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of finding a way to work together to get elected. But it is the 
Euro elections which are the most imminent.

As Henry McCubbin’s analysis of the state of play in Europe 
shows, we are about the only country with no decent left option 
on the ballot paper. The Greens might pick up a couple of seats 
and we have a new trade union-backed initiative, but that’s it. 
By the time you read this there will have been the launch of a 
party called “no2eu – yes to democracy” . It has four central 
slogans: Say no to the Lisbon Treaty (defend democracy across 
europe); Say yes to workers rights (resist the EU turning human 
beings into commodities to be shunted around Europe while 
local workers are excluded from being able to provide for their 
families); Keep out the BNP (resist the fascist threat to exploit 
the current economic crisis to promote racist political ends); 
Defend public services (such as post offices and the NHS and 
renationalise Britain’s railways). The financial support comes 
from the RMT but the principle is supported by The Socialist 
Party, the Communist Party of Britain; The Morning Star; 
Solidarity: Scotland’s Socialist Movement, the Alliance for Green 
Socialism, Respect Renewal and Respect. This is something, 
but it is very much a last-gasp attempt. It is a short life party 
with a very loose coalition and it exists because of the failure of 
the left in Britain and not because of its successes.

But at least it’s a recognition of the problems we face as we try 
to achieve real change. We may not be excited about Europe but 
at least we realise the failure in our politics. The Euro elections 
may not stimulate much interest in Scotland, but at least we 
can see the rest of Europe taking a lead and trying something 
different. It may prove to be a start.

scottishleftreviewIssue 51 March/April 2009

Contents

Comment ........................................................2
Left to Europe..................................................4
Henry McCubbin

For the people by the people?............................8
Ed Walsh

Can we afford the Pound?..............................11
Drew Scott

United we stand.............................................14
John Monks

Brussels - insulated with cash......................16
Kim Bizzarri and Will Dinan

Fog in the channel: Europe cut off................18
Robert Beveridge

Watched. Everywhere....................................20 
Tony Bunyan

Our collective prosperity................................23 
Dave Moxham

Comment
Sometimes it can be exasperating being of the left in Britain. 

First of all you live through three decades in which right-
wing neoliberal capitalism sweeps all other ideologies before it, 
conquering the world and redrawing it in its own image. Then, 
just as neoliberalism falls apart under the weight of its own 
stupid dogma, we look up to discover that there is nothing in 
Britain left to challenge it.

Of course everyone wants to pretend there is an answer. The 
CBI and the Federation of Small Businesses think that to cure 
the disease we simply need another firm dose of the medicine 
which caused it – although even they have given up on the ‘don’t 
regulate us’ line. The political parties are all running exactly the 
same policies as before but claiming that this is ‘the right thing 
to do’ via a number of rather uncomfortable contortions. These 
are statements like “our strategy was right before the downturn 
and it is even more right now” or “our values haven’t changed, 
the crisis is a global phenomenon and we’re the people to deal 
with it” or (most honestly from the Tories) “we don’t really know 
what to do but we can’t be worse than this lot”. So we can all 
vote for the continuity candidate and the beauty is that we don’t 
even need to make our minds up – wherever we put our cross 
it’s going to be a continuity candidate.

So we have a political class frozen in impotent denial, a left 
which has proved incapable of producing an alternative and a 
media which knows the games up but still won’t really allow 
serious talk of alternatives. Oh, and a string of elections which 
could not seem more futile if they were Zimbabwean. In the next 
two years we in Scotland will have a chance to elect a European 
Parliament without a proper left party, a Westminster election 
where the options are all on the right and a Scottish election in 
which all the options have managed somehow or other to leave 
the impression of drift, chaos and more of the same. It is the 
Scottish Parliament situation which may be most frustrating 
– Labour failing to develop an independent identity, the SNP 
becoming more ‘New SNP’ by the day (literacy testing for all 
S4s because the Daily Mail is unhappy?), the Lib Dems in a state 
best described as ‘confused’ and the smaller parties incapable 
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Wales Assembly member for Wales South Central. Leanne is a 
socialist activist who is her party’s environment spokesperson 
and has been an Assembly member since 2003.

It is hoped that soon this will be followed up with the 
establishment of a Welsh Left Review (or similar), run along 
the lines of the SLR.  At a time when it has never been more 
important for radicals to reach out to each other, we are 
enthused by this development and will keep you up to date with 
developments.
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Our Friends in Wales
The Scottish Left Review celebrated its 50 issue last issue.  In 
that time we have tried to cover Scottish society, politics and 
culture from a radical perspective. We are grateful for all the 
support we have received in Scotland but also for the extent to 
which we have been able to reach out beyond Scotland. We were 
therefore delighted when a group of people in Wales contacted 
us expressing an interest in setting up something equivalent.

The first outcome of this is that we are pleased to welcome 
to the editorial board Leanne Wood who is the Plaid Cymru 
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left to europe
Henry McCubbin looks at the development of new left parties and the manifestos 

of left groupings to see what potential there is for European socialists. So long 
as they don’t live in Britain of course.

2009, the year for elections to the European Parliament, 
promises to be a year to be remembered for the 

existing political order driving their respective economies into a 
massive slump. Large sections of the population of Europe feel 
themselves to be unrepresented as these dire developments 
unfold and people are left by the media with more reports 
on the American Presidential political process than that at 
home. Where previously we had parties competing on ideas 
we now have them fighting over one idea, that surrounding the 
Washington consensus. There is clearly a wide vacuum in official 
politics, which has proved itself incapable of defending peace, 
jobs and democracy. But alternatives are beginning to emerge. 
From its beginnings in Germany, the movement to create Left 
Parties which can represent this fundamental disquiet about 
the effects of gathering slump, and official militarism, has been 
steadily advancing. Die Linke, the German Left Party, is led by 
Oskar Lafontaine, the SPD’s candidate for Federal Chancellor 
in 1990, and Lothar Bisky, former Chairman of the Party of 
Democratic Socialism (PDS), which grew up in East Germany 
during the 1990s after the Berlin Wall came down. Die Linke 
has been advancing with phenomenal speed from one regional 
election to the next - its Federal Parliamentary group includes 
54 deputies, making it the fourth largest in the Bundestag. Now 
there has been an initiative in France to create an answering 
response to developments in Germany, with the formation 
of a new Party of the Left (Parti de Gauche). Three thousand 
people joined in the founding conference in Paris, and already 
they have some presence in sixty different departements. Left 
Parties are now appearing all over the place. In Greece, Syriza, 
a federation led by Alecos Alavanos won fourteen seats in the 
Greek General Election of 2007, and has gathered substantial 
support among young people. In Portugal and the Netherlands 
strong Left Parties are already establishing themselves. These 
and similar developments will give especial importance to the 
European Elections which are to be held in June 2009. What will 
be the response of the British Left to these developments? 

Of course, it takes time to form a new Party from the fragments 
of old struggles. The French, and the Germans, have both built 
their alliance from movements within the old political system. It 
is hard to foretell what will happen in the British Labour Party 
as the slump gathers its crushing momentum, and the effects 
of past and continuing wars continue to shock large numbers of 
people. There does not appear to be a cadre of activists within 
the Labour Party prepared to make the move that Lafontaine 
made in Germany or Jean-Luc-MŽlenchon previously of the SP 
has made in France. The nature of the French electoral system 
is such that the newly formed New Anti-Capitalist Party formed 
after the Revolutionary Communist League dissolved itself into 
the NPA could come into play were there to be a presidential 
election. In Scotland, the demise of the SSP prior to it acquiring 
the critical mass necessary for its challenge to be sustainable 
has left supporters of socialism with no choices at a point in 

history when a challenge to the status quo could be politically 
fruitful. Do we have anything to learn from the organisational 
manner in which Die Linke and Parti de Gauche Formed? 
Possibly not; for a start, the relations between trade unions 
and the constituent parties in France and Germany are quite 
different. Further, German unification has complicated the 
historical party structures, but this leaves us with what I see as 
the most interesting part of politics, namely the platform that 
these parties proclaim to stand on and there from the section of 
the electorate they are aiming their appeal at.

Lafontaine admits that it is evident that the constitution 
of a new party of the left could not succeed if the external 
conditions, that is to say the social and political situation in 
Germany, hadn’t been favourable to the project. But because 
all the West German political parties dispute the ‘centre’ and 
advocate a neoliberal economic policy, a majority of the German 
population deplore the resulting lack of social equilibrium. The 
empty space on the left of the political spectrum demands to be 
filled. Is there anyone who could dispute his frustration at the 
past “The history of West European socialist parties in power 
is a long list of rotten compromises. Dear comrades, we must 
leave behind this dilemma, and break with this fatal tradition 
of rotten compromises. For a party of the left, the principles 
of government must always be the same as the principles 
of opposition. If not, it will disappear more quickly than it 
arrived.” Next in a statement we are unlikely to here from New 
Labour with regards to organisation and political funding the 
new Linke party will make decisions on the major principles 
of their programme by the activists of the party all together, 
and not only by an assembly of delegates. Besides, they will 
not accept donations above a certain level, which is relatively 
low. This is simply because we do not want to be corrupted. 
Political corruption is the scourge of our time. And the so-called 
‘donation’ is often a legal means of corruption. 

Of course while studying the activities of new political formations 
at the European level I continually ask myself if I could support 
the programmes being evolved by these formations. As 
Lafontaine’s speech progresses you feel that he is challenging 
you to make such decisions policy by policy. First on foreign 
and security policy he declares “More than ever anti-capitalism 
is at stake, because imperialism, at the beginning of the 21st 
century, remains entirely real. And NATO is instrumental in 
its service. Long ago conceived as a defensive alliance, in our 
time NATO has become an alliance of intervention under the 
direction of the United States. But the left cannot advocate a 
foreign policy which has as its objective the military conquest 
of resources and markets. We do not accept NATO’s belligerent 
imperialism, which intervenes throughout the world, contrary 
to international law. We are for a system of collective security 
where the partners support each other reciprocally if they are 
attacked, but abstain from all violence which does not conform 
to international law.” We’ve been here before as Lafontaine 
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quotes the calls of Jean Jaur�s, the French socialist leader 
that ‘capitalism carries war within itself, as storm clouds 
carry the storm’ which reminds me that historically Scottish 
socialists were also active internationally as Keir Hardy in 1914 
shared an anti war platform in Brussels with Jaur�s who was 
assassinated forty eight hours later on his return to Paris. 

But it is when the joint chair of Die Linke turns to their economic 
policy that he starts to ring the bells of arguments discarded by 
the UK Labour Party but proving by the day to have been the only 
foundation prudence and sustainability. “Contrary to the ideology 
of privatisation preached by the spokesmen of neoliberalism,” 
Lafontaine says “we safeguard the idea of a public economy 
under democratic control. We advocate a mixed economy where 
private enterprises, by far the majority, exist side by side with 
nationalised enterprises. Above all, enterprises which meet 
society’s fundamental needs of existence - the energy sector, 
for example, or the banking sector insofar as it is indispensable 
to the functioning of all the economy - must be nationalised.”

Could a New Labour Prime Minister ever rally his troops for the 
Euro Elections thus?:

 “We struggle against a policy of social dismantling which 
gives priority to investors’ interests and scoffs at increasing 
social injustice, at the poverty of many children, low salaries, 
redundancies in the public services, at the destruction of the 
eco-system. We struggle against a policy which sacrifices the 
demands of public opinion to the returns on finance capital. We 
do not accept the privatisation of social security systems, nor that 
of public transport. Nor do we accept the further privatisation of 
the energy sector, and even more so, the privatisation of public 
education and culture. 

“In the United States and Great Britain, the political elites judged 
uncontrolled speculation to be useful; Continental Europe is 
inclined against this judgement. Yet no corrective measure has 
been taken during these times when the majority of European 
governments were formed by parties affiliated to the Socialist 
International. 

“A critical dimension with respect to capitalism has been 
lamentably absent in the opportunistic policy embraced by 
socialist and social democratic parties all along the line. If proof 
of this failure is needed, then the current crisis of the financial 
markets delivers it. The logic of globalisation was not compatible 
with regulation, they told us; above all, we must not impede free 
exchange and free movement of capital transnationally, they 
preached to us; all regulation is outdated, regressive. And now, 
what are the neoliberals in North America and England doing, 
what are the conservatives in Germany and France doing? Those 
who accused us of political regression when we demanded the 
nationalisation of certain banking sectors to avoid crisis, what 
are they doing now? They are pretending to nationalise the banks 
for the sake of the future. Now the losses are socialised and 
the most vulnerable groups in society must pay for the failure 
of the system. Pompous international summits are organised 
to regulate the financial markets. But we are not dupes: the 
elephants are going to give birth to a mouse. Are they going 
to close the casino? Don’t even think of it! Are they going to 
radically change the rules of play inside the casino? No! What 
they are going to do is to elaborate, with great fanfare, a new 
code of conduct for the croupiers. Nothing is really going to 
change. 

