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“Michael Gove: sinister ventriloquist’s doll or the
love-child of Jimmy Clitheroe and a troll?”

– Tim Haigh on page 24

UK EU OK?
If there is one observation

(which admittedly falls into the
totally f***ing obvious category)

that might be made about the EU
referendum campaign, it is that it
is absolutely nothing like the
campaign around the Scottish
independence vote of 21 months
ago.

What passion there is seems to
gravitate towards the Brexiteers,
for some of whom the whole
question has been an obsession
since Britain’s first referendum,
confirming the country’s
membership of the then European
Community, by a two to one
majority, in 1975.

In addition, much of the media
coverage seems to be playing out
the internecine war in the
Conservative Party on this issue.
Even the normally day-glo Nigel
Farage of Ukip seems to have been
side-lined by senior Tory outers
like Boris Johnson, Michael Gove
and Iain Duncan Smith.

In this issue of Perspectives we
have tried to explore the issue of
the UK’s EU membership in both a
broader and narrower context.

David Purdy sets out the
economic background by looking
at the recovery from the financial
crash of eight years ago, and the
continuing crisis of the euro.

Meanwhile, Trevor Royle
examines the history of the EU,
from its birth, as the European

Coal and Steel Community in the
aftermath of the Second World
War, to its present state of 28
member countries.

Caroline Lucas argues that the
EU has had a positive impact on
environmental issues, and
Stephen Whitefield and Colin Hay
discuss Britain’s role in the world
and its long decline since the days
of empire.

Of course Scotland itself has a
special slant on the referendum:
should Scotland vote in but the
rest of the UK goes for out, the
question of Indyref2 raises its
head. In this context James
Mitchell’s examination of the
SNP’s historical attitude towards
the EC/EU is of particular interest,
concluding with a plea for the
party to re-open its debate on
Europe.

Ultimately the referendum
outcome will be decided by the
voters, and one such, Robin
McAlpine, spells out the conflicts
that are making it so difficult for
him to come down on one side or
the other.

Margaret Hunter dons e Hat
to tell of her experiences as a
Scottish artist working in Berlin,
and Tim Haigh reveals the text of
a conversation between David
Cameron and the Cabinet
Secretary on referendums.
Sean Feeny
Editor

n Letters and
contributions
(which we may
edit) are welcome
and should be
sent to the
editor – contact
details below

FUTURE PERSPECTIVES
This issue (42) of Perspectives
appears nearly a year after the
previous edition. As we noted
then, Democratic Left Scotland
was planning to enter into a dis-
cussion about the future of the
magazine, exploring different
possibilities for publication.
While that discussion contin-
ues, it was clear that the EU ref-
erendum was too big an issue
to miss, and so we have pro-
duced this themed issue, which
may provide a template for
future numbers of the maga-
zine. We will keep readers
inform ed of developments.
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Springing the debt trap:
fiscal and monetary policy
in Britain and the eurozone

The financial backdrop

As the UK gears up for the EU ref-
erendum, neither union is in
good shape. Each faces a tan-
gled knot of challenges, both
internal and external, that may

undo them both. Beset by the travails of
the euro, the prospect of Brexit and a
populist backlash against cosmopolitan
elites and supra-national government,
the EU is visibly failing to cope with a
refugee crisis that has already unravelled
the Schengen agreement, and risks
becoming embroiled in a new “Cold
War” with Russia over its interventions in
Ukraine and Syria. e UK, for its part, is
in the throes of constitutional upheaval,
political realignment and geo-political
angst, having resolved precisely none of
the big policy questions raised by the
financial crash of 2007–08, particularly in
the fiscal and monetary field, the focus of
the argument that follows.

is momentous conjuncture, fraught
with danger, forms the backdrop to the
referendum, though how far its various components will figure
in public debate remains to be seen. By the same token, whatev-
er the voters’ verdict, it will mark only the end of Act One in a
tense and complex drama.

A FALTERING RECOVERy
e recession caused by the financial crisis of 2007–08 was not
as deep as the slump that followed the Wall Street Crash of
1929, but the subsequent recovery has been notably weaker.
Why is this? At first, it looked as if policy-makers had learned
the lessons of the 1930s. e US and British governments moved
quickly to rescue insolvent banks, not hesitating to take them

into partial public ownership, while the
Federal Reserve and the Bank of England
loosened monetary policy and provided
general support for the banking system.
At the same time, under the auspices of
the newly created G20 group of states,
governments across the world agreed to
run larger fiscal deficits funded by public
loans in order to shore up aggregate
nominal demand (money spent on newly
produced goods and services). is
emergency package, the exact opposite of
the authorities’ response to crash and
slump eighty years earlier, put a floor
under the downturn.

Why then was the subsequent recov-
ery so weak? One reason was that under
sustained attack from fiscal conserva-
tives, governments lost their nerve and
reined in fiscal stimulus programmes too
soon, before recovery was assured, or
even switched to fiscal retrenchment, as
in the UK after the 2010 election. is
shift in the political balances owed much

to the succession of sovereign debt crises in the eurozone, a
salutary reminder that winning an argument is not the same as
being right. Between 2008 and 2014, the aggregate fiscal deficits
of eurozone member states averaged 1.6% of their combined
GDP, compared with 7.2% in the US and 6.0% in the UK. Yet by
the end of this period, GDP in the eurozone was still 2.2% below
its pre-recession peak, whereas the US and UK economies
exceeded the corresponding benchmarks by 8.4 % and 3.4%,
respectively.

Compared with the aftermath of previous downturns, these
were feeble performances. Indeed, they did not feel like recov-
ery at all: income per head of population barely rose in the US

e uncertain recovery from the financial crash of 2007–08
and the continuing crisis of the euro form a complex
backdrop to the EU referendum. David Purdy asks how
can we avoid the threat of another recession and build a
more stable financial system

Under sustained attack from
fiscal conservatives,
governments lost their nerve
and reined in fiscal stimulus
programmes too soon, before
recovery was assured
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and on this side of the Atlantic actually fell; and while the super-
rich enlarged their share of total income, pulling away from the
rest of society, most people on both sides of the pond were
materially worse off. Nevertheless, if recovery in the US and UK
was unimpressive, in the eurozone it was anaemic. Indeed, with
the rate of inflation approaching zero, well below its “close-to-
2%” target, the European Central Bank (ECB) was worried about
the threat of deflation (persistently falling prices), and rightly so,
for deflation tends to depress economic activity, encouraging
both firms and households to postpone discretionary spending
and causing the real value of money to rise, and with it the real
burden of debt.

ThE PRObLEM OF DEbT OVERhANG
But premature and excessive fiscal aus-
terity tells only part of the story, and the
lesser part at that. A bigger problem was
the overhang of private debt, the build-
up of which had caused the crisis in the
first place and which, once boom turned
to bust, exerted a powerful drag on
growth. In all the advanced economies,
to varying degrees, credit advanced by
banks and finance companies to house-
holds and businesses had been growing
steadily for decades: as a percentage of
GDP, it rose on average from 50% in 1950 to just over 100% in the
late 1990s. ereafter, thanks to the liberalisation of global
finance, misguided technical ingenuity, lax regulation and irra-
tional exuberance, the pace of growth accelerated, with the ratio
of private domestic credit to GDP reaching 170% in 2007.1

Contrary to widespread belief, only a fraction of the credit and
purchasing power created by banks flows into growth-
enhancing investment. In the UK, for example, 14% of bank

loans financed new business investment in 2012; the rest financed
residential mortgages (65%), commercial real estate (14%) and
consumer credit (7%). e same broad pattern is found across the
advanced economies and increasingly in emergent ones. ese
figures do not correspond precisely to the breakdown of finance
for consumption, investment and existing assets. But in the case
of residential mortgages and commercial property, it is clear that
bank loans mainly finance the purchase of assets that already
exist, not new building and development. And with an almost
limitless supply of credit chasing a finite stock of physical assets,
the scene is set for bubble, crash and recession.

