-and-our-pro-american-elite-special-re-
lationship

Manningham-buller
National Security - an overview