“If you want changes, comrades, it is necessary to reconstruct 
the left in Germany, in France, all over Europe. The German 
experience shows us that a European left, reorganised and 
strong can change the choices and force the other parties to 
react. Let us build this new left together, a left that refuses 
rotten compromises!”

OK, OK, I’ll vote for that! If only I had the chance.

Two manifestos

“The elections to the European Parliament on 4th June 2009 will 
be an opportunity to change the foundations of the European 
Union (EU), and to open a new perspective for Europe. We are 
facing financial, economic and social crises, a crisis of the 
whole system, which continues to propagate day by day. This 
crisis only further amplifies the problems the world community 
is experiencing in reference to the food, energy and ecological 
issues. It deepens the gender gap. Everywhere in the European 
Union the shock is tremendous. The crisis is caused by the 
globalisation of hazardous neo-liberal capitalism, which is 
namely being pushed ahead by irresponsible elites in charge 
of politics and economics. The price for this irresponsibility will 
have to be paid by the people. These actions endanger peace, 
international security and coexistence.”

So starts the manifesto of the European Left party a party of 
the left which we in Scotland will not be allowed to vote for. Till 
today there have been only two of the left groups in the European 
Parliament to have published their manifestos. The European 
Left, and the Party of European Socialists to which the British 
Labour party is affiliated. A short comparison of three policy 
areas from these lengthy documents is illuminating. 

First is their attitudes to the Neo-Liberal Lisbon Treaty where 
a true political difference occurs. The PES is not as unified on 
this as would at first appear. They have member parties who 
approved the treaty in council and therefore feel constrained, 
out of loyalty, to give support. The EL has greater freedom 
to criticise. This is not to criticise the two groups of reaching 
their positions purely based on narrow party lines but to 
draw attention to the clarity of the European Left’s message 
untrammelled by, as Oscar Lafontaine, their leader, has put it, 
“rotten compromises”. 

I have laid out extracts from the relevant sections of the two 
manifestos and also provided the web addresses for those who 
wish to pursue the issue further. I hope to have illustrated where 
differences and similarities appear in the texts.

PES position: •	 “We propose a European strategy for smart 
green growth and jobs which will create 10 million new jobs 
by 2020 - with two million in the renewable energies sector 
alone - and help make Europe a world leader in innovation, 
new green technologies and products. This would build upon 
the EU’s existing Lisbon Strategy to make Europe into the 
most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based economy 
in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with 
more and better jobs and greater social cohesion. In the 
EU, all levels of government can work together to stimulate 
smart green growth, notably through structural reform and 
fiscal policies. EU-funded investment projects should be 
swiftly implemented to help achieve these goals.”
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EL position: •	 “The crisis is once more demonstrating the 
failure of neo-liberal globalisation, which has, on a global 
scale, maximised the profits of the financial market’s main 
players without any state control and intervention. Politics, 
states and entire societies are subordinated to uncontrolled 
financial markets. The result is clear: a lack of democracy 
and the end of the welfare state. Policies of low wages and 
precarious labour, as consequences of the deflationary 
measures applied by the governments of the developed 
countries, have put the financial and credit system at risk. 
We reaffirm our ‘No’ to the Lisbon treaty. The democratic 
expression of the people’s will must be respected within a 
new democratic process, based on active participation by 
the people and the national and European parliaments. 
Democratic participation and parliaments’ powers must 
be strengthened through norms on popular petitions, co-
decision enlargement and the relations between national 
parliaments and the European Parliament. The EU citizens 
must discuss and decide on an alternative to the Lisbon 
Treaty.”

Next the two manifestos address the financial crisis. Both latch 
on to need to close down tax havens with the EL calling for a 
Tobin Tax. Also they are not frightened to use the “N” word - 
nationalisation - in regard to the banks and common goods. 
Both manifestos also recognise that improved benefits and 
pensions are a necessary booster for an ailing economy. Two 
further points regarding the PES statement. The British Labour 
party has been one of the national groups supporting the 
European Court of Justices’ anti trade union positions and the 

Scottish Labour Party failed to support the Green’s proposal on 
house insulation yet they have signed up to the opposite policies 
in the PES manifesto. 

EL Position: “•	 The European Left stands for a policy that 
is based on economic and social development, and the 
protection of the environment. It aims at the defence and 
development of social achievements. Contrary to the Lisbon 
strategy, we strive for a strategy based on the values of 
solidarity and cooperation, full employment, and a rational 
relationship with nature. This is possible only by changing 
the existing rules of the international economic and financial 
system. In matters of financing, the crisis clearly showed the 
determinant part taken by credit. Credit must be redirected 
to the productive sectors of the economy and collectively, 
to employment, social and environmental priorities, from 
the cities and the regions to the European Central Bank 
System. To realize this reorientation of credit and money, 
we stand for public and social control over the banking 
and financial system. We need to tax financial transactions 
and income in Europe and to abolish tax havens. It is also 
necessary to introduce taxation for speculative capital, in 
order to feed the creation of a European fund. The common 
goods and economic strategic sectors, including the credit 
and financial system, must be socialised (nationalised) 
while there is the need to rebuild a general welfare system 
on a European scale. The privatisation of public services 
must be reversed. We need to raise workers’ wages and 
incomes. We reject the EU directive that extends working 
time up to 65 hours per week, which allows total flexibility 
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and boosting the individualization of work. For us, maximum 
weekly working hours permitted by law, on average, must 
not exceed 40 hours. All EU regulations and national laws 
on working hours must be changed accordingly. We struggle 
for 35 hours per week on a Europe-wide level. We demand 
a European minimum wage that represents at least 60 
per cent of the national average wage and does not put 
at risk the collective agreements. A minimum income for 
unemployed people, as well as a minimum pension linked 
to the minimum wage, and automatically adjusted to the 
price evolution, is necessary to guarantee a life with dignity. 
Flexible retirement ages should be guaranteed, taking into 
account existing regulations in the EU member countries.”

PES Position: •	 “The turmoil in the financial markets revealed 
the true importance of European cooperation to prevent a 
collapse of the banking system and stabilise the markets. 
Coordinated action in the EU has helped to protect people’s 
savings, pensions and homes. But the financial crisis has 
revealed deep-seated flaws in the market system that need 
to be tackled to prevent such crises happening again. All 
financial players should have clear responsibilities when 
they operate in our countries. We propose to put an end to 
tax havens, tax avoidance scams and tax evasion, and step 
up the fight against money laundering in the European 
Union and globally so that all market actors pay their fair 
share of tax to the countries in which they operate. Energy 
efficiency is one of the best ways to lower people’s fuel bills 
and create new jobs, for example in the building-insulation 
sector. We will act to prevent the exploitation of workers 
and strengthen their rights to collective bargaining. Recent 
European Court judgements have created uncertainty about 
workers’ rights and collective agreements. Together with 
the social partners we will examine the impact of the Viking, 
Laval and other judgements to ensure that rights are not 
undermined. A review of the EU Posting of Workers Directive 
is essential. To encourage collective bargaining at European 
level, we want to develop a European framework for cross-
border collective bargaining and collective agreements. 
In addition, we will work to promote decent working time, 
meeting health and safety standards, and a fair work-life 
balance.”

Try as I did I could find nowhere a reference to Afghanistan or 
Iraq in the PES manifesto. The two positions are at their most 
contrary when it comes to NATO. If the European Left had been 
standing in the UK for the first time we would have had a party 
opposing the nuclear alliance we could vote for.

EL position: •	 “No war should ever start from Europe’s soil 
again. We do not consider war and militarization to be 
political instruments and want a strategy where security for 
all is granted. Emerging conflicts on the European continent 
- in particular after the refusal by governments to rethink the 
cooperation of all European states on a just and equal basis 
since 1990 - are pointing out the necessity of creating a new 
collective security system on the European continent. From 
a regional crisis to a war situation, the Caucasus conflict in 
August 2008 eventually became an international crisis that 
involved the United States. We call for civil society in Europe 
and for the European Union to strive for a political solution. 
The danger of such conflicts spreading out into other 
European regions remains extremely relevant. At the same 
time, the deployment of NATO forces in Afghanistan and 

growing demands from the US administration to increase 
the European participation show the failure of the military 
intervention strategy followed by the Bush administration. 
It demonstrates the growing contradiction between the 
European interest in security and the military intervention 
strategy and NATO expansion. The withdrawal from Iraq and 
Afghanistan of NATO troops and the Western coalition led by 
the United States is necessary. The international community 
as well as the EU must support Afghanistan’s population in 
finding a political solution through non-military ways on the 
basis of the respect of international law and human rights. 
As further measures we demand the closing of all NATO 
and US bases in Europe. We are against the US (and any 
European) Satellite Defence Installations with European and 
non European deployments, and fully support the Czech, 
Polish, Bulgarian, and Romanian citizens who fight against 
them. We reject any military misuse of the European Galileo 
Navigation System.”

PES position: •	 “The EU should be a frontrunner in advancing 
peace and sustainable social and economic development 
worldwide, as a cornerstone for human security. Citizens still 
face threats in today’s uncertain world. EU member states 
must work more closely together to ensure the security 
of our countries and our peoples. We believe that Europe 
needs a stronger common voice in the world to shape a 
better future for our citizens and the planet. We must work 
together for peace and partnership, and to eradicate poverty, 
in solidarity with people across the world. We propose to step 
up European efforts to support international disarmament, 
including strengthening international agreements on 
arms control and nonproliferation, and making the EU 
Code of Conduct on weapons exports more restrictive and 
transparent. We want a world without nuclear weapons. We 
propose to increase defence cooperation amongst European 
member states, without affecting the characteristics of 
individual Member States’ defence and security policies. 
The new European defence initiative should be developed in 
coordination with NATO. “

For the interest of readers I did try to get manifestos from the 
Scottish Green and the SNP. Both are in the same group in the 
European Parliament ‘Greens/ European Free Alliance’. This 
is not a real political group but an administrative construct to 
gain more seats in the bureau and to collect more taxpayers’ 
money for their administration. It also means that they do not 
issue a single European manifesto but eventually, I am told, 
they will throw a kilt around a few words of wisdom for home 
consumption. 

Henry McCubbin is a former MEP
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for the people by the people?
Ed Walsh looks at how the European political elite are bulldozing democracy to 
advance on their own agenda and calls for a sustained challenge by the people

Since the Irish people voted to reject the Lisbon Treaty in 
June 2008, the response of the European political elite has 

confirmed something that was already well attested by the 
experience of other countries: voters will not be permitted to get 
in the way of the current EU project. When a referendum is held, 
there is only one answer that will be accepted. If citizens choose 
to reject the treaties drafted by their wise and compassionate 
leaders, they will be ignored if possible, or told to vote again 
until they get it right. 

A popular referendum is an interesting experiment in itself 
these days, because it gives people a rare opportunity to by-
pass the established political parties without feeling under 
any obligation to cast a “useful vote”. If the Lisbon Treaty had 
been ratified by the Irish Dáil, it would have been passed with 
a majority exceeding 90 per cent. Thanks to a court ruling in 
the 1990s, the two sides in a referendum campaign are given 
equal access to state-controlled media, undermining the usual 
stranglehold of the establishment parties over political debate. 

As soon as the decisive “No” vote (53.4 per cent to 46.6 per 
cent) was declared last June, the battle to interpret its meaning 

began. It was clear that the people had spoken, but what had 
they actually said? One thing was immediately clear from a 
glance at the constituency map: the strongest “No” votes were 
registered in the most heavily working-class areas of Dublin 
and Cork, while the handful of constituencies that registered a 
“Yes” vote usually had a large cohort of prosperous suburbanites 
within their boundaries. 

This gave rise to the most cynical attempt to misinterpret the 
result, launched almost immediately by right-wing politicians 
from the “Yes” camp. We were told that opposition to the Treaty 
had been inspired by anti-immigrant feeling. This is becoming a 
familiar trick, and not just in Ireland: when it’s no longer possible 
to pretend that “we are all middle class now” and the existence 
of the working class must be acknowledged by the political 
elite, working-class people are only allowed to express one 
view: hostility to foreigners. This was, apparently, the “unspoken 
issue” in the Lisbon campaign. It was certainly “unspoken” in 
the sense that nobody mentioned it on either side of the debate, 
and concern about immigration was a negligible factor in post-
referendum surveys asking why people had voted “No”. 

It was doubtless more comforting to talk 
about this largely fictitious issue than to 
acknowledge the most important lesson of 
the Lisbon referendum: Irish voters just don’t 
trust their political leaders. Again, this is not 
a unique feature of the Irish political scene, 
although the feelings of derision prompted by 
the inhabitants of the Dáil may be unusually 
strong. By far the most important reason given 
for voting “No” was a lack of understanding 
of the Treaty’s contents. This implied a deep 
mistrust of the politicians who had negotiated 
the document and were urging a “Yes” vote: 
for the most part, the establishment parties 
avoided saying anything specific about 
the Treaty, confining themselves to vague 
generalities (Fianna Fáil’s imaginative slogan 
“Good for Ireland, Good for Europe” was a fair 
illustration of the general level of argument). 
Several government ministers were brazen 
enough to say that citizens should vote “Yes” 
simply because the leaders of Ireland had 
negotiated the Treaty on behalf of the people of 
Ireland, and didn’t they have the best interests 
of the country at heart? 