Recessions caused by property price cycles impose two costs
on society. First, speculative building produces a misallocation
of resources (vacant housing, empty shopping malls, deserted
airports etc): Japan after 1989, Ireland and Spain after 2007 and
China today all provide examples. Second, private debt becomes
unsustainable, so households and firms attempt to reduce their
indebtedness by cutting expenditure on consumption and
investment, causing nominal demand to fall short of productive
capacity. If the government simultaneously tries to cut its fiscal
deficit, by reducing public expenditure or raising taxes, it will
simply make matters worse.

All this poses two problems for policy-makers: how to
respond to the threat of another recession; and in the longer
run, how to build a more stable financial system. e risk of
another recession is real: slow-down in China, stagnation in the
eurozone, chaos in the Middle East and shifts in purchasing
power caused by the fall in oil prices are sucking demand out of
the global economy. Previous oil supply gluts helped to boost
global demand as higher spending in oil-consuming states more
than offset lower spending in oil-producing states. But this time,
the balance could swing the other way if households and busi-
nesses in oil-consuming states, still burdened by debt and anx-
ious about the future, save their extra real income rather than
spending it.

MONETARy FISCAL FINANCE
So what is to be done? At a time when
governments can borrow at interest rates
that have never been so low, the obvious
answer would seem to be funded fiscal
stimulation. But what if this is ruled out
on the grounds that public debt is “too
high”, as George Osborne has insisted ad
nauseam? en the only alternative is
monetary stimulation, which in present
circumstances, to quote Keynes, is like
“pushing on a string”. Central banks have

kept interest rates at ultra-low levels for the past seven years.
Several, including those in Denmark, Sweden, Switzerland,
Japan and the ECB, have even started charging commercial
banks fees (or if you like, fines) for parking money with them
rather than lending it out: in effect, a negative rate of interest.
And at various times, to varying extents and for varying periods,
central banks have pursued Quantitative Easing (QE) pro-
grammes, creating new electronic money to buy up government
bonds held by the commercial banks in a bid to boost lending to
the private sector. QE may have had a small effect in stimulating
nominal demand, but in the process it has jacked up the prices
of financial assets and property (to the incidental benefit of their
owners). To go further down this road would be to risk pumping
up more asset-price bubbles.

Have the authorities run out of ammunition? One proposal
recently touted by some central bankers is to abolish paper cur-
rency and make all money electronic. is would not be popular
– certainly not with the criminal underworld – but it would
enable central banks to drive interest rates further below zero by
making it impossible to switch to cash in order to avoid charges
on bank deposits. e scope for shaving decimal points off
interest rates is limited, however. Negative rates squeeze the
profits of commercial banks and there is a limit to how low rates
can go, for at some point, as the cost of keeping money in the
bank rises, private substitutes for cash will start to circulate out-
side the banking system.

Another idea with a pedigree going back to Milton Friedman,
the Chicago economist who helped to inspire the neo-liberal
revolution, is that central banks might perform the digital
equivalent of scattering banknotes from helicopters by issuing
credits to every household in the land to use as they see fit: make

The financial backdrop

The risk of another recession is
real: slow-down in China,
stagnation in the eurozone,
chaos in the Middle East and
shifts in purchasing power
caused by the fall in oil prices
are sucking demand out of the
global economy
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purchases, repay debt, give away or save. But this would be a
complex and time-consuming operation; not everyone has a
bank account; and to the extent that people failed to spend their
credits, the stimulative impact of the virtual helicopter drop
would be diminished. A simpler, swifter and surer way of boost-
ing nominal demand would be for the government to finance its
fiscal deficit by “printing” more money instead of incurring
more debt. (e actual operations would require no more than
the click of a mouse).

The problem with this method of finance is not technical, but
political. e idea of “printing” fiat money to finance fiscal
deficits is associated in the public mind with Weimar

Germany or Mugabe’s Zimbabwe and is viewed with horror by
many central bankers. Indeed, some central bank mandates,
including that of the ECB, make monetary finance illegal. ere
are reasons for the anathema against it. If governments are
allowed to “print” money to finance deficits, they may be tempt-
ed to do so before elections, to spend it on favoured constituen-
cies and to run large deficits on a regular basis rather than
taxing and spending responsibly.

It is, however, possible to devise institutional safeguards
against fiscal profligacy. Central bank committees that today
vote to authorise interest rate movements or QE operations
could be given the power to approve
or disapprove the use of monetary
finance, and in exercising this power
would continue to form their own
independent judgment about the
prospects for inflation relative to
target. Some might still argue that the
power to create fiat money should
never be used at all: it is simply too
dangerous. But under our present
financial system, the alternative route
to nominal demand growth runs
through private credit creation, and that is just as dangerous. In
the long run, we need to make the system more stable by con-
straining the quantity and managing the allocation of credit. In
the meantime, as Adair Turner puts it, “We face a balance of
benefits and dangers, not a choice between inevitable perdition
on the one side and perfection on the other.”2

ThE TROUbLE wITh ThE EURO
Monetary fiscal finance would require closer policy co-ordina-
tion between government and central bank than was practised
before 2007. When Gordon Brown was Chancellor, the Bank of
England was charged with keeping inflation close to a central
target set by government and, to this end, was given a free hand
in setting interest rates. e onset of crisis demonstrated that
low and steady inflation, however desirable, was not sufficient to
stabilise an economy awash with private credit. And the exigen-
cies of crisis management, from the rescue of Northern Rock to
the Funding for Lending scheme, forced the Treasury and the
Bank to act in concert. To that extent, co-ordination between
fiscal and monetary authorities is back in vogue. It is, of course
much easier in countries with one central bank and one govern-

ment. In the eurozone, where one central bank faces nineteen
governments, the problem may be insoluble.

The challenge was there from the beginning, for the single
currency was designed as a halfway house: a monetary union
without a fiscal or political union. e architects realised that
this arrangement was not ideal, but argued that it was best to
start with monetary union and tackle the resulting problems
later by moving to a federal system of government. In this sense,
the single currency was always a political project. And when it
came, the plan for a European Monetary System, enshrined in
the Maastricht Treaty, owed nothing whatsoever to the volumi-
nous literature on “optimal currency areas”, but was a response
to unforeseen political events: the fall of the Berlin Wall in
November 1989 and Chancellor Kohl’s decision to proceed
post-haste with German reunification. Fearful that a reunified
Germany, detached from France and facing east, would again
become the dominant power in Europe, President Mitterand
agreed to Kohl’s démarche only on condition that Germany
 submerge the D-Mark into a new European currency.