Given that the Irish political establishment is 
dominated by right-wing forces, socialists can 
only welcome the distrust of that establishment 
revealed by the Lisbon vote. This is not to claim 
that the “No” vote was driven by clear left-wing 
sentiments. Anti-establishment feeling is not 
progressive in itself, and has been exploited 
just as much by the far right as by the radical 
left in recent European history. The anti-
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Lisbon vote defies easy categorisation as left- or right-wing. 
Campaigners on the “No” side ranged from the Marxist left to 
the Catholic right, and the arguments made against the Lisbon 
Treaty spanned the political spectrum, from claims that the EU 
would legalise abortion to a socialist critique of the neo-liberal 
principles embedded in the document. 

Ireland has one of the weaker left-wing movements in Europe, and 
there was never any question of the Left stamping its authority on 
the “No” camp in the same manner as the French “left of the left” 
during the 2005 campaign against the EU constitution. That said, 
some unambiguously left-wing arguments penetrated the debate. 
Of the specific policy concerns cited by “No” voters, opposition 
to militarism was easily the most important. Ireland’s political 
elite has spent the last decade gradually eroding Irish neutrality 
and moving the state into the western military bloc, all the while 
insisting that neutrality remains untarnished. With Shannon airport 
now functioning as a vital US war-base on the way to Iraq, those 
reassurances have lost much of their credibility. There is strong 
popular aversion to any EU military force with Irish participation: 
like the public outrage during the recent Gaza massacre, which 
obliged the Irish government to condemn the Israeli attack with 
unusual vigour, this shows that the campaigning work of the anti-
war movement has had a strong influence.

Irish trade unions also made important points about the erosion 
of workers’ rights in the aftermath of European directives and 
court rulings such as the Laval judgement that have undermined 
wage agreements and collective bargaining. Ireland’s second-
largest union, UNITE, campaigned actively for a “No” vote. 
SIPTU, the biggest union, did not join the “No” camp, but 
it refused to call for a vote in favour of the Treaty unless the 
Irish government pledged to introduce a union recognition 
act. The SIPTU leadership correctly noted that the Charter of 
Fundamental Rights – a much-vaunted segment of the Treaty 
– could not be enforced in the absence of national laws. The 
Charter might guarantee the right to join a trade union, but that 
would be worthless unless Irish law imposed union recognition 
on employers. Predictably, the Irish government refused to 
make any commitment, and SIPTU absented themselves from 
the field during the campaign.

As soon as the results came in, the search for a way of ignoring 
the popular will began. Government ministers refused to say 
that the Treaty was dead and buried: although they were not 
tactless enough to insist on the need for a second referendum 
straight away, everyone knew that was the plan. While the direct, 
unmediated nature of a referendum makes it possible to ignore 
the advice of political elites, once the votes are counted their 
monopoly of decision-making is restored. It becomes very difficult 
to convert the negation of the EU project into a positive agenda. 
The Irish government had no intention of beating a path around the 
capitals of Europe, informing its partners that the Lisbon Treaty 
had been rejected and should be scrapped. Of course, this would 
not have won Brian Cowen and his foreign minister Michéal Martin 
any friends, but they need only have posed the obvious question in 
response to any critics: why don’t you hold a referendum in your 
own countries? The answer is well known. Nicolas Sarkozy was 
especially shameless in the aftermath of the poll, arriving in Dublin 
with great fanfare to find out why the Irish people had voted “No”. 
It would have been wiser for the French president to spend a little 
time in Paris, Lyons or Marseilles, asking his own people what they 
felt about his decision to ignore the 2005 referendum on the EU 
constitution and press on regardless.

At time of writing, a second referendum looks set to be held 
in October. When the campaign begins, Irish voters will be 
told to correct their error and pass the Treaty so that Europe 
can go ahead with its business. The document itself will stand 
completely unchanged, but we will be assured that “guarantees” 
have been negotiated on our behalf to address concerns about 
neutrality, taxation, abortion etc. – negotiated, that is, by the 
same government that insisted there was no need for any such 
guarantees in the first place. It will still be a Treaty that enshrines 
neo-liberal principles in the basic law of the European Union 
and promotes the militarisation of EU foreign policy. 

There will be two main arguments deployed by the “Yes” side. 
Firstly, the Irish people will be told that they risk isolation or even 
catastrophe if they reject Lisbon a second time. Europe doesn’t 
have a Plan B: once the political elites of the Union have decided 
on a certain course, it must be followed. Anyone who doesn’t 
like that course can get stuffed. Crude and undemocratic as 
this argument may be, it is bound to have some effect on voting 
intentions. This variation of TINA will be combined with scare-
mongering about the Irish economy. Since the Lisbon referendum 
was held, the storm-clouds barely visible on the horizon have 
been transformed into a full-scale hurricane. The Celtic Tiger has 
vanished with breathtaking speed. As Morgan Kelly, professor of 
economics at University College Dublin, put it recently:

“After a decade of a credit-fuelled property bubble, the 
economy is not so much crumbling as vapourising; were we 
the size of Britain, January’s rise in unemployment would 
have been over half a million … for increasing numbers of 
ordinary people, the Irish economic miracle has turned out to 
be as worthwhile as a share in Bernard L Madoff Investments. 
In return for working hard and paying their taxes, the lucky 
ones who keep their jobs can now look forward to pay cuts, 
negative equity and savage tax rises; while the unlucky ones 
face prolonged unemployment and losing their homes, their 
cars and everything for which they have worked.”

The government will be working hard to exploit feelings of 
insecurity as a way of blackmailing people into voting for Lisbon 
this time around: “with Ireland in such a perilous situation, 
now is not the time to add another problem to the list”. This 
line of argument is ironic to say the least: after the Treaty was 
rejected, voters were accused of making their choice on the 
basis of things that had nothing to do with the actual text of 
the document. The economic crisis certainly has nothing to do 
with the Lisbon Treaty, but the same commentators are now 
hoping that people will vote “Yes” because of it. Judging by the 
most recent polls, there has been a shift towards the “Yes” 
camp since the recession took hold, but even the most zealous 
supporters of the Treaty remain apprehensive. 

The Irish experience surely demonstrates that while 
referendums can be an important zone of engagement, 
providing an opportunity to challenge the EU project and de-
legitimise our political elites, their limitations soon become 
apparent. As long as those elites dominate the political stage, 
they will be able to absorb referendum defeats without having to 
abandon the core of their agenda. A much more ambitious and 
sustained challenge to the political order will have to emerge if 
the current orientation of the EU is to be shifted. 

Ed Walsh is a journalist based in Dublin and a member of the 
Irish Socialist Network
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can we afford the pound?
Drew Scott argues that while not a short-term fix, staying out of the Euro may be 

more risky in the long term

The crisis in the global financial system coupled with the 
deepening recession have led some to question if the time 

has now arrived for the UK to re-visit the question of Sterling’s 
membership of the euro-zone. As matters stand under the opt-
out secured in 1993 from the European monetary union (EMU) 
provisions of the Treaty on European Union (the Maastricht 
Treaty) the UK is under no obligation (ever) to participate in 
the euro-zone. However in October 1997 the then Chancellor, 
Gordon Brown, stated that the Labour Government had no 
principled objection to UK membership of EMU, although 
it would only recommend such a move when five economic 
‘tests’ had been satisfied. These tests (convergence with the 
euro-zone; sufficient labour market flexibility to adapt to new 
monetary arrangements; beneficial impact on jobs; beneficial 
impact on financial services; beneficial impact on foreign 
investment) were intended to make sure that joining the euro 
would not damage the UK’s long term economic prospects, 
although cynics might suggest that the imprecise nature of the 
economic ‘tests’ ensured that any decision over membership 
would remain a political (and not economic) matter. The 
Government also stipulated that any recommendation to join 
the euro-zone would be subject to ratification by the British 
public by referendum - arguably the highest hurdle of all.

Euro-zone membership was considered in 2003 when the 
Treasury published the results of their first (and only) review of 
the five economic tests. At that time only one of the tests was 
deemed to be satisfied. Accordingly no recommendation to join 
the euro was forthcoming. The question today is not so much the 
extent to which the five tests are - or are not - met, but whether 
the magnitude and implications of the global financial crisis 
raise a quite different set of economic considerations that should 
inform the Government’s approach to euro-zone membership. 
UK academic opinion has been divided on membership of the 
euro-zone. Those advocating entry have tended to stress the 
‘gains to trade’ in goods and (financial) services that will accrue, 
along with increased foreign direct investments that are likely to 
flow, from the elimination of exchange rate risks that presently 
attach to sterling vis-ˆ-vis the euro-zone. They also suggest 
that currency risk has caused UK interest rates to be higher 
than the euro-zone rate for much of the period since 1999. 

There is an additional concern that being outside the euro-zone 
has weakened UK influence over economic policy decisions 
made by the euro-zone countries but which have a considerable 
impact on the UK economy. Opponents of the euro on the other 
hand stress the differences between the UK economy and those 
in the zone, and the constraints on domestic monetary and 
fiscal policies that arise with membership of the euro-zone and 
the adverse effects these would have for the British economic 
policy-making. Membership of the euro-zone involves not only 
the loss of domestic monetary policy (interest rate and exchange 
rate) autonomy, but requires adherence to the EU stability 
and growth pact (SGP) which imposes binding restrictions on 
national fiscal policy (annual budget deficit not to exceed of 3 

per cent of GDP and a total public debt ceiling of 60 per cent of 
GDP). 

It is probably fair to suggest that opposition to euro-zone entry 
has hardened in Britain in recent years. The main explanation 
for this is simply that throughout the period since the euro was 
introduced the UK economy has out-performed the euro-zone 
economies in terms of economic growth, employment creation 
and control of inflation. The comparative under performance of 
the euro-zone on these indicators has been attributed in part to 
the inappropriate - at least for some countries - monetary policy 
decisions of the European Central Bank (ECB) coupled with the 
tight fiscal policy conditions that need to be met under the SGP, 
and in part to the inflexible labour market conditions in many 
euro-zone countries. So why do some suggest that the time is 
right for the UK to reconsider the pros and cons of euro-zone 
membership? Two separate positions can be identified - those 
seeking immediate euro-zone entry as a response to current 
economic and financial developments, and those who have 
come to regard British membership of the euro-zone not as a 
quick fix to current developments but as a desirable medium 
term strategy in the face of the longer term consequences of 
the current crises. 

Chief among those who see early entry to the euro-zone as a 
response to current developments is Will Hutton. He argues 
that not only are the five economic tests fully satisfied at the 
moment and the sterling-euro exchange rate favourable to 
British exporters, but that joining EMU is a relatively easy way of 
ensuring that the UK Government and British corporations will 
be able to continue borrowing on the global capital markets as 
is required to (debt) finance economic recovery and stabilise the 
banking sector. The current risk is that international lenders will 
simply stop buying UK debt instruments for fear of a collapse 
in the sterling exchange rate. Doubtless this is an important 
argument, raising as it does the possibility of a ‘gilt strike’ - a 
risk that has also been noted by the OECD who point to potential 
problems in financing a prospective budget deficit of 10 per cent 
GDP and a debt-to-GDP ratio that could reach 70 per cent by 
2011. Joining the euro-zone will remove this exchange rate 
risk and so make easier the financing of UK deficit spending. 
Of course this would not eliminate all risk from holders of UK 
debt instruments. As we have seen over recent months the 
debt instruments of some of the weaker euro-zone economies 
have been downgraded by the ratings agencies, reflecting their 
greater relative risk, and a significant gap has opened up in 
the yields available on different (euro-zone) government debt 
instruments as a result. However assuming a continued very 
low risk of default, euro-zone membership would eliminate the 
exchange rate risk that some consider to be the key downside 
market risk facing the UK in the current circumstances. 

While accepting the logic of the argument, there are two 
problems with this strategy. The first is simply that the rules of 
euro-zone membership require a currency to be fixed against 
the euro (inside the Exchange Rate Mechanism (ERM)) for two 
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years prior to joining. Sterling does not qualify under that rule. 
However even should that requirement be waived, immediate 
membership would see UK interest rates rise to the higher rate 
set by the European Central Bank (ECB), as well as ending the 
policy of ‘quantitative easing’ (printing money) that the Bank of 
England has recently embarked upon. 

The problem with both policy changes is the potential adverse 
impact they would have on the recovery of the UK property 
market and consumer spending, and on the provision of 
additional liquidity to the economic system. The relatively high 
incidence of owner-occupation in the UK compared with much 
(though not all) of the euro-zone has meant that the collapse 
in property prices has significantly lowered domestic consumer 
wealth and so expenditures. Low interest rates are designed to 
encourage a recovery in the housing market which will not only 
boost employment in this key sector, thus aiding recovery, but 
will also result in much needed restoration in (perceived and 
actual) consumer wealth and spending.

If we look to the longer term, however, the case for euro-zone 
membership becomes considerably more compelling. There are 
three principle arguments. The first is the prospect of higher 
volatility of sterling against the euro over the medium term, and 
the deleterious effect this will have on the ‘international’ (i.e. 
trading) sections of the UK economy. Sterling is likely to become 
more volatile in global currency markets over the medium term 
for two reasons. The first is the underlying instability in the price 
of oil; the second is the significant rise in the volume of sterling 
debt obligations (including money supply) that is resulting from 
the current recession and financial crisis. To the extent that 
sterling volatility does increase, this can be expected to hinder 
the prospects of those companies who trade within the euro-
zone - either they will desist from trading as hedging against 
future currency moves becomes increasingly expensive, or they 
will be required to settle euro-zone debts in euros and assume 
the entire burden of currency risk. There is a real possibility that 
this will undermine the internationalisation of the UK economy 
to the considerable detriment of long run economic growth.

A second feature of the current crisis that will have a considerable 
after-shock is the prospective re-regulation of the financial 
services sector, including banking. With the recent publication 
of the Larosierre Report, and the regulatory criticisms set 
out in that report, there is a growing likelihood that such re-
regulation will be both extensive in scope and significant in 
scale. Moreover, despite the calls by Gordon Brown that financial 
service re-regulation should take place at a ‘global’ level, there 
is considerable opposition to this - especially in the USA. Instead 
it is likely that re-regulation will take place principally at the EU 
level, and that the main players setting the new EU financial 
services regulations will be the countries of the euro-zone, with 
the ECB probably assuming greatly enhanced supervisory and 
regulatory powers. As a non-member of the euro-zone, but with 
a financial services sector for whom intra-EU trade is vital, the 
key question is whether the UK will have as much influence over 
that re-regulatory cycle as will countries inside the euro-zone. 
Setting membership of the euro-zone as a medium term policy 
objective would remove this risk and re-position the British 
Government as a major player in the future architecture of EU 
financial regulation.

Finally are the domestic policy ‘costs’ of the rules of euro-zone 
membership today just as high as they were in 2003 when the 

Treasury last undertook an assessment? One of the main ‘costs’ 
is, of course, adherence to the SGP and the constraints this 
imposes on the conduct of national fiscal policy. However the 
nature of this constraint has weakened considerably in recent 
years such that it is worth asking today just what remains 
of the SGP? In 2004, and following a defeat in the Council of 
Ministers against a Commission recommendation that Germany 
and France be fined for persistently breaching the SGP, the 
European Court of Justice ruled that the Council legally could 
decide not to penalise a country even though it was violating the 
SGP. This led to the reform of the SGP which relaxed the SGP 
rules. To many the ECJ judgement spelled the end of the SGP 
as an effective discipline on national fiscal policies. Indeed it 
is clear today that a number of euro-zone countries are set to 
breach the SGP and do not expect to be punished for so doing. 
Therefore to the extent that the costs of adhering to the SGP 
did feature in the armoury of the EMU critics, it seems today 
that this particular objection no longer exists in any meaningful 
sense.

To conclude, there are a number of convincing reasons 
for supporting euro-zone membership as part of the UK’s 
medium term economic strategy. At the very least it would 
seem that there are good grounds for undertaking a serious 
re-examination of this policy in the current economic climate. 
Clearly there are risks, although on the basis of the arguments 
set out here it is seems that the greater risk for the UK economy 
may well lie in remaining outside the euro-zone. But euro-
zone membership is not a quick fix to the current economic 
malaise. Instead this should be regarded as a medium term 
policy objective, beginning with early entry to the ERM. Joining 
the ERM at the current exchange rate would be beneficial to 
exporters, while the margin of manoeuvrability inside the ERM 
is sufficient to exclude the possibility of sterling experiencing a 
similar speculative crash as that which occurred in September 
1992 when the UK was forced out of the ERM. 

Compelling as these economic arguments might be, however, 
the biggest obstacle to this strategy receiving a fair consideration 
is not the ERM or the economic issues surrounding euro-zone 
membership. Instead it lies in the political debate that would 
precede any shift in Government policy towards euro-zone 
membership. Such has been the scale of the comprehensive 
failure of UK foreign policy towards the EU over many years, 
but especially since 1992, that it is difficult to conceive either 
of a British Government making positive overtures to EMU 
membership, or indeed of public support rallying behind any 
such overtures that were made. If that rather pessimistic view is 
correct, then the upshot is that the interests of the UK economy 
- its long term growth and employment prospects - will continue 
to be a secondary consideration in the political debate over 
euro-zone membership.

Drew Scott is Professor of European Union Studies and Co-
Director of the Europa Institute in the School of Law in the 
University of Edinburgh.
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united we stand
John Monks calls for a united Europe with vision and purpose to lead the world 

out of this crisis. The European Trade Union Movement can lead the way.

Workers, through no fault of their own, are paying a very high 
price for the reckless and greedy excesses of the business 

world especially the banks; unemployment is soaring, precarious 
work and poverty are spreading, purchasing power is falling, and 
public debt is increasing. The ETUC has launched its campaign 
that will lead through the European elections in June and include 
days of action in mid-May under the call: Fight the Crisis: Put 
People First - ETUC Demands New Social Deal in Europe. 

Industrial production is in historical freefall in Europe. The 
forecasts are for a recession of 2 per cent negative growth next 
year. We will be reaching 10 per cent unemployment, or 24 
million unemployed in the EU-27, by 2010. Workers in precarious 
jobs, many of them women, are particularly vulnerable. And the 
numbers are being revised almost weekly, to the worse. There 
are rising signs of discontent about the way national authorities 
are handling the crisis. Recently, there have been national 
strikes and demonstrations in France, Ireland, Greece, the 

Baltic States, Bulgaria. The Icelandic government fell under the 
pressure of popular demonstrations, and so did that in Latvia. 

There are countless industry-specific conflicts resulting from 
the crisis, raising hard issues for unions. The fall-out from 
the situation in General Motors for example has a significant 
pan-European dimension, and the European Metalworkers’ 
Federation has organised coordinated actions in thirteen 
countries where Opel/Vauxhall and Saab production is located. 

In Britain, we have seen disputes about the traffic rules concerning 
migrant work and, added to recent decisions of the European Court 
of Justice, these are an unstable and dangerous development. 
Workers believe that employers can ship workers into many 
EU countries at rates less than those specified in collective 
agreements. Despite the ECJ decisions being designed to promote 
free movement, they are, in fact, a huge threat to it because nothing 
threatens the single labour market more than employers having a 

license to use this kind of migrant worker – the posted 
worker – to undercut agreed rates and break the rule of 
equality between host and migrant worker.

The ETUC is ready to discuss these issues with the 
Commission and the social partners urgently but such 
talks must not be used as an excuse for inactivity at 
the political level. The undertaking of the December 
European Council, given in the context of the discussion 
of the Irish guarantees, that the “high importance 
they attached to workers’ rights would be confirmed”, 
should be acted upon in a legally-binding way. We need 
a Social Progress Protocol in the next available treaty to 
balance the single market and respect the fundamental 
right to collective bargaining and we want too to see a 
strengthening of the Posted Workers Directive. Action 
in this area would help the single labour market which 
is at high risk in this recession. The ETUC supports free 
movement but the rules must be clear.

There is anger about the conduct of many banks. The 
massive deleveraging of private sector debt, the credit 
crunch born in the USA, is undermining real economies. 
After the subprime crisis, our own bubbles, made in 
Europe, are bursting. Workers’ money is being used 
to bail out the banks. It is clear that this is necessary 
to avoid a total implosion of the financial system. One 
Lehman was already too much for the world economy 
to bear. But we are bailing out companies weakened, 
if not looted, by their own CEOs drawing huge pay 
and bonus packages. We have been pressing hard 
for these practices to be stopped and to ensure that 
never again can so few wreck so much, and that the 
growing inequality trend is strongly reversed. The 
bankers cannot now think its business as usual. They 
must end their credit strike against families as well as 
companies. They need to be more regulated. They need 
to be more transparent. Their failings certainly should 
not be rewarded.  And employers and governments 
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can’t expect working people to bear the brunt of a crisis that is 
none of our doing. Cutting our wages and forcing more flexibility 
on us is not acceptable. Workers must be properly informed, 
consulted and protected: the European instruments we already 
have must be used to the full. Politics and democracy must now 
resume the responsibility that was abandoned to the markets in 
the Reagan-Thatcher era.

To what is evidently the worst economic crisis ever experienced 
in the EU, the response has been inadequate both in scale and in 
urgency in key areas. The European Summit in December agreed 
a Recovery Plan that did contain some welcome measures to try 
to restart the economy. But it was more a list of uncoordinated 
national measures that a truly European plan. It lacked the 
unity of purpose that the ETUC has been seeking. It included 0.9 
per cent of new measures, on official estimates, yet the output 
figures are showing a situation which will be at least 4% below 
potential output. So we want a second recovery plan aimed at 
producing another 2 per cent of GDP, including large European 
projects financed by European Growth Bonds and backed up by 
European central banks buying these bonds. We need to focus 
on sustainable projects which promote smart growth, and a 
much greener approach. Projects should be funded by Europe 
itself taking the strain on financial markets and not leaving it to 
some now badly weakened national governments. The European 
Central Bank should cut its rate down to close to zero.

We also want to see demand increased. Wage freezes, cuts in 
pay caused by unemployment and short-time working (where 
benefits are inadequate) contribute to deflation. They did in the 
1930s and they do now. Every effort should be made to keep 
up workers purchasing power and to use this as a driver of 
demand and growth. Public sector spending cuts are wrong and 
counter productive. And to provide all member states with the 
possibility and the means to defend wages, public and social 
spending, Europe must do more to support the more vulnerable 
member states against the vagaries of international capital 
markets. In particular, we cannot leave Central and Eastern 
European countries at the mercy of the IMF’s usual structural 
conditionality of dismantling wages and welfare. What we 
need is adequate financial support to member states so that 
the values and policies of the European Social Model can be 
maintained and strengthened.

Maintaining purchasing power should be part of a wide ranging 
New Social Deal – European wide to maximise effect – with a 
new emphasis on consultation and information on restructuring 
to explore all alternatives to firing workers. We must promote 
short time working schemes backed by good benefits and 
expanded training and retraining opportunities. The security 
side of flexicurity needs to be emphasised more and precarious 
workers given more confidence. A special EU wide scheme for 
this year’s school and college leavers should be put in place. 
We need to be creative in our use of the financial instruments at 
our disposal - the European Social Fund and the Globalisation 
Adjustment Fund, which itself needs reengineering.

Europe must have the political will to be a leader, not a follower, in 
producing the necessary response to the crisis. It must combine 
a stern, even angry determination to prevent any recurrence of 
the type of casino capitalism which caused the crisis once the 
worst is over, and it should lead on this at the G20 in London in 
April. “Never again” should be the fundamental approach to the 
G20 regarding the behaviour of the financial institutions. Nor 
is it simply a matter of regulation. We want to see a common 

approach to tax issues to ease tax competition coming at the 
expense of public revenues. 

Europe’s plans should be ambitious and we must be prepared to 
match the Americans. Europe must recognise that, increasingly, 
restive and worried workers are demanding protection which 
could turn into demands for protectionism and nationalism 
unless Europe and its member states show the necessary 
common will to tackle the growing problems and provide 
genuine protection for workers. 

We are in close contact with our US colleagues in the AFL-
CIO. The issue of protectionism is of common concern. No 
one wants a replay of the 1930s and there is a lot of common 
ground between us. We in Europe are well aware of the strains 
being brought to bear on our single market and have called for 
common rules for industry policy to stop beggar-thy-neighbour 
approaches while helping our key industries get through the 
recession and maintaining a level playing field in the labour 
market. A similar approach is needed for the transatlantic 
marketplace. We are mindful of America’s role as a motor for 
world demand and would of course wish to see it nurtured. 
Ambitious action that rekindles growth in both Europe and the 
US is the best way of preventing protectionism. We agree that 
we all need global rules of the road. There is a good trade union 
principle: no free riders. That applies also to social and fiscal 
dumpers. Our common principled approach that ILO rules must 
be applied by WTO members –and indeed all countries- as part 
of their trade relations is one that we have pressed for many 
a year. That is not protectionism, that is respect of universal 
fundamental rights.