So it was that when the euro was launched in 2000, after a
qualifying period in which prospective member states were
required to converge with respect to key monetary indica-

tors – inflation rates, interest rates and exchange rates – no pro-
vision was made for a fiscal union or even a
banking union. Instead, the Maastricht
Treaty contained a no-bailout clause, stating
that there would be no external or Union-
wide support for any government that got
into financial difficulties. is was intended
to instil a sense of responsibility in national
finance ministries and a sense of caution in
lenders. Member states also agreed to a
Stability and Growth Pact, which laid down
limits to their fiscal deficits. In practice, the
Pact was a paper tiger, its disciplinary force

weakened when both France and Germany got away with flout-
ing it.

is would have mattered less had the institutions of member
states – their systems of government and law, fiscal regimes,
welfare states, employment relations and patterns of social
negotiation – conformed, more or less, to the German social
market model. As it was, there were wide divergences, particu-
larly between the northern “core” – Germany, Austria, the
Netherlands and Finland – and the southern and western
“periphery” – Greece, Italy, Spain, Portugal and Ireland – with
France and Belgium perched uneasily between the two.

SAVING ThE EURO: IS IT wORTh IT?
e consequences of forcing different varieties of capitalism to
share a single currency were already apparent in the bubble
years. Germany, still struggling to meet the costs of reunifica-
tion – estimated at 4% of GDP every year – reformed its labour
markets in a bid to strengthen competitiveness and boost prof-
its by raising productivity and lowering real wages. Households
and firms in the periphery, on the other hand, now able to
borrow at interest rates equal or close to those available in

The idea of “printing” fiat
money to finance fiscal deficits
is associated in the public mind
with Weimar Germany or
Mugabe’s Zimbabwe and is
viewed with horror by many
central bankers
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“thrifty” Germany, went on a credit-fuelled spending spree. As
a result, costs and prices in the periphery rose faster than in the
core, opening up a wide competitiveness gap: by 2007, the
required price adjustment was 20–50%. For the same reason,
internal trade flows became seriously unbalanced. All the
peripheral countries ran large current account deficits, ranging
at their peak from 8.5% of GDP in Ireland
to 20% in Greece, with corresponding
surpluses of 10% in Germany and 9% in
the Netherlands. Yet having surrendered
control over interest rates and exchange
rates, national governments lacked the
tools needed to redress these imbalances.

e onset of crisis and recession com-
pounded the problems of the periphery.
Large fiscal deficits and the high cost of
bank bailouts raised the ratio of public debt to GDP, causing a
spike in interest rates as investors switched to safer havens.
Eventually, unable either to redeem maturing bonds or to issue
new ones, cash-strapped governments were forced to seek
financial help from the EU authorities and the IMF. Emergency
loans were duly negotiated, but only on the most stringent
terms. Bailed-out governments were obliged to institute dra-
conian fiscal austerity programmes, to sell public assets – often
at fire-sale prices – and to lower standards of employment and
social protection so as to make it easier for employers to shed
labour, cut wages and intensify work. And to add insult to
injury, loans were dribbled out in instalments, while debtor
countries became virtual protectorates, strictly supervised by
the troika (the European Commission, ECB and IMF).

In July 2012, with the single currency close to break-up or at
least the loss of its weakest members, Mario Draghi,
President of the ECB, pledged to “do whatever it takes to save

the euro”, unveiling a plan to buy the bonds of bailed-out gov-
ernments on the secondary market. is came very close to
monetary fiscal finance and was strongly opposed by the
Bundesbank. But Draghi’s announcement calmed the markets
and bond yields fell without the ECB having to buy any. e
episode illustrates the difference between managing a crisis and
resolving it. e euro might be “saved”, but how were bailed-out
countries to regain competitiveness, restore growth and reduce
fiscal deficits?

e orthodox answer was that fiscal austerity and flexible
labour markets would drive down labour costs and selling
prices, engendering German-style, export-led growth. In point
of fact, the competitiveness and trade gaps have diminished. But
these modest achievements have come at an unconscionable
price, whether in terms of personal hardship and misery,

damage to the social fabric, enmity
between debtors and creditors, popular
rage against Europe’s political elite or the
tarnishing of the “European project”.
Moreover deflation, or “internal devalua-
tion” as it is now known, is hardly an
unmixed blessing. It may improve com-
petitiveness, but it raises the debt ratio by
lowering nominal GDP while the value of
debt remains the same. And with pres-

sure for adjustment falling entirely on deficit countries, the euro
exhibits the same deflationary bias as the ill-starred inter-war
gold standard.

ere are two ways out of this ruinous predicament: to feder-
alise the euro by creating a fiscal union, complete with powers to
tax, spend and borrow, or to break it up. Given the formidable
challenges the EU faces on so many other fronts, the federal
solution now looks like a bridge too far. e alternative would be
disruptive, but less so if Germany and other “hard-currency”
states were to leave, regroup around a reincarnation of the
D-Mark and let it appreciate against the euro, than if a small
number of “soft-currency” states were to leave and devalue
against the euro. Break-up would involve a huge loss of face for
Europe’s political elite. Still, any leader with the sagacity and
courage to say: “Enough is enough. is project has been a dis-
aster. Let us abandon it and make a fresh start,” would earn the
gratitude of the people and a place in the history books.
Certainly, there is no reason to endorse Angela Merkel’s crass
and demagogic dictum that, “If the euro fails, Europe fails.”

n David Purdy is a regular contributor to Perspectives and a
member of Democratic Left Scotland.

NOTES
1. Adair Turner, Between Debt and the Devil: Money, Credit and

Fixing Global Finance, Princeton University Press 2016, p22.
2. Turner, op. cit., p14.

The financial backdrop

Bailed-out governments were
obliged to institute draconian
fiscal austerity programmes, to
sell public assets and to lower
standards of employment and
social protection
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War and peace … a brief
history of the European Union

From ECSC to EU

There is one incontrovertible fact
about the community of nations
known as the European Union (EU)

which should give us all pause for
thought. It came into being in the second
half of the twentieth century and brought
with it the first sustained period of peace
that Europe has ever enjoyed. For the first
time some 500 million souls are manag-
ing to live together within a greater soci-
ety without anyone coming to blows or, at
the very least, without being subjugated
by a more powerful neighbour or group
of neighbours. Consider what happened
before that happy day. For centuries war-
fare had been a regular occurrence rav-
aging Europe’s many nations and more
recently between 1914 and 1945 the con-
tinent had been torn apart by two world
wars which caused the deaths of over 70
million people. Yet, against all the odds in
the following half century and, indeed,
right up to the current period the EU has
become one of the safest places on earth.
As Jean-Claude Juncker, head of the
European Commission, said earlier this
year, if anyone doubts the importance of
European unity they should take a long
hard look at the multitude of war ceme-
teries which are dotted across the conti-
nent.

As has been the case so often in the
course of history, war was the main
engine of change. In 1945 at the end of a
bruising six years of warfare, Europe
began to take stock and to look ahead to
an uncertain future. It was not an attrac-
tive prospect. e land mass had been
devastated by conflict, heavy industries
had been badly damaged, the infrastruc-
ture had received a hammering, entire
populations were on the move and
people were attempting to come to terms
with the unimaginable iniquity of the
Holocaust. More than anything else the

people of Europe were determined that
the cessation of hostilities should not be
accompanied by further civilian disas-
ters: no one wanted that.