There are now opportunities for trade unions. We matter in the 
eyes of the public authorities. Our ideas are on the table and are 
being taken seriously. We need to seize the moment – starting 
now. This is a time for people to turn to unions and for us to 
turn up a renaissance. We have seen a plethora of meetings in 
various configurations in Europe in preparation for the London 
G20. But there still lacks unity and clarity of vision. The European 
trade union Movement is ready to lead the way, and we are on the 
offensive for a New Social Deal in Europe starting with the following 
key five point plan:

An expanded recovery programme to provide more and •	
better jobs, to protect employment in key industries, to 
invest in new, sustainable technologies, and to maintain 
vital public services.
Better pay and pensions, stronger welfare states, higher •	
benefits to protect the purchasing power and effective 
participation rights needed to boost economies.
An end to the recent decisions of the European Court of •	
Justice favouring market freedoms over our fundamental 
rights and collective agreements by confirming the social 
objectives of the internal market, and guaranteeing equal 
treatment and equal pay for ‘posted’ migrant workers.
Effective regulation of financial markets, a fair distribution of •	
wealth, and no return to casino capitalism or to the “business 
as usual” of the past 20 years in financial markets
A European central bank committed to growth and full •	
employment, not just price stability.

This is a manifesto that we urge European Parliamentary 
candidates to endorse.

John Monks is the General secretary for the European Trade 
Union Confederation
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brussels – insulated with cash
Corporate interests and big money are now circling Brussels with the same 

enthusiasm they have encircled Washington. Kim Bizzarri and Will Dinan ask 
what can be done.

With the looming Euro-election this June it is timely to 
consider what the Scottish public might actually be voting 

for in the next few months. Most electors would struggle to name 
their MEP, and fewer still have any idea what they get up to when 
they depart for Brussels, and instantaneously disappear from our 
political consciousness. While the real power in the European 
system resides in the European Commission, appointed by 
national governments, the Parliament is nevertheless an 
important institution. Perversely, as Europe attracts more and 
more political powers, it attracts less and less media attention. 
EU summits appear on our television screens every few months, 
but the day-to-day business of politics in Brussels is rarely, and 
often poorly, reported. This is a very worrying development, as 
is the arrival of the professional influence industry en masse in 
the heart of the European polity. 

Corporate lobbying has rapidly become an integral element in 
the decision-making process in Europe. It costs a lot of money 
to hire specialist staff (often ex-officials), rent offices, and 
maintain a presence at the centre of EU governance. This is 
an important structural advantage for those with the deepest 
pockets to invest in shaping policy and legislation. One of the 
greatest myths about Brussels is that it is a vast bureaucracy 
churning out endless and pointless directives. There are in fact 
fewer public servants in Brussels than there are in Edinburgh. 
However, this is not cause for cheer. Given their extensive 
portfolios and powers EU officials need some outside help; 
information subsidies if you like. The Commission in particular 
has developed a rather unhealthy dependency on lobbyists 
for accessing useful and timely information. By helping out in 
this way lobbyists have been granted a privileged position in 
the decision-making process, where information is traded for 
influence. Over the last two decades corporations, industry lobby 
groups and PR firms have sprung up all around the European 
institutions, with the purpose of moulding European legislation 
from its very inception. Almost every industry imaginable has its 
own sectoral lobby group in Brussels, from the tiny European 
Bottled Watercooler Association, to the gargantuan European 
Chemical Industry Council (CEFIC) which has more lobbyists on 
staff than all the environmental NGOs combined. 

With over 15,000 full-time lobbyists currently roaming the 
corridors of the EU institutions, Brussels has become a worthy 
rival to Washington, with lobbying expenditures estimated to 
approximate one billion Euros a year. It is estimated that 70 
per cent of all lobbyists represent the interests of big business, 
whilst national and regional offices, as well as civil society 
organisation, make up just 20 per cent and 10 per cent of the 
total respectively. The Brussels corporate lobbying scene alone 
numbers over 1,000 lobby groups, hundreds of public relations 
and public affairs firms, numerous law firms offering lobbying 
services, dozens of corporate funded think tanks, as well as 
hundreds of EU affairs offices run by individual corporations. It 
is easy to understand why the Society of European Public Affairs 
Professionals (SEAP) complained to the European Parliament 

in 2004 about the lack of physical space available for lobbyists 
in the building, many of which would be “forced to stand during 
committee meetings”. 

The overwhelming presence of corporate lobbyists in Brussels 
and the dependency of EU officials on their input to shape 
European legislation, raises serious concerns on the democratic 
nature of European governance. Cases of privileged access and 
of revolving doors (the traffic of personnel from jobs regulating 
industry to jobs in that very industry lobbying the regulators), 
as well as the corporate funding of front groups, have all 
become standard practice in the Brussels’ way of doing politics. 
The revolving door between EU institutions and business has 
allowed corporations to exploit former officials’ personal 
contacts within the institutions to gain privileged access and 
influence decision-makers. Jean-Paul Mingasson for example, 
former Director-General at the Commission for Enterprise 
and Industry, left his post in 2004 to work as an adviser to 
BusinessEurope, the powerful confederations of European 
industrialists (the EU umbrella group of the UK’s CBI). While 
employed at the Commission, Mr Mingasson was personally 
involved in the EU’s revised legislation for the regulation of 
chemicals in Europe (REACH), against which he promptly begun 
lobbying as an advisor for BusinessEurope. 

The strong ties that bind the EU institutions to business have 
arguably caused too much of the decision-making process in 
the EU to become captured by corporate interests. The current 
Commissioner for the internal market, Charlie McCreevy, 
recently opined that there had been capture of financial 
regulation by the industry. Despite this realisation, he still 
appointed a group of former bankers to advise him on how to 
best manage the current financial crisis – although none of the 
alleged experts has been known to be a supporter of strong 
regulation. This over-representation of industry within bodies 
responsible for advising EU institutions is not uncommon to 
Brussels. In the Biofuels Research Advisory Council (Biofrac) for 
instance – responsible for advising the European Commission 
on innovation policy for biofuels – the industry was represented 
with four oil companies, four biofuel companies, one member 
from the food industry, one from a forestry company, one 
from an energy company and one from EuropaBio (Europe’s 
large lobby association for biotech companies). There were 
also eight academics, some with links to the oil and biotech 
industry, but not a single representative from the environmental 
movement. It should come by no surprise therefore that the 
recommendations Biofrac put forward had a strong corporate 
bias. However, with approximately 1,350 expert groups similar 
to Biofrac advising the European Commission on all kinds of 
policy matters, there are serious democratic deficits around 
impartiality and transparency in EU decision-making.

In case revolving doors or privileged access do not guarantee 
corporations sufficient influence in Brussels, they have 
resorted to funding and setting up think tanks in an attempt to 
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shape debate within the Brussels political circuit. An example 
of this practice is the Lisbon Council, which describes itself as 
a “Brussels based citizens-action group, which serves as an 
intellectual hub for pro-reform civil society throughout Europe”. 
The group’s website does not provide a list of financial supporters 
but states that “in a spirit of policy entrepreneurship, the 
founders invested their own time, capital and other resources to 
found the association and fund it through the first months. Over 
time, the work of the Lisbon Council will be sustained by grants 
and contributions of its members and supporters”. However, 
with a membership fee topping €100,000 it is difficult to imagine 
the Lisbon Council as a typical ‘citizens-action group’. 

What is clear instead is that, rather than vested interests 
masquerading as a concerned public, Brussels is missing real 
citizen action. The European system is seen as remote, distant 
and is not trusted by many voters across Europe. The rejection 
of various EU treaties in referenda in France, the Netherlands 
and Ireland in the past few years is testament to a growing 
sense that the EU is top-down, autocratic and unaccountable. 
The political response to this from the Commission has been to 
offer a modicum of transparency, the logic being that Europe is 
unloved and misunderstood because people cannot see what 
happens in Brussels. This is a rather dubious assumption, but 
has acted as a driver of some reformist measures.

Despite the burgeoning political influence of big business 
in Brussels, lobbying towards the EU institutions is virtually 
unregulated and operates in secrecy. In contrast, the US and 
Canada in the 1990’s developed lobbying disclosure and ethics 
legislation, obliging lobbyists to register and report on which 
issues they work on, and how much money they spend on lobbying. 
This has not resulted in curbing corporate lobbying power which 
in the US has reached extraordinary levels due to the dependence 
of politicians on corporate campaign finance donations (even 
Obama used lobbyists funds, though he has followed up on some 
of his pledges to reduce the influence of lobbyists and special 
interests in Washington). However the regulations in place in 
North America do secure a level of transparency around lobbying 
that is currently absent in Europe. At least the American public 
knows it’s being screwed, and by whom. 

Following increased pressure from pro-
transparency groups, the European Commission 
launched the European Transparency Initiative 
(ETI) in March 2005, offering an unprecedented 
opportunity to shed some light on the lobbying 
scene in Brussels. Regrettably, due to 
opposition both within the EU institutions and 
from commercial and corporate lobbyists, the 
initiative has failed to deliver much transparency 
to date. The original plan to introduce a 
mandatory system of registration and detailed 
financial disclosure for all lobbyists has ended 
up turning into a voluntary subscription to a 
register whose loose reporting mechanisms 
offer no insight to the lobbying game played in 
Brussels and the dynamics that power it. The 
register, which is currently under review, has 
come under fierce criticism by pro-transparency 
campaigners and journalists. The Alliance for 
Lobbying Transparency in the EU (ALTER-EU) 
has claimed that the current voluntary system 
is failing, with less than 20 per cent of Brussels-
based lobbying organisations registering over a 
year after its launch in March 2008. Moreover, 

some of the organisations who joined the register also failed to 
provide a complete list of clients (12 have been removed from 
the register for incomplete or inaccurate registrations), whilst 
others included in the database proved to be ghost organisations 
altogether. 

On 17 February, the EUobserver, a Brussels-based newspaper, 
revealed that the register had been hijacked by a “mysterious 
mischief-maker who registered a string of seemingly fake 
companies” - one of them being a ‘Fares Bank Ltd’ with no 
real address but which claimed to have spent €250 million on 
lobbying EU institutions in 2008 alone – which would place it 
way ahead of Brussels’ long standing lobbying veterans like Hill 
& Knowlton or Burston Marsteller. Similarly, a few days later, 
it also emerged that The Cheerleading Federation of Ireland 
had joined the register reporting €50,000 spent lobbying on 
cheerleading policy – although a member of the cheerleaders 
group later admitted that the group mistakenly registered in the 
hope to access EU funding.

What can be done? Well, we could easily ignore the Brussels scene 
and use the forthcoming European Parliamentary elections as a 
chance to register our apathy, or express our displeasure with 
Brown/Cameron/Salmond in the ballot box. But this won’t change 
anything. Some campaigning groups in the ALTER EU coalition 
are hoping to make transparency an election issue across 
Europe, and to get candidates to pledge to work towards greater 
openness, accountability and transparency in the next European 
Parliament. The more pro-transparency candidates returned in 
these elections increases the chances of meaningful reforms 
on disclosure, secrecy and lobbying in Europe. The struggle for 
a radical improvement of the reporting obligations for lobbyists 
working to influence legislation at all levels of governance must 
be an urgent priority for progressive movements in Europe, UK 
and Scotland. Lobbying disclosure legislation will not lead alone 
to the end of excessive corporate power over decision-making, 
but it is a necessary step in that direction... 

Kim Bizzarri and Will Dinan are members of the Alliance for 
Lobbying Transparency and Ethics Regulation (ALTER EU) www.
alter-eu.org
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fog in the channel: europe cut off
Robert Beveridge looks at the non-existent coverage of European society and 

politics in the British media and asks what this mean for Scotland’s place in 
Europe

Some academics have begun to research and write about 
what they term a European Public Sphere. Grounded in the 

ideas of the German philosopher Jurgen Habermas, they posit 
the idea and ideal of a communicative space within which there 
might be rational public debate – an agora if you like to bring 
in another European cultural discourse – where policies could 
be analysed and tested. Well the objections to this are many. 
How might this be possible in today’s sensationalist tabloid 
culture(s)? Whose voices are heard? Whose not? Who chooses 
or is the gatekeeper or mediator of those voices etc etc

All this is so obvious if true. But move beyond this. You, the 
reader of this journal are clearly a member of a sub-set of the 
population as a whole. You are interested enough in politics 
and have a cultural/ideological and knowledge base sufficient 
at least to enable you to negotiate and analyse the ideas, the 
debates and discourse present in the SLR. In short, you know 
about politics.

Now be honest with yourself and with anyone else with whom 
you discuss your answers to the following questions. What are 
the names of the heads of government of Norway, Denmark, 
the Netherlands, Iceland and Belgium? 

As the late lamented and much missed Humphrey Lyttelton 
might have said “two points per correct answer - as if anyone 
cared.” At the end of this article you will find the names which 
were current at this issue went to press. (For one never knows 

how quickly a government may fall – especially in times such 
as we are experiencing at present.) In one sense of course this 
game is just that – an interesting parlour game. I wonder how 
many you got right? The point is that – and here I am speculating 
but believe the analysis will not be too far from the truth – that 
most of you (of us) will have failed to achieve a score of more 
than four; ie two correct answers. And even where some are 
accurate, I am sure that this will be down to personal or family 
connections with the country concerned rather than shared 
political understanding and alliances.

Now if the political elite – and I know some will object to that term 
but bear with me – the politically engaged and knowledgeable 
do not know the names of the head of government of our nearest 
neighbours (at least in geographic terms) what hope is there of 
there being a genuine European public sphere where we can 
understand the processes of government and policy, of the 
ways in which some parties might or equally might not develop 
what kinds of alliances over and through which issues? And all 
that is without even addressing the complexities of having to 
know about the relative powers and functions of the European 
Commission, of the European Parliament, of the Directorates 
etc. No doubt some readers will have noticed that the Republic 
of Ireland was left out of the list and of course we know the 
names of the President of France, the German Chancellor, the 
Italian Prime Minister (hopefully he might have left or been 
removed from office by the time you are reading this – one can 
hope) and of course the Taoisach. All of which says a lot about 

power, news agendas and news values.

So much then for the extent to which our 
mainstream media have enabled us to be 
informed and educated although there is 
at least one honourable exception being – 
as the Scottish Broadcasting Commission 
Report Platform for Success confirmed – 
the BBC Gaelic programme Eorpa. Eorpa 
remains available to us on BBC and has 
not and hopefully will not become available 
only on the excellent BBC Alba – although 
it might be worth accepting this if BBC 
Alba was given a place on the Freeview 
digital platform. It is interesting that an 
oral culture such as Gaelic does manage 
to cover and make links in and across 
the cultures of Europe. And the success 
of the news programme on BBC Alba, a 
programme which reports Scotland, the 
UK Europe and the world in and from a 
Scottish Gaelic perspective, does show 
what can be done when the will is there 
– opponents of the Scottish Six take note. 
Yet given the self image of Scotland and 
many Scots, that we are somehow more 
European (and egalitarian) than England 
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and Middle England in particular, what can we say about the 
way(s) in which the Scottish media as a whole represent and 
reflect politics in, on and across Europe and the European 
Union?

As the introduction may and should have demonstrated, the 
current position indicates that neither the market-newspapers 
nor public service broadcasting as a whole has managed to 
enable us to see European politics in much more than, at best, 
an ethnocentric prism. It may of course be that this is a chicken 
and egg question. As the European polity and democracy 
advances then political cultures and parties will develop which 
impact upon citizens to the extent that the media will start to 
provide coverage which speaks the truth to and about power. But 
until the media, especially the UK and Scottish media, develop 
a discourse or language, a framework for understanding which 
is European per se, then we will be left with a media which 
operates – for the most part – at the level of a ‘Carry On’ film or 
‘Those Magnificent Men in Their Flying Machines’ – the latter 
operating at level of deeply-held stereotype. 

In 1985 Vincent Porter asked:

 “Can we look forward to a film culture which offers something 
more imaginative, which brings together the experiences 
and feelings that men and women have in common and 
which plays down, or better still resolves, the nationalistic 
differences that can divide them?” (Porter, 1985, European 
co-productions; aesthetic and cultural implications Journal 
of Area Studies 12:6)

One might equally point to the BBC’s motto that nation shall 
speak peace unto nation and also draw attention to the public 
purposes of the BBC which do lay laudable emphasis on 
sustaining citizenship and civil society and bring the world to the 
UK and the UK to the world. But as so often, the BBC is asked 
to make up for the many deficiencies in culture and society and 
also other media and what is needed rather is a civic society 
and political and media culture which acknowledges that we are 
all part of the European democratic union and experiment in 
democracy. But perhaps the EU, being not a federal or unitary 
state but a union of sovereign states, does operate politically 
through the interest and prism of national interest and national 
governments although Edinburgh and London no doubt have 
different takes on this. I myself do not agree with Vincent being 
a believer in the progressive possibilities of civic nationalism but 
there is no doubting that, for example, whenever England play 
Spain at football, the newspapers will undoubtedly deploy and 
use terms such as the Spanish Armada. Germany will come in 
for headlines derived from the two world wars of the twentieth 
century.

How might one address these problems? The answer, for me, 
is media regulation and the development of institutional and 
journalistic cultures which operate in and according to the 
values of public service in the best sense of this term. If there 
is a crisis of democracy as some allege and low voter turn-out 
and participation then the coming elections for the European 
Parliament might well establish a new low in such performance 
indicators. It is no use blaming the voters or the media per 
se. It is to do with a number of factors and understanding the 
complexities of the processes by which European legislation 
and directives are developed is not the only aspect of political 
literacy which is needed to be strengthened.

It may not matter how many documentaries are made and 
broadcast unless we can move towards the voter and viewer 
being drawn into and becoming interested in the human stories 
which can illustrate the political debates and dilemmas and 
in ways which do not deploy the ‘polspeak’ so common when 
politicians open their mouths. We get the media we deserve; 
we get the politics and politicians we deserve: no matter how 
depressing those maxims might be.

Perhaps the way forward is to commission and conduct research 
along the lines of the King report (available at www.bbc.co.uk/
bbctrust/assets/files/pdf/review_report_research/impartiality/
uk_nations_impartiality.pdf). This report has set a standard 
for the ways in which journalists can stay in step with the 
changing UK and achieve higher levels of accuracy and quality 
in addressing the reporting of politics in and across the devolved 
administrations for a UK audience as a whole. So using this as a 
template, the BBC but also ITN and channel 4 etc, could reflect 
upon their own coverage and political/cultural/democratic 
responsibilities in terms of European democracy and reporting 
politics and adopt some of Anthony King’s recommendations as 
model good practice. More than that, why not take Eorpa and 
give it an outing on BBC1 in prime time. 

A more difficult question surrounds, for example, the OFCOM 
regulatory licences or BBC Trust service licence for individual 
channels. Should we or can we require, for example, quotas of 
coverage or items in scheduled news bulletins as a condition of 
being allowed to broadcast and if we did, even allowing for the 
problems of definition of European stories etc, would that not 
be s step too far in terms of interfering with the independence 
and autonomy of broadcasters? The deeper question might be 
how do we use which policy instruments to ensure quality in 
broadcasting? Do we allocate funding to specific programmes? 
If STV is ever in receipt of public monies for news and current 
affairs, as they are seeking, can we say yes but you must cover 
European politics etc. This debate is live and readers of SLR are 
more than welcome to contribute to it.

As for Scotland’s place in Europe, as far as broadcasting is 
concerned, we need to move beyond the twin poles of Taggart 
and Tartanry towards programmes which celebrate and/or 
investigate the links between various diasporas, for example 
Italian- Scots and vice 
versa, and how the EU has 
helped or hindered these 
communities in terms 
of a shared polity. And if 
anyone wishes to give me 
a research grant to go to 
Italy, please get in touch. 
I already give talks at the 
University of Sassari in 
Sardinia and beyond the 
idea that this may be some 
kind of holiday, we need 
to celebrate our shared 
links when and whenever we can. And oh yes – do remember 
to vote in the European elections otherwise the broadcasters 
and newspapers will say no one is interested in politics and 
democracy. We should not give them that excuse

Robert Beveridge is a lecturer in media at Edinburgh Napier 
University

Those European leaders...

Belgium            Van Rompuy 

Denmark          Rasmussen

Iceland            Sigurdardottir 

Netherlands     Balkenende

Norway            Stoltenberg
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watched. everywhere.
Tony Bunyan looks in fear at the ‘unstoppable’ rise of the security state in 

Europe

The EU’s Future Group proposals to harness the ‘digital 
tsunami’ by European (and national) agencies predicating 

state surveillance over a very wide range of human activity. Its 
report will form the basis of the EU next five-year programme 
on Justice and Home Affairs, the ‘Stockholm Programme’ to 
be adopted in December 2009. This will follow on from the 
‘Tampere Programme’ (2000-2004) and the ‘Hague Programme’ 
(2005-2009). The ‘Stockholm Programme’ will be adopted by 
the Council of the European Union (the 27 governments) and set 
the priorities to be translated into new measures and practices. 
The final report argues that in the ‘digital tsunami environment’ 
citizens’ expectations of ‘proactive protection’ become ‘ever 
more acute’, especially as traditional measures to protect 
privacy ‘will become less and less effective’, thus ‘privacy-
enhancing technologies’ are absolutely essential to guarantee 
civil and political rights in the age of cyberspace.

The document is silent on how this should be done. The main 
emphasis is almost exclusively on the opportunities the ‘digital 
tsunami’ gives ‘public security organisations’ to “have access 
to almost limitless amounts of potentially useful information”. 
For ‘public security organisations’ to ‘master this data tsunami’ 
will require ‘automated data analysis’ to get this through to 
a ‘multitude of stakeholders’ in the agencies across the EU. 
‘Interoperability’ is assumed (being able to access databases 
across the EU) but what is needed is a “platform approach 
to delivering public security”. A ‘service oriented’ approach 
means that “outputs from different parts of the system can be 
shared (within and across organisations) and to build converged 
platforms... move to converged networks (or where necessary 
solutions that ensure all their networks can ‘talk’ to each other) 
and ensure all data streams are digital and capable of being 
meshed together”. For example, the ‘principle of availability’ 
means that on a ‘case-by-case’ basis, through ‘interoperable’ 
systems, data and intelligence can be gathered by “an agency in 
one state from a number of other EU states. However, the report 
argues that this is an opportune moment to go beyond the limited 
perspective of a case-by-case approach and aim for a holistic 
objective in law enforcement information management.

In contrast to an ‘uncoordinated and incoherent palette of 
information systems’ there would be a “European Union Law 
Enforcement Information Management Strategy (EU IMS).. 
aiming at a professional, business-oriented and cost-effective 
use of information technology and information networks”.

At its meeting in October 2007 the Future Group was presented 
with a ‘Concept’ paper from the Portuguese Council Presidency. 
It spells out in detail the thinking and intent underneath the 
obscure language in the full report’s section on: ‘Using new 
technologies and information networks.’ The ‘Concept paper’ 
opens with the statement that “Technology is not neutral: 
it must be put at the service of security with respect for the 
way of life of the citizen in democratic countries and can have 
a decisive contribution towards making a global world more 
secure.” This statement begs the question of exactly how, if 

technology is ‘put at the service of security’ it can at the same 
time ‘respect’ for the way of life of citizens. Surely technology 
should ‘serve’ the people and ‘serve’ security only in so far as 
it does not undermine individual and fundamental rights. This 
paper however assumes the former to reflect the consensus 
of governments in the EU, ‘public security’ comes first. It can 
be argued that it is not ‘public security’ that the public want 
but rather ‘public safety’. Indeed, if a concept of ‘public safety’, 
based on people’s needs, were used instead of ‘public security’, 
based on the state’s needs, a whole different set of policies and 
practices might emerge.

Global Monitoring for Environment and Security (GMES) is an EU 
initiative for the implementation of information services dealing 
with the environment and security. It uses ‘observation data’ 
from ‘Earth Observation satellites and ground based information 
which integrates and makes accessible data from multiple 
sources. This allows public and private actors to ‘”anticipate, 
intervene and control”. It gives an indication of what we may see 
in the near future - the following are all extracts which make 
explicit what this could mean:

One obvious illustration is the ability to track the location •	
of any active mobile phone (and to know where it was last 
switched off and last switched on). This is just the beginning. 
In the next few years billions of items in the physical world 
will be connected, using technologies such as radio-
frequency identification (RFID), broadband wireless (WiFi, 
WiMAX), satellite and wireless (Bluetooth, wireless USB, 
ZigBee). This means it will be possible to trace more and 
more objects in real-time and to analyse their movement 
and activity retrospectively.... In the near future most objects 
will generate streams of digital data about their location and 
use - revealing patterns and social behaviours which public 
security professionals can use to prevent or investigate 
incidents.”

All credit or debit-related purchases already generate •	
monitorable and searchable real-time information; but 
more and more transactions will be of this kind as we move 
towards a cashless society...

These trends will be reinforced as biometric measurements •	
are used to enhance security at more and more locations - 
whether public places such as town halls or train stations; 
private locations such as amusement venues; or places of 
work.

Most large cities have already seen a significant increase •	
in the use of closed circuit television (CCTV), and usage (by 
public and private sector organisations) is likely to increase 
further and to shift from the current analogue technologies 
to more easily storable and searchable digital technologies.

Further accelerating the tsunami of data is online behaviour. •	
Social networks such as My Space, Face Book and Second 
Life - and indeed all forms of online activity - generate huge 
amounts of information that can be of use to public security 
organisations.
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This assumes the widespread use of peoples’ biometrics 
(fingerprints, facial scans or iris scans) in everyday life once they 
have been collected by national EU states for passports and ID 
cards. Next generation ‘searchable digital’ videos of public and 
private places suggests life-time databanks with the ability to 
conduct historical searches based on a person’s image. The paper 
suggests that the capacity now exists, or will very soon, where 
the state will be able to combine data from different sources on 
every individual - financial transactions, train journeys, visits 
to a town hall, a fairground, images from ‘searchable digital 
technologies’, internet usage and social habits together with 
state records, citizen registration, National Insurance details, 
schools, universities, criminal records, tax record, health record, 
driving licence and motoring offences, insurance details and more 
which could be used to monitor and control social, economic and 
political life. If this seems an extreme view just read what the 
Portuguese Council Presidency goes on to say:

“These trends have huge implications for public security. 
Citizens already leave many digital traces as they move 
around. What is clear, however, is that the number of those 
traces (and the detailed information they contain) is likely 
to increase by several orders of magnitude in the next ten 
years. Every object the individual uses, every transaction they 
make and almost everywhere they go will create a detailed 
digital record. This will generate a wealth of information for 
public security organisations, and create huge opportunities 
for more effective and productive public security efforts.”