NEVER AGAIN
How then, to stop a recurrence of that
catastrophe? One possibility was to take
steps to make sure that Germany, the
war’s main instigator, could never again
be in a position to threaten the peace.
When the victors met at Potsdam in the
summer of 1945 to agree how to adminis-
ter post-war Germany, the main Allies –
Britain, France, the Soviet Union and the
United States – agreed that Germany’s
armed forces should be abolished and
that its heavy industries should be
restricted to prevent the country becom-
ing again the workshop of war. Given the
tenor of the times, especially the uncov-
ering of the Nazi death camps and the
growing evidence of so much human
misery, that made sense, but the allied
powers also remembered that the puni-
tive peace terms of 1919 had led indirect-
ly to the rise of the Nazis. Bearing that in
mind, it was agreed that German indus-
try would be allowed to continue manu-
facturing, but on a lighter scale and only
to “approved peacetime needs”.

In that pragmatic spirit, the idea
emerged of integrating Europe’s heavy
industry so as to keep it under common
control and prevent it being used for mil-
itary purposes. us was born in 1951
the European Coal and Steel Community
(ECSC), jointly established by France,
Italy, West Germany and the Benelux
countries (Belgium, the Netherlands and
Luxembourg). Its architect was the
French foreign minister Robert Schuman
who well deserved his appellation of the
“Father of Europe”. Born in Luxembourg
in 1886 he was a reformer by instinct who

had become active in French politics
after the First World War and he was an
avid European whose main aim in life
was to bring about the creation of an
“organisation putting an end to war and
guaranteeing an eternal peace”.

It was an optimistic hope but the first
result, the ECSC, was a real breakthrough.
Coming at a time when there was heady
talk of creating an integrated organisa-
tion to run European affairs – Britain’s
wartime prime minister Winston
Churchill had already called for the cre-
ation of a “kind of united states of
Europe” – the first steps were being taken
to put aside past differences and to work
together in a common cause. Out of this
had come the Council of Europe, found-
ed by the Treaty of London in May 1949
to promote human rights and the rule of
law. Suddenly Europe seemed to have
come a long way from endless confronta-
tion and the years of continuous warfare
followed by a succession of treaties which
failed to resolve underlying problems and
the cause of so much misery. Slowly but
surely Europe would be locked together
by economic, financial and cultural
bonds which would have astonished ear-
lier diplomatic architects such as Lord
Castlereagh and Prince Metternich, the
creators of the post-Napoleonic peace
settlement in 1815. Some visionaries
even started talking about a common
defence policy and a single currency.

TREATy OF ROME
Within six years of Schuman’s creation
there was a further flurry of integration
which culminated in 1957 with the sign-
ing of the Treaty of Rome and the emer-
gence of the European Economic
Community (EEC) which was led by the
distinguished German diplomat Walter
Hallstein, another European enthusiast

Trevor Royle recounts the development of what has
become the EU, and how its birth grew from the desire to
prevent the recurrence of war in the continent
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whose views had been shaped by his
experiences during the Second World
War. is new customs union, also
known as the “Common Market”, was
then balanced and matched by the cre-
ation of the European Free Trade
Association (EFTA) which comprised the
UK, Sweden, Denmark, Norway,
Switzerland, Austria and Portugal, and a
certain rivalry emerged from the differ-
ences between the “inner six” (EEC) and
the “outer seven” (EFTA). In the midst of
all these flurries of diplomatic activity the
position of the UK was slightly anom-
alous. e country’s economy had been
ruined by the Second World War, it was
almost bankrupt and it was about to
embark on a rapid process of decolonisa-
tion to shed its world empire. Yet it opted
to remain outside the EEC, which was
dominated by France and Germany, and
still looked to the transatlantic alliance
with the US, the so-called “special rela-
tionship”, as its main strategic prop.

However, siren voices were being
heard within the UK that the country’s
future lay in Europe as a member the
European Community (EC), as the EEC
had become in 1965, but twice in that
decade, 1961 and 1967, British applica-
tions were rejected on account of the veto
wielded by President Charles de Gaulle of

France who famously managed to turn
the word “non” into an insult. Several
reasons have been put forward for de
Gaulle’s intransigence but the principal
cause of his refusal to support the UK’s
application to join the Common Market
seems to have been his belief that London
was too closely allied to Washington. It
was certainly not personal as two very
different prime ministers were involved
in the negotiations: the Conservative
Harold Macmillan in 1961 and Labour’s
Harold Wilson in 1967.

MUTED CELEbRATIONS
De Gaulle died in 1970 and three years
later the UK was finally admitted to the EC
under Conservative Prime Minister
Edward Heath. Also admitted that same
year were Denmark and Ireland with
Gibraltar also being included in the
British bid. After the long years of French
rejection the terms were not particularly
advantageous. Although the UK was one
of the less prosperous members, it
became the second-biggest net contribu-
tor to the EEC, behind only the far richer
Germans and in that role it poured large
sums into schemes perceived to be
wrong-headed such as subsidising
French farmers through the Common
Agricultural Policy. Despite a UK nation-

wide festival called “Fanfare for Europe”
the celebrations in 1973 were muted and
in some cases hostile. e Queen and the
Duke of Edinburgh, for example, were
greeted by jeering crowds chanting “Sieg
Heil” when they arrived at a concert at
London’s Royal Opera House. at sense
of indifference might explain the anti-EU
sentiments that emerged later in the cen-
tury – in 1992 the EC transformed itself
into the European Union shortly before
the creation of the single European
market. at same year the UK opted out
of the plan to create a Monetary Union
and once the Euro was launched in 1999
(initially as an accounting currency, coins
and banknotes following in 2002), retain-
ing the pound and protecting the City of
London became fixed points of British
policy, whoever was in government.

By then, though, the political complex-
ion of Europe was changing rapidly and
frequently confusingly. In 1989, to gener-
al bemusement, the Berlin Wall was torn
down and in short measure this led to the
reunification of West and East Germany
and the demise of the Warsaw Pact
between the countries of eastern Europe
and the Soviet Union. Communism itself
collapsed and the old certainties of Cold
War confrontation became a thing of the
past. e emergence of a new world

From ECSC to EU

1949 Council of Europe established by France, UK and the
Benelux countries.

1951 European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC)
established by Belgium, France, Germany, Italy,
Luxembourg and Netherlands.

1957 European Economic Community (EEC) established
by Treaty of Rome.

1958 First session of the European Parliamentary
Assembly held in Strasbourg, France.

1959 European Free Trade Association (EFTA) established
by Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden,
Switzerland and the UK.

1961 UK applies to join EEC but is rejected.

1965 European Community (EC) comes into being.

1967 UK re-applies to join the EC, again unsuccessfully.

1973 Denmark, Ireland and the UK join EC.

1975 UK referendum shows 67.2% in favour of remaining
in the EC.

1979 First direct elections to the European Parliament.

1981 Greece becomes 10th member of the EC.

1986 Spain and Portugal join the Community; European
flag adopted.

1992 Maastricht Treaty on the European Union (EU)
signed, leading to creation of the Euro.

1993 Creation of Single European Market.

1995 Austria, Finland and Sweden join EU; Schengen
Agreement between Belgium, France, Germany,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and
Spain lifts border controls but the UK and Ireland
stay out.
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order was confirmed by the first Gulf
War of 1991 when US-led UN coalition
forces were able to unseat the Iraqi dicta-
tor Saddam Hussein without creating
undue international tensions. Respond -
ing to these geo-political changes, the EU
signed the Maastricht Treaty a year later
and this paved the way for further
enlargement, the first beneficiaries being
Austria, Finland and Sweden, which
became members in 1995.