The final report mentioned that ‘Privacy enhancing technologies’ 
were essential if people were to be convinced of the need for this 
development. Here in this background paper, however, this is 
recognised but is also fatally undermined. The paper says that 
fundamental privacy issues are raised on “how much information 
about the behaviour of citizens should be shared”. There is no 
reference to terrorism or even crime but simply “information 
about the behaviour of citizens” being hoovered up. It then goes 
on to say “Paradoxically, those same tools can also be used 
by terrorists and other criminals”. Indeed, when it comes to 
‘balancing’ the first need against the second it is ‘security’ that 
has always won since 11 September 2001. Just look at the draft 
Framework Decision on data protection on police and judicial 
cooperation - covering the exchange of data/intelligence between 
member states and outside the EU about to be adopted by the 
Council. The Commission proposal was thrown out and rewritten 
by law enforcement officers and officials.

The Portuguese paper says that there are three ‘Challenges’, 
the first of which is presented under the heading: ‘Automate 
and master data analysis’. Drawing on the practice of 
financial traders, brokers and credit card companies who use 
sophisticated programmes to analyses changes and trends the 
paper says that “machines are able not just to analyse records 
of transactions, but also to analyse visual information as well. 
Current systems can already identify individuals by their gait or 
flag up particular types of image, eg: unattended luggage or a 
person lying on the ground, apparently injured. Next generation 
systems are likely to be able to watch for, find and follow even 
more tightly defined objects, behaviour patterns or events. 
These developments mean routine data monitoring and analysis 
will increasingly be handled by machines; the system will then 
flag up exceptions.”

When put together ‘automated monitoring and analysis’ with 
‘machines’ determining unusual or unacceptable behaviour 

the next step is easy, you get ‘machine’-driven responses. Thus 
‘networked systems’ will not just monitor live situations but the 
‘machine’ ‘will start to respond to it intelligently’. So now we have 
‘intelligent’ machines. Moreover, the systems or ‘machines’ will 
“work across multiple data streams and multiple types of data 
stream. For example, if someone in an airport starts making a 
series of unusual mobile phone calls, the system might monitor 
the video streams of the areas where that person is more 
sensitively than it would normally. Or it might check passenger 
travel information to see if that person or someone related to 
them is due to arrive or depart in the next couple of hours.” 
Who or rather what (if it is a machine) will determine if a mobile 
phone call is ‘unusual’? What if you are doing your neighbour a 
favour by picking up their grandparents from the airport - you 
are not related to them and are a bit anxious that you will not 
recognise them?

The second ‘Challenge’ is ‘Making decision-making more 
distributed’ which is making sure that everyone in the chain 
of public security organisations can get instant and real-time 
information. The third ‘Challenge’ is to ‘Transform Decision 
support’. Employing ‘Mashups’ (‘Web applications that combine 
data from two or more sources into a ‘single tool’”) means 
that “in the near future public security organisations will be 
building portals that aggregate a huge range of data sources 
into personalized cockpits for different decision-makers”. It is 
not hard to imagine a scenario where a person is picked up by 
CCTV running in a tube station: is this person running because 
they have attacked someone, running away from their attacker, 
or just running for the train?

Echoing the final report the Council Presidency paper says that 
EU member states ‘individually and collectively’ should take a 
‘platform’ approach to ‘delivering public security’. They need, 
it says to move beyond interoperability to a ‘services-oriented 
approach’ and ‘converged platforms’ so that all the networks 
“can ‘talk’ to each other”. After all, in an increasingly connected 
world “public security organisations will have access to almost 
limitless amounts of potentially useful information”.

All this was drawn up by high-level officials and agreed by 
EU Ministers. They, frighteningly, really do believe they are 
‘balancing’ the demands of security and civil liberties; they 
embrace the new technology, if it is technologically possible 
why should it not be used; they assume that the ‘digital tsunami’ 
should be harvested by public security organisations, simply 
because it is there; and assume too that everyone accepts that 
the ‘threats’ they proclaim require such a gargantuan, and 
undiscussed, leap. There is no recognition that people not only 
want to live and travel in safety also want protection from an 
all-mighty state. The creation of an surveillance state, for that 
is what is being proposed, will take the EU further down the 
road to authoritarianism, a path which looks less and less likely 
to be reversible. In the aftermath of 11 September 2001, and 
for the next three or four years, the rationale for new powers, 
databases and agencies in and across the EU were presented 
as if they were ‘exceptional’, initiatives needed to meet the 
terrorist threat. We know now what was termed ‘exceptional’ is 
the norm, that unthinkable (and politically unacceptable) uses 
of technology just seven years ago are almost upon us.

Tony Bunyan is Director of Statewatch which monitors civil 
liberties in the EU

SLRI51.indd   21 12/03/2009   15:47:25



22
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
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Paul Holleran  
Scottish Organiser 
James Doherty  
(Chair, Scottish Executive Council) 

National Union of Journalists, 114 Union Street, Glasgow G1 3QQ 
Tel.:  0141 248 6648/7748   Email:  NUJScotland@nuj.org.uk 
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our collective prosperity
Dave Moxham looks at the issues facing this year’s STUC Congress

When STUC Annual Congress opens in Perth this April it will 
do so against the backdrop of an economic crisis which is 

comparable if not worse than any previously experienced.  Even 
writing just a month or so before that date, it is not possible 
to properly anticipate the situation that will be being faced in 
April.

Some things however are clear.  Previous predictions on the 
timescale and speed of recovery from recession have been 
wrong and the need for a substantial additional fiscal stimulus 
to drive forward the economy will be even more evident.

STUC’s Congress theme will be “Active unions - Rebuilding 
Collective Prosperity”.  As with all strap-lines it barely does 
justice to the breadth and range of our congress agenda and the 
challenges we face. It does however restate a couple of themes 
which reflect how the STUC believes the response to the current 
crisis must be shaped.

Firstly it recognises that the 
measures of prosperity which 
have predominated over recent 
decades – average wages, levels 
of home ownership and increased 
consumption are inadequate, not 
to say damaging, criteria.  

Average wage levels have risen 
at the time that income equality 
has shown no measurable 
improvement.  We know that 
over a quarter of workers in 
Britain receive less than a Living 
Wage whether calculated on the 
basis of median earnings or a 
calculation of need.  

The under regulated lending 
market in combination with the 
unavailability of affordable housing led to home ownership 
becoming as an increasing source or wealth and of wealth 
inequality.  Whilst home ownership is an important and 
reasonable aspiration it has been at achieved at the cost of 
unsustainable mortgage debt and is a major contributor to the 
crisis we now face.

Our Congress theme also recognises that collective action by 
unions is central. Not just because we can provide the vital 
protections for workers facing hardship but because unions 
have a key role in creating and sustaining a new vision for a 
prosperous and socially just society.  It is an approach increasingly 
reflected across the international trade union movement.  In the 
US, in particular the onset of the crisis and the election of the 
more union friendly Obama, has given rise to the Employee Free 
Choice Act (www.aflcio.org/joinaunion/voiceatwork/efca/) - a 
campaign which explicitly links trade union membership and 
organising with better economic and employment outcomes 

and links the attacks on union organising with the economic 
failures now manifest in the US.  The idea that strong unions 
drive sustainable and fair economic growth may be a no-brainer 
for the labour and trade union movement, but it fundamentally 
challenges prevailing neo-liberal orthodoxies at a time when an 
unprecedented number of people are looking for alternatives.

In this context it is unsurprising that the positions put forward 
by the STUC General Council and Scottish unions at this 
year’s Congress focus on key actions required of UK and 
Scottish Government to rebalance the economy in relation to 
both sustainability and fairness.   The General Council argues 
that the current crisis provides an opportunity to “create a 
new economic architecture that reconnects a strong, flexible 
economy to the living standards of all” and that the decline of 
manufacturing must be reversed.

Congress will also hear calls for 
the targeting of assistance to those 
hardest hit by the current recession. 
Targeting specific aspects of poverty, 
such as fuel poverty; and investment 
in public services; will ensure that 
the economic impact is maximised 
and the economy is best placed to 
recover from the current downturn. 

Whilst it has been much heralded, the 
Chancellor’s current fiscal stimulus 
is dwarfed by that announced by 
Barack Obama.  In Britain, the Work 
Foundation has recently argued for a 
fiscal stimulus costing 1 per cent of 
GDP (£15bn) comprising measures 
such as a one-off tax credit to the 
poorest households who are most 
likely to spend any additional income; 
additional investment in a public 

works programme, increased out-of-work benefits, support for 
the unemployed through expanding the capacity of job search 
and support services and incentives for short-time working 
to encourage employers to retain human capital, rather than 
dismiss workers. 

The STUC agrees. However, even if the chancellor is persuaded 
of that view, we would argue that the 1 per cent proposed 
stimulus is unlikely to be enough. David Blanchflower of the 
Bank of England’s Monetary Policy Committee, whose record 
in proposing early interest rate cuts and whose warnings on 
the unemployment consequences of Bank of England monetary 
policy were so prophetic, has argued along with David Bell of 
Stirling University that a new fiscal stimulus in the UK should 
be comparable in size to President Obama’s recent US package 
– around 6.1 per cent of GDP or £87bn pounds. They also argue 
strongly for large cuts in income taxes and National Insurance 
Contributions aimed at the low paid and the young. 

Our Congress theme 
also recognises that 
collective action by 
unions is central. Not just 
because we can provide 
the vital protections for 
workers facing hardship 
but because unions have 
a key role in creating and 
sustaining a new vision for 
a prosperous and socially 
just society. 
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The fact that additional stimulus has support from a wide, and 
ever widening base is welcome indeed, but a short term fiscal 
stimulus, however large will not be enough.   

The fear is that such initiatives will be funded through medium 
and long term cuts in public services which would undermine 
sustainable economic development and increase inequality.

Given the severity of the current recession, it is easy to predict 
increasing pressures on public sector spending resulting from 
increases in the payment of unemployment related benefits at 
the same time as the general increase in need will add to the 
level of support required from 
key public services.  The Institute 
for Fiscal Studies predicts that 
in the absence of any additional 
spending cuts or tax increases, the 
Treasury would have to borrow 1.5 
per cent of national income more 
in 2015/16 than it predicted at the 
time of the Pre Budget Report, 
even if the economy performs no 
worse than expected. This would 
take public sector net debt above 
60 per cent of national income, 
from where it would decline only 
very gradually over subsequent 
decades. 

In his pre-budget report, the 
Chancellor announced “efficiency 
savings” of an additional £5 billion 
for 2011 - which will impact to the 
tune of £500 million in Scotland.  This is an entirely unwelcome 
signal, indicating that sustainable public service provision may 
be sacrificed on the altar of short term fiscal stimuli.

There is of course another path, which involves rebalancing the 
UK’s tax base to ensure that the better-off play their proper 
role in repaying future public sector debt; in recognising that 
far from being cut, public services have a key role in driving 
economic recovery and growth; and in examining the “public 
sector reform” agenda and its impact on the public sector 
ethos, services delivery, democratic accountability and fair 
employment.  

Despite its focus on the current economic crisis, STUC Congress 
will also debate a number of key issues which reflect its ongoing 
international and democratic concerns.

Following motions proposed at recent congresses on the issue of 
Palestine, an eleven strong delegation of Scottish trade unionists 
visited Palestine and Israel in March.  The delegation, which was 
hosted by the Palestine General Federation of Trade Unions, 
and by Israeli trade union federation Histadrut, had as its key 
purpose, the exploration of the calls for boycott, disinvestment 
and sanctions against Israel until it complies with International 
Law and Universal Principals of Human Rights.  The delegation 
will report its findings to the STUC General Council which will 
make a recommendation to Congress on whether a campaign 
should be pursued.

The subject of another General Council Report to Congress 
will be the debate over constitutional change.  The STUC has a 
policy of working closely with both the Calman Commission and 
the Scottish Government over its National Conversation.  

The nature and quality of these engagements have been 
different.  Until its publication of Fiscal Autonomy in Scotland: 
the case for change and options for reform on 23 February 
2009, the Scottish Government has made little apparent effort 
to encourage discussion on the detail of a future constitutional 
settlement, whereas (notwithstanding its more limited brief) 
the Calman Commission has invited STUC to provide written 

submissions on three occasions and 
to provide oral evidence in two further 
instances.