Nine years later, in 2004, the first
fruits of the post-Cold War settle-
ment were harvested when a

number of eastern European countries
were accepted into the EU fold: the Czech
Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.
Also included in that round of accessions
were the Mediterranean islands of
Cyprus and Malta. It all looked very
promising, a steady process of unstop-
pable and peaceful expansion, but
already there were problems on the hori-
zon. By the end of the first decade of the
21st century Greece, Ireland and
Portugal were in deep financial difficul-
ties and the whole European project was
in danger of unravelling as the wealthier
nations found themselves having to prop
up the less well-off.

So far, disaster has been averted but it
has been a close-run thing not least for
the UK which from the outset has had a
love-hate relationship with the EU.
Opponents known loosely as
“Eurosceptics” have derided it as a waste
of money and an administrative monolith
which imposes unwelcome laws and reg-
ulations. ey came to the fore in the
early 1990s during the ratification of the
Maastricht treaty which concluded the
Treaty of European Union and
Eurosceptics remain a force to be reck-
oned with on the centre-right of British
politics. One manifestation has been the
steady growth of Ukip. At the same time,
their Europhile opponents argue that the
EU is an accepted and acceptable part of
economic life which assists trade and that
withdrawal would hit the UK’s wealth and
standing in the world as well as costing
thousands of jobs.

STRAIGhTFORwARD DEAL?
For the Conservative Party in particular,
Europe has been a bugbear: no other sub-
ject has been as divisive. at helps to
explain why the forthcoming in/out ref-
erendum on EU membership was a cen-
tral plank in the party’s manifesto during
the last general election: “e EU needs to
change and it is time for the British

people – not politicians – to have their
say.” It sounds a straightforward deal –
yes or no to continued membership – but
as ever with matters European any refer-
endum is fraught with problems, many of
them hidden or as yet unknown.

As the EU is a coalition of equals – in
theory at least – the opinion of any
member should also carry the same
weight, but some are more equal than
others. Germany and France have always
been the most influential members of the
union and in the days of Chancellor
Helmut Kohl and President François
Mitterand there was heady talk of a River
Rhine nexus deciding the direction in
which Europe would travel. Today,
though, hard-nosed politics trumps
everything and new problems such as
immigration and terrorism dominate the
political scene. History too is a factor.
Both France and Germany carry a lot of
baggage as far as the UK is concerned and
while neither wants to see their island
neighbour leave Europe, they do not
want them to gain any unfair advantage.

n Trevor Royle is a broadcaster and
author specialising in the history of war
and empire. He is associate editor of the
Sunday Herald and a fellow of the Royal
Society of Edinburgh.

1997 Treaty of Amsterdam emphasises citizenship and the
rights of individuals, lays foundation for a common
foreign and security policy (CFSP).

1998 Establishment of the European Central Bank.

2002 Euro coins and notes enter circulation in the 12
participating member states: Austria, Belgium,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Ireland, Italy,
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Portugal and Spain.

2004 European Union’s biggest enlargement as ten new
countries join – Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Estonia,
Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Malta, Poland, the Slovak
Republic, and Slovenia.

2007 Lisbon Treaty on reform of EU constitution; Bulgaria
and Romania join the EU, bringing membership
to 27.

2009 Slovakia becomes 11th member of the Eurozone;
European Parliament elections, the biggest

transnational elections in history, with 736 MEPs
elected.

2012 EU awarded Nobel Peace Prize.

2013 Croatia joins EU bringing membership to 28.

2015 UK elects Conservative government which promises
an in/out referendum before the end of 2017.

“For the Conservative Party in particular,
Europe has been a bugbear: no other

subject has been as divisive



10 | SPRING/SUMMER 2016 | PERSPECTIVES 42

Quandaries of a
Eurosceptic Europhile

Lesser of two evils

My friend emails me. Niki is a head
teacher on an idyllic island not too
far out from Athens into the

Aegean. She asks me for news of Scotland
and sends me pictures of the spring flow-
ers in her garden high above the coast
below.

Niki is great. She’s an intellectual, a
progressive, a kind and thoughtful
person. I have many family and friends in
Greece through the marriage of my half
sister. I have got to know the place rather
well over the years and it is a place I have
come to like a lot. It has a thrawn person-
ality, not unlike Scotland – a kind of fatal-
istic sarcasm is default.

We email about politics and whether
we can visit her. Probably not this year,
but we’d really love to see her. Will she
make it to Scotland any time soon? Nope
– in the state Greece finds itself the head-
teacher of a secondary school struggles to
make ends meet on what is a sharply
reduced salary.

at makes me angry, but Niki is more
sanguine. With a resigned shrug she is
quick to point out that many of the fail-
ures that have left her in this position are
the fault of the Greek people. at fatalis-
tic sarcasm led them to turn a blind eye to
what was widely understood to be a cor-
rupt, cartel government. It worked for
them – for a while – so they put up with
it. I don’t think they deserve what they
got as a result of this (they weren’t the
only people turning a blind eye …). I
remain angry at what the EU did.

Where our furies meet is over the
migrant situation. is does have Niki
enraged – bring a nation to its knees and
then, when it’s down, close the borders
and decide that since Greece has already
sucked up many of the continent’s prob-

lems they can just suck up its migrant
problem too. And if that means that
Greece is turned into a starving, desolate
refugee camp, who cares? It’s expedient
to keep the EU’s important member states
happy (or less unhappy at least).

I make my decisions with a substantial
awareness of my emotional responses.
I’ve never believed it’s possible to make
good decisions based on rationality
alone. Rationality does not achieve empa-
thy on its own. Our emotions tell us
much about what is right and wrong.

And I feel very angry, disgusted, mis-
trustful. I’ve come to feel a deep antipathy
towards the EU.

But how did this happen? I am the
Euro generation. I was a university stu-
dent in 1992. e development of a
united Europe felt like perhaps the one
utopian project of my younger years.
Everything about it rang true with me.
I feel, have always felt, very European. I
believe in talking together, mutual nego-
tiation over our shared future. I believe in
structures of governance that give a voice
to differences. In my youth, the EU looked
like that thing. It looked like a big, brave
vision of a better future.

ThE EASyJET GENERATION
I do feel European. Mine was also the
“EasyJet” generation. With open borders
and inexpensive travel, I got to see a very
large amount of the continent. I know it’s
an ethnocentric perspective (which is in
part the point of “feeling”) but so much of
the art and history and culture and food
that I have felt defined my tastes and likes
are rooted here.

And at that time I found, in the
European Social Model, a political phi-
losophy which, while falling short of my

own, at least made it a good chunk of the
way along there. Progressive tax, social
security, nationalised healthcare – I
didn’t only feel European, I wanted to be
there.

If you want to know what changed, you
just have to look at the In campaign (I’m
just going to refer to them as In and Out
which is in the end what we’re voting for).
at it has become Project Fear so seam-
lessly shows what its strongest adherents
now seem to see as the point of the EU. It
is there to impose one global version of
“economy” and one global version of
“security”. And it is the same version of
“economy and security” which so alienat-
ed me during the Scottish independence
referendum.

Only cartel capitalism will keep the
banks open. Only cartel capitalism will
keep the phones working. Only cartel
capitalism will keep you and your loved
ones from starvation. Because only the
economic order that plunged the conti-
nent and the world into crisis can prevent
the world from descending into crisis.
We’re big, you’re small. Know your place.

Only our neo-conservative worldview
will stop terrorists. Only our neo-conser-
vative world view constitutes “grown up”
diplomacy. If we don’t back the arms
trade, the next war, the next crackdown
on civil liberties, if we don’t appease the
US, China, if we don’t manufacture Russia
as a new convenient bogeyman, you’ll
suffer.

e In campaign is a banker-corpora-
tion-warmonger vision of our future. I
have endless friends telling me that I
must vote In though they realise I’ll need
to hold my nose like they will. Do I? Do I
have to vote In while holding my nose,
being so conscious of the fact that this is

Robin McAlpine is seriously conflicted as to how to cast
his vote in the EU referendum
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what the bad guys want me to do?
Knowing that they are not holding their
noses, they are breathing all this in with
gusto and loving it?

I cannot identify with an In campaign
which is so completely driven by all the
motives I oppose.

en again, I look round at the Out
campaign and feel no better. Because this
debate is being framed by an England that
is strangely socially and politically frac-
tured just now, the options are unattrac-
tive. I can find some respect for a Michael
Gove argument about sovereignty and
accountability, but it still feels like I have
to vote against internationalism and
instead for one of the versions of national-
ism (narrow, angry, inwards-looking, dis-
dainful of others, identity-driven, fearful
of “the other”) which made that 1992 EU
vision seem such a utopia to me.

So I’m making little progress in arriv-
ing at a decision. My emotional respons-
es to In and Out, to Inners and Outers,
leaves me little room for comfort.
Perhaps on this occasion I need to tone
down my faith in emotional responses
and focus on the “rational”.

It’s not going to help though. Because
the first thing I cannot overlook is that
except for the crushingly conservative
bureaucracies of political parties and
government and the dogmas of “low tax
is popular”, my time on progressive policy
thinking has found the EU to be probably
the biggest barrier to economic (and
indeed social) reform.

If I have heard “can’t – EU rules” once, I
must have heard it a hundred times.
Procurement must go to corporations.
Public sector tenders must go to corpora-
tions. Basic infrastructure investment
that supports smaller and indigenous
industries infringes state aid rules. Giant
farms are the only farms you’re allowed.
Don’t nationalise, privatise.

Now I know that some of what I have
heard is a deliberately skewed version of
the EU. I know that we have the most
restrictive procurement rules in the EU and
that this is our fault. But it would be a com-
plete untruth to suggest this is an acciden-
tal side-effect of what the EU is trying to do.
It is a deliberate grey area which enables
neo-liberalism to be imposed both
through word and deed and though expec-
tation and misunderstanding.

Rationally, don’t ask me to sign a peti-
tion against TTIP and then another to
stay in the EU. TTIP is not an aberration,
some kind of unintended malfunction in
the great EU machine. It goes right to the
heart of what the EU has become. It is a
global economic organising point and its
purpose is not to encourage a just transi-
tion to a better, greener, healthier, more
equal global economy.

CORPORATION-FRIENDLy AGENDAS
It maintains the bare bones of a social set-
tlement. But as far as I’ve ever been able
to tell, it’s not that hard to get opt-outs
from EU social policies if you want.
Getting opt-outs from its overwhelming
corporation-friendly agendas? Not so
obviously possible. So if you want me to
be rational, coming from my political
perspective, explain when and how I’m
getting an EU which is not a staging post
for US capitalism to get into Europe’s
social markets?

Of course, I must then look at the
counterfactual – what would be better if
it didn’t exist? I can be deeply disappoint-
ed at the EU’s handling of the migrant
crisis, of trade deals, of state aid rules.
But what is the alternative? Every nation
investing in more armed border guards?
Boris Johnson negotiating directly with
Donald Trump over trade? Germany
using its economic might to rig trade
across the continent in its favour through
protectionism and clientelism? And how
would we manage a free travel area if it
were converted into a fragmented
sequence of one-to-one agreements?

We need a means of nation state reso-
lution in Europe. We are far too connect-
ed a continent, far too integrated a series
of societies not to have such a means of
nation state resolution. We have a mech-
anism that works (kind of ) and throwing
it away is not necessarily the logical step
to a better continent. I realise that.

But – and here’s the big but – it only
works if we all think we’re shaping it. And
it is here the EU falls down. I know the
arguments about how it’s kind of demo-
cratic because there are some democratic
bits and some of the bits that aren’t demo-
cratic are stitched up between other dem-
ocratic entities. It’s pseudo-democratic.

So explain to me how I can vote against
TTIP? is is potentially the single worst

thing that is going to be done not only to
the continent’s social identity but specifi-
cally to the democratic nature of my own
nation. It is a move of alarming scope and
implication. In a just world it would
require specific agreement by referen-
dum in each participating nation state.

Hah! Imagine that. Imagine Europe
allowing a democratic veto. Europe views
putting its big issues directly to the
people affected with utter contempt. No,
not a bit of cynicism, utter contempt. e
patchwork pseudo-democracy of the EU
is nothing in the face of this contempt.
And every progressive Inner is kidding
themselves on if they don’t accept this.
e European project has become every
bit as much about circumventing nation-
al democracy as about enhancing it. And
that’s a generous interpretation.

Then again, there’s no democracy in
each nation state choosing to follow
its own environmental standards

when you’re gulping down fumes your
neighbour refuses to regulate. Is a conti-
nent of individual nations each with their
fingers in their ears really more demo-
cratic than a flawed but at least existing
mechanism for conflict resolution?

Which I would feel more comfortable
with if it wasn’t for the direction of travel
of who we are negotiating with. At its
outer fringes, the EU now incorporates
nations which seem to me to be less than
positive partners for the kind of negotia-
tions which I personally believe the EU
should be about. I pick on Poland only
because what is happening in that coun-
try is so alarming. Shoved fast into
Europe for geopolitical reasons, Poland is
now turning its back on the principles of
Western liberal democracy. Do I wish to
negotiate, to compromise, with regimes
that seem only loosely attached to the
concepts of the rule of law?

And since the EU is now a geopolitical
game, we know the pressures to expand
the players. Wouldn’t it be useful to have
Turkey on board? Not socially but poten-
tially economically and geopolitically (at
least for the US). Who needs a free media
or fair elections in that context? Or the
Ukraine where the role of fascists is con-
stantly written out of the narrative
because it is inconvenient in framing
Russia as the moustache-twiddling

“Imagine Europe allowing a democratic veto. Europe
views putting its big issues directly to the people

affected with utter contempt
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baddy. Let’s get them in because it’s con-
venient.

is not an EU for the people of the EU.
is is an EU for people who trade
weapons and own gas pipelines.

So let us get out and we can form a
looser negotiating alliance? A Norway/
Iceland position? Use them as a club to
talk to but not be a member of? It is
appealing. It’s just that we’ll end up talk-
ing to a club we can’t shape the member-
ship of.

is all means that there is a rational
reason for being enthusiastic about some
kind of European Union but not that
much rational reason to support this par-
ticular European Union. Which puts an
awful lot of emphasis on the question of
reform.