Congress will be asked to support 
the view that there are arguments for 
a significantly enhanced devolution 
settlement but short of full fiscal 
autonomy, including expanded powers 
to vary income tax, the power to 
borrow and the devolution of Council 
Tax Benefit and Housing Benefit.

The General Council also argues in 
favour of additional powers on some 
aspects of immigration policy, health 
and safety enforcement and for the 
Scottish Parliament to take control of 
elections in Scotland.

Scottish unions also continue to be 
deeply concerned at the levels of trafficking into the UK for 
sexual exploitation, forced labour, or other forms of exploitation.  
The General Council has recognised this by again prioritising 
the issue for debate, and its motion makes explicit the links 
between human trafficking, sexual exploitation and prostitution, 
and acknowledges that prostitution is violence against women.  

Issue 46 of the Scottish Left Review was entitled “SLR was right!”  
It is a description that could equally well be applied to the STUC 
Congresses of recent years which have provided a consistent 
critique of the economic and social policies of both Scottish and 
UK Governments and, more importantly, argued for alternatives.  
We will of course continue to provide daily practical support for 
our members and other vulnerable workers through initiatives 
such as PACE, through arguing for short-term subsidies to 
support troubled employers and through practical measures 
to promote workplace skills.  But we also aim to maintain our 
focus on the fundamental policy changes required to deliver the 
collective prosperity we desire.

Dave Moxham is the Deputy General Secretary of the STUC 

Congress will be asked 
to support the view that 
there are arguments for 
a significantly enhanced 
devolution settlement 
but short of full fiscal 
autonomy, including 
expanded powers to vary 
income tax, the power to 
borrow and the devolution 
of Council Tax Benefit and 
Housing Benefit.

SLRI51.indd   24 12/03/2009   15:47:26



25

GMB SCOTLAND.  CAMPAIGNING FOR:

•	 PUBLICLY RUN PUBLIC SERVICES
•	 A STRONG MANUFACTURING BASE
•	 EQUALITY FOR ALL

Fountain House, 1/3 Woodside Crescent, Charing Cross, Glasgow G3 7UJ
E:mail contact: richard.leonard@gmb.org.uk

HARRY DONALDSON JIM LENNOX
REGIONAL SECRETARY REGIONAL PRESIDENT

SLRI51.indd   25 12/03/2009   15:47:26



26

events worthy of historical record so that we had a radical view 
in that record as well as the official one hence the importance 
of the internet to our strategy. It was Churchill who insisted on 
getting his account of WW II out first as all other would have to 
use his writing for reference. Why should the devil have all the 
best tunes?

I think that it is fair to say that the struggle over tolls on the Skye 
Bridge, which SKAT successfully concluded against the return to 
the 18th century practice of turnpikes, has had an effect greater 
than originally intended. It has reminded almost everyone of the 
economic reason behind the outlawing of tolls as the industrial 
revolution progressed. I say almost everyone as New Labour, in 
the Scottish Parliament, is actually arguing that PPP/PFI should 
be used for the new Forth Bridge, like the Bourbon’s “they learn 
nothing and forget nothing.” Need we point to the Skye Bridge, 
Inverness Airport, Lothian Schools and, the biggest collapse of 
them all, London Underground, all bailed out by public money. 
No risk there then?

When the tolls finally came off the Skye Bridge, my wife, who 
hails from Harris, and I drove along the A82 and A87 to visit 
Barra. We crossed the Erskine Bridge, toll free, Ballahulish 
Bridge, along the road through Glen Garry, which once had 
passing places, to Kyle and over to Skye and then ferry to 
Harris. We then went by ferry to Berneray, thence by causeway 
to Eriskay, ferry to Barra and causeway to Vatersay. Our most 
recent trip to Harris was under the new RET fare scheme at £66 
return as opposed to £112. Progress over the last 30 years has 
been made but as Andy Anderson’s book has shown it does not 
come without struggle. 

The condition of the trunk road on that route, particularly at the 
single track section controlled traffic lights at Pulpit Rock on 
the banks of Loch Lomond and the narrow carriageway from 
Tarbet to Iverarnan does not befit a nation with tourism at the 
top of its economic agenda. Improvements at Pulpit Rock are 
planned but this has a completion date of November 2012! So, 
perhaps the officials and ministers should be taken for a drive 
north timed to coincide and meet in the dark with MacAskill’s 
convoy from the outer isles already five hours into their drive 
south from Uig. They will indeed be thankful for the skills of the 
drivers.

However there was one strange observation I made on our 
recent Odyssey to the isles. The new ferries and causeways 
all had plaques on them commemorating their opening or 
launch as the case may be and all of them, to my surprise, had 
been presided over by Conservative ministers a species now 
extinct in these parts. It would appear that you can’t bribe an 
eileanach.

Henry McCubbin

The Skye Bridge Story: Multi-national Interests 
and People Power

Andy Anderson, Argyll Publishing 2008, 256 pages, 
£14, ISBN 978-1906134198

I have some familiarity with the road to the isles having spent 
many years working as a film cameraman with first BBC 

and then Grampian TV, often having to time my assignments 
with an eye on the time for sunset. - not just to ensure that I 
had enough light to film but to ensure that I could catch the 
Ballahulish and the Kyle ferries. Well, Ballahulish got its bridge 
in 1975 but it took another twenty years before the link to Skye 
came along. Only knaves could have turned what should have 
been an inspiration for all concerned into one of downcast 
disappointment at the decision to fund it through the immensely 
expensive PPP/PFI policy which demanded that tolls be charged. 
I also remember even before the design was finalised several 
interesting concepts were pre- decided out of the equation. Not 
least one which included scope for harnessing the immense 
tidal power in these parts which had been the reason for the 
crab like course the ferries customarily took across the Kyle. 

I also recall, when the decision was taken on the box girder 
design, writing to the WHFP pointing to the Tay Bridge which 
had just had a maintenance survey carried out 25 years after its 
opening revealing that it required £6.5 million, the exact cost of 
its construction, in repairs. It was not lost on me that the twenty-
five years timescale was the same as was being talked about as 
the period after which the Skye Bridge operators, having made 
their profit, would hand it back to the public – privatising the 
profits and socialising the costs.

It will have been noticed that SLR has no time for PFI/PPP. 
At the end of the day no new finance is brought in at all by 
the private sector. All the costs are met by the public purse 
through taxation but the private sector retains their profit. As 
global competition speeds up, corporations find it difficult to 
avoid diminishing returns and now look to sitting astride tax 
streams and bleeding profit from this guaranteed flow. When 
the campaign that took on the acronym SKAT (Skye and Kyle 
Against the Tolls) decided to fight against the imposition of tolls 
and hence the PPP/PFI method of funding for the Skye Bridge 
they aimed an arrow at the heart of the Thatcher/Blair policy of 
corporate welfare largesse and public sector cuts.

I found Andy Anderson’s recount of the events stimulating from 
the point of view of a political activist and I advise young people 
in particular to read it. It covers the rush of outrage at injustice 
that motivates a disparate group of people to link talents and 
abilities in a struggle, the fall outs, and yes, those sudden 
self doubts that are just as suddenly overcome usually by the 
appearance in your support of someone who has never lifted a 
placard in protest in their life.

It is particularly pleasing that Andy has put this ‘inside story’ 
down in Gaelic and English as it has been from the start the 
intention of SLR to promote the publicising of the first drafts of 
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The Scottish Government launched its spring offensive on 
problem drinking by revealing the shocking fact that Scotland’s 
per capita consumption of alcohol is the seventh highest in 
Europe. To which many people’s reaction was: “What? We’ve 
sunk to seventh place? We used to be number one!” It also 
made me wonder what the six countries in Europe drink more 
than we do. Then, more statistics were published showing that 
Scotland has now risen to the top of European murder league. 
So, at least we’re still best at some things.

Our entire relationship with Europe was at the centre of a major 
dispute when refinery workers went on strike, and there were 
picket lines outside Grangemouth, in the ongoing argument 
about contractors using European instead of UK labour. The 
government seemed split on the whole issue. While Gordon 
Brown continued to talk the talk about “British jobs for British 
workers”, Peter Mandelson began to sound more and more like 
a Norman Tebbit tribute act. The trade secretary said that British 
workers should be prepared to travel to find jobs. At least no-
one could accuse him of hypocricy. After all, having been sacked 
from the cabinet twice, he didn’t give in to the notion that he was 
unemployable. He got on his bike and landed himself a cushy 
job in Brussels

To further inflame the argument, the UK independence 
Party invited over a Dutch nazi to give him his views on racial 
supremacy. Surely there must be enough racists in the UK 
without having to bring in foreign racists to do the same job? 
As it was, he was not allowed into the country. Which bizarrely 
upset members of UKIP. After all, I thought they wanted us 
to stop foreigners getting into this country? Indeed, it is very 
strange that a political party founded on strictly xenophobic and 
eurosceptic principles should want to know what a Dutchman 
has to say about anything.

Nearer home, Holyrood and Westminster attempted to break 
the impasse over public spending in Scotland, and in particular 
over how to fund the construction of the new Forth Road Bridge. 
Predictably, the talks ended in stalemate. Indeed, it would 
appear that Labour and the SNP are unable to build bridges. In 
fact, they can’t even build bridges about building bridges.

Many people’s focus over the past couple of months has, 
however, been on the other side of the Atlantic. None of the 
millions who watched President Obama’s inauguration could 
have failed to be inspired by the occasion and by the man 
himself. However, for me, more inspiring was the train journey 
he took the previous day from Philadelphia to Washington, 
following in the footsteps of Lincoln. At every station, he was 

greeted by thousands of excited, adoring followers. You could 
never have imagined scenes like that in the UK. The idea that 
when Brown took office, he would go on a ceremonial train 
ride from Kirkcaldy down to London. To be greeted, no doubt, 
by about six half-hearted supporters at each station en route. 
And for the awaiting party at Kings Cross to hear the inevitable 
tannoy announcement:

“We apologise for the late running of the Prime Minister’s train. 
This is now running ninety, nine - oh, minutes behind schedule. 
This is due to essential engineering works in the Stevenage 
area. The Prime Minister will now be arriving on a replacement 
bus service from Peterborough.”

Brown then visited Washington himself, where his speech 
to Congress received seventeen standing ovations. To put 
that into context, it is sixteen more standing ovations than he 
received at the last Labour arty conference (and indeed he 
received that sole standing ovation purely on the grounds that 
he had finished). He announced an honorary knighthood for 
Ted Kennedy, presumably not for services to road safety. In the 
main, Brown’s message to Congress echoed that of Obama’s 
inauguration; that we must care for the week and the needy. We 
must make sure that capitalism looks after the most vulnerable 
members of society. Such as those living on pensions. Some 
people, in fact, are having to live on pensions as little as sixteen 
million pounds.

Three hundred years ago a Scot, William Paterson founded 
the Bank of England to bankroll the English government and 
effectively invented modern banking as we know it. How ironic 
that another Scot Fred Goodwin has effectively killed modern 
banking as we know it, causing the RBS to be bankrolled by the 
London government. Sir Fred (if indeed he is still “Sir” by the 
time you read this) was briefly touted to succeed Max Moseley 
as head of Formula One. Presumably as he’s the only person 
they could find who was sleazier than Max Mosley himself. After 
all, who can replace the guy who fucked prostitutes dressed 
as Nazis better than a guy who fucked the whole UK banking 
sector?

Those who have questioned Brown’s socialist credentials may 
now be forced to eat their words. He has obviously spent the 
past eleven and a half years tirelessly working towards the aim 
of bringing down capitalism. By destroying it from the inside.

DUTCH RACIST STEALS BRITISH 
RACIST JOBS SCANDAL
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CAMPAIGNING FOR SCOTTISH WORKERS’ RIGHTS 
SINCE 1979 

Congress Greetings 

Everyone at Thompsons Solicitors in Scotland would like to wish delegates a 
successful and productive Congress.  There is no doubt that we have many challenges 
in the year ahead, not least on the Justice front.

The SNP Government have a clear agenda to marginalise workers’ rights by forcing 
health and safety and personal injury cases out of the Supreme Civil Court, the Court 
of Session, in favour of big business.  They have provided for only those who can pay 
to use the courts. 

In the coming year our system may also be under attack from the Civil Courts Review 
of Lord Gill in support of such an SNP agenda. 

The proper agenda must be to ensure that health and safety is given the highest 
standing in both our civil and criminal courts by: 

Fighting for real Corporate Homicide Legislation 
Calling for changes to anachronistic rules in relation to Fatal Accident 
Inquiries, demanding that our most senior judges deal with FAIs and that they 
have real and necessary powers to ensure and demand that lessons are learned 
from deaths at work 
By changing the law to ensure that those who have lost loved ones by 
negligent or reckless action of employers receive proper and fair 
compensation. 

We will continue to support Unions in pursuit of Justice for their members. 

Freephone 0800 80 12 99 or visit our Website:  www.thompsons-scotland.co.uk

SLRI51.indd   28 12/03/2009   15:47:26