Here I find myself having to return to
my own process of making logical deci-
sions. During the indyref I always recog-
nised that in theory Westminster could
be a force for good. But it’s not enough
that something could theoretically be
true, it needs to be true in a much more
immediate sense. ere needs to be a vis-
ible path from here to that truth. In the
end, that’s one of the main reasons I was a
Yes supporter – because there was simply
no credible case for how exactly we were
going to get anywhere near that mythical,
brilliant Westminster.

My well-meaning Inner friends are
horrified that I won’t fully throw my lot in
with them and fight first to stay in and
then to reform the EU. I just wonder if
they are willing to concrete their feet deep
into the shoreline and then to begin the
process of preventing the tide coming in.

How? How are we going to reform the
EU? Our massed ranks can’t squeeze
through the tiniest reform of
Westminster. We’ve made no ground
reforming anything which the banks and
the corporations have their teeth into.
Explain the mechanism?

And if that mechanism begins with the
words “then we can begin a continent-
wide conversation …” I wince. Because
that just means “we have no idea whatso-
ever how to go about it”. ere is no coali-
tion we can join, no campaign ready to
march beside – hell, there isn’t even a
simple shared vision of what reform
would roughly look like. It’s not obvious
that if we had a united, continent-wide

network of reformers backing one big
vision that we would win. It is far from
obvious that there is any chance of creat-
ing a united, continent-wide network of
reformers backing one big vision.

It feels a bit like being told to repair a
broken computer with a single screw-
driver – and then, when asking where it
is, being told that actually screwdrivers
haven’t been invented yet. On balance,
I’m pretty sure that the one thing that will
kill reform of the EU stone dead is a
British In vote. Every rational bone in my
body screams out that it is just the kind of
near-death experience that the people
who run Europe will take as a prompt to
do exactly what they were already doing
– and more. I am very deeply sceptical of
the idea that surviving intact is going to
lead to serious change in the EU.

CREATIVE DESTRUCTION
e way I think some kind of reform gen-
uinely could be promoted would be a
crisis – like Britain leaving. It would
create the kind of panic which does lead
to change. But I recognise two major
problems. First, it’s an act of “creative
destruction” which could cause anarchy
as well as (or possibly before) reform. It
would be a rather large act of faith to burn
down the house in the hope of being able
to build something better in its place.

e other big problem is that such a
vote could be read in exactly any way
each person wants it to be read.
Eurocrats can just claim that Britain was
never really on board in the first place.
e left can conclude that we wanted
democracy. e right can conclude that
it’s all about absorbing greater exclusion-
ary nationalism. So if you want to change
the EU, vote to leave. It’s just that it’s hard
to guess what the change would look like.

is is proving to be a real problem for
me. ere is no good option on the table.
Worse, I can’t even identify which is the
lesser of two evils. So what if I think cyni-
cally, tactically?

If we leave the EU then it’ll solve one
major problem come the next Scottish
indyref – we won’t need to get bogged
down in endless “you’ll be thrown out the
EU” debate. It could create a substantial
pressure for another referendum. e
thought of being stuck on this wet little
rock with Boris running the show could

prompt a re-evaluation of the merits of
independence by many people. Perhaps
that’s a good outcome?

en again, we really will be stuck on a
rock with Boris and that in itself could be
pretty awful. I could tactically vote for
that not to happen (not a positive vote, a
negative one). Or equally I could just
decide that the bigger the gap between
the Scottish “In” and the English “Out” (if
that’s what happens), the better. Or really
cynically, a Scotland forcing an England
that votes “Out” to stay “In” could be just
what we want to get agreement for
another referendum.

But then again, I simply hate tactical
voting of this kind. It’s no way to make a
decision.

So, what am I going to do? By this
point you may have a better idea of how
I’m going to vote than I have. My
instincts tell me I’m European and must
vote In as much as they tell me I don’t
want to be a member of this club. My
rational mind tells me we need a
European Union every bit as much as it
tells me that the European Union we have
is a major block to progress and moving
rapidly in the wrong direction.

Logically therefore I am convinced
that the only hope is reform – but I can’t
vote for it. I can vote to stay and pretend
to myself that there might be reform I
don’t for a second believe is coming. Or I
could vote to leave and ensure some kind
of change – but which might result in
something much worse.

anks to the people of Perspectives
for asking me to explore my uncertainty,
confusion and despair so fully and so
much in public (thanks offered with only
a touch of sarcasm …). It has led me to
only two conclusions. e first is that I
shall do whatever is in my power to avoid
writing about this any more and try to
keep wriggling out of the many invita-
tions to talk about this I keep getting.

And the second conclusion? e
spring flowers of a foreign country I love
make me want to stay; the treatment of
the woman who looks after them makes
me want to leave. I shall make my deci-
sion late – and probably dislike myself
either way.

n Robin McAlpine is director of Common
Weal.

Lesser of two evils
“There is no good option on the table.

Worse, I can’t even identify which is
the lesser of two evils
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The broader picture

Britain’s role in the world

Stephen Whitefield: Colin, it is a great pleasure to be having
this conversation with you. e question of Britain’s place in the
world is not a new one, but it has particular salience in present
British, European and global circumstances. It strikes me that
there can seldom have been a moment in the past when answers
to this question were as poorly articulated and weakly held by
such a broad array of political forces, even in the midst of a ref-
erendum campaign. It also strikes me that you are just the
person to be asking. Your list of publications is full of appropri-
ate books and articles that come at the issue from many different
angles. In 2013, on e Failure of Anglo-
Liberal Capitalism (Routledge); in 2015,
on e British Growth Crisis (Palgrave
Macmillan); in 2014, on e Legacy of
atcherism (Oxford University Press). I
could go on and on.

Let me start by asking you to put your-
self in context for our readers. Does the
issue of Britain’s role in the world matter
to you in any kind of visceral personal way? And how would you
say your academic and intellectual work to date engages with it?

Colin Hay: First, thank you Stephen. It is refreshing as a political
scientist to be asked about how the things one writes about
matter in a visceral and personal way. Of course they do, how -
ever much our professional lives lead us to have to hide that. In
fact, I suspect I don’t hide it very well! I now live in France and I
think of myself as European, British and Scottish. But I would
much prefer not to have to place those self-identifications in
some kind of hierarchical order – nor, worse still, to have to
choose between them.

So it concerns me greatly – indeed, viscerally – that British
politics seems, with each passing day, to make it more and more
difficult to be European, British and Scottish with ease, without
compromise and without managing a complex array of growing
tensions. I worry greatly about the possibility of Brexit – which,
I think, is a very real threat. And I worry about it not because I
think that a majority of British citizens wish for it, but because
differential turnout levels effectively magnify the influence of
those socio-economic groups that are both most Eurosceptic in
their views and most likely to vote.

But I also worry about Britain’s place in the world in a broader
sense – and have done so for longer. As a political economist it
strikes me that Britain and the US share, if not an enduring spe-
cial relationship (that would seem to be over), but a certain spe-
cial responsibility for the Anglo-liberal character of the

capitalism that led to the edge of the precipice in 2008. ose
concerns endure today, not least because we do not appear to
have moved very far from that precipice since 2008 (in part
because we have not taken the responsibility seriously) – and
the drop, now that we have been staring into the abyss for a
while, looks very scary indeed.

SW: at opens a lot to discuss. Obviously, there is also a long
narrative about national decline, and then revival most recently
in the atcher period, hardly rejected by Blair. As you say, the

dominant ideology in the UK bears much
responsibility for the form of Anglo-
American capitalism that for much of the
period especially from the end of the
Cold War to the financial crisis we
worked to export. But it seems to me that
there are very few now even in the Tory
party who evangelise for it, far less wish
the UK to take the lead in reforming the

EU in that direction. Rather, even if we stay in, leave the conti-
nent to its own devices – I worry deeply about the consequences
of that for Europe.

But can we start by looking further back historically than the
rise of atcherism or the end of the Cold War? I suppose there
has never been political agreement on what Britain’s place in the
world should be. But on left and right and around the UK, can we
say at least that there have been strong and coherent competing
narratives that went with a sense of the country’s great impor-
tance in and for the world? With a broad brush, how would you
characterise them?

CH: at’s difficult and I would not claim to be any sort of
authority on these more historical issues. But you pose a fasci-
nating question and one not asked enough, I think. What strikes
me, reflecting on it now, is that Britain’s projection of its place in
the world today is a more frightened and timid one than it has
perhaps ever been. at this is so is almost certainly in part a
consequence of a much more diminished and fragile sense of
Britishness itself. It is no longer clear what Britain or British
identity is that one might project beyond Britain’s shores;
indeed, it is not clear that there exists a sense of Britishness
capable of uniting those living within its shores. Brexit and the
possibility of a second Scottish independence referendum after-
wards are a manifestation of that wider anxiety and all of that, in
turn, when set in a wider historical context can be seen as the
latest episode of the story of Britain’s long decline.

Britain and the US share a
certain special responsibility for
the Anglo-liberal character of
the capitalism that led to the
edge of the precipice in 2008

Stephen whitefield talks to Colin Hay about Britain’s
projection of its place in the world today, set in the context
of the diminished sense of Britishness and the story of the
long decline of the country itself



14 | SPRING/SUMMER 2016 | PERSPECTIVES 42

But what also strikes me is that, in the process of losing its
sense of identity and the confidence to project whatever identity
it did have internationally, Britain has gone in effect from being
some kind of global public good provider (at times in a rather
claustrophobically paternalistic way) to a much more simple
exponent and proselytiser for market liberalism. at was cer-
tainly not the case under atcher – whose neo-conservatism
was just as important as her neo-liberalism in determining her
sense of Britain’s place in the world. But it
does appear to be the story since
atcher. In a way, Britain’s long-stand-
ing (market) liberalism has always been
tempered by other things – conser-
vatism, paternalism, even a certain ethi-
cal socialism on occasions. Today it is
seems strangely untempered.

SW: Well, and as I say, even that we seem
to do more timidly. Cameron carves out a special deal for the
City but we hardly hear anyone these days promising that
Britain will lead a coalition of the anti-bureaucratic, anti-regu-
latory forces of Europe for a new EU. We are close to signing up
to TTIP but the old arguments of the benefits of trade liberalisa-
tion are not being made in its support. So, if we are left with
nothing but market liberalism to underpin our narrative about
Britain’s place in the world, we are without much being said at
all to legitimate what we do or don’t do.

Yet, of course, we continue to project military power and
“punch above our weight”. But is there a new argument for all
that – and about all that – beginning to emerge in the post-crash
world when other – if related – issues have become more
salient?: climate change; migration; war, terrorism, security.
ere is plenty of denial and drawing up the drawbridges of
narrow nationalism in response to these challenges. But it
seems to me that no political forces – right, left or centre – in
Britain as yet seem to have put together a successful response
that has an internationalist core and which projects Britain’s
undoubted power on many dimensions – economic, military,
cultural – to provide global leadership. I wonder why that is,
especially for the left – supposing it is true. Is it because of the
nature of the issues themselves? Because the centre-left is so tar-
nished by its association with neo-liberalism not to mention
neo-conservatism that it has entirely lost a capacity to make
convincing arguments? But I also wonder what the contours of
an internationalist position that makes sense in responding to
these growing challenges and makes use of Britain’s undoubted
power in the world should look like? And where and how will
the case be made? I guess it is not going to be via our position to
influence the EU, even if we stay in it.

CH: Sadly, I think your analysis is depressingly accurate. Insofar
as Britain now has a consistent stance on an international stage
it is surely a combination of two things. e first is the kind of
default market liberalism that we have been talking about. It
trumps, of course, practically every other consideration –
acting, for instance, as a veto on the kind of global governance
required to address climate change or financial market re-regu-

lation in response to the crisis. e effect is to turn Britain into
a global veto player (albeit one which now often lacks the power
to prove influential on its own). And the second is, of course,
parochial special pleading! is is the story of Cameron’s
attempt to re-negotiate Britain’s EU membership – the idea that
Britain, somehow, deserves to enjoy all the market-liberal bene-
fits of European integration without suffering any of the costs or,
more importantly still, bearing any sense of collective responsi-

bility. It is not especially surprising that if
this is Britain’s stance on a European
stage, it is no longer either interested in
nor capable of projecting a positive and
internationalist presence on a wider
stage.

at a combination of national
parochialism and market liberalism
should come to define Britain’s stance on
a global stage is, of course, a dreadful

thing; that it should have come to have been accepted so timidly
by the centre and the left in British politics is a tragedy. But it is
not altogether surprising – and, for me, it has its origins in
Blair’s decision over Iraq. is was the moment when Labour, in
particular, stopped placing ethical considerations (however
conceived, however misconceived) above more narrowly instru-
mental imperatives. Liberal quietism is the new orthodoxy;
indeed, it is the new consensus.

SW: Let me come back again to the nature of these “new” issues
that now press because they seem to cut across both left and
right and may make it harder to find a coherent way of thinking
about Britain’s role. On the right, forces of neo-liberalism retain
their power and wealth, are increasingly divided about climate
change – more and more of them see money-making opportu-
nities in new green technologies – but the consequences of the
wars they supported and the global economy they created have
overwhelmed their ideological defences. On the left, the dream
of pooled sovereignty to regulate capitalism and advance social
rights has been equally undermined. It seems to me that only
one political field has emerged to make sense of all this with
growing menace. Populist authoritarianism – nationalist, anti-
migrant, welfarist so long as support is offered to “our own
people”, but not so threatening to the powerful that they should
fear losing their wealth. is populist authoritarianism is taking
many forms across the globe and each of them offers its own
definition of its country’s role in the world. Trumpism appears
to be a rejection of the neo-cons’ global reach and promises to
put America first by cutting back on NATO and rejecting the
huge edifice of post-War global trade. Putinism puts together
elements of Russia’s and Soviet pasts in a particularly toxic and
weird yet expedient brew of nationalism with an internationalist
dimension to define a place for Russia in the world today. Russia
as messianic state in defence of Christian values; Russia as inter-
national strongman, ready to act when the weak West now
cannot. We can get more parochial and inward looking with
Orban in Hungary where ideological battles are fought over
long-lost tribes in Transylvania. And of course you will feel this
very close to home in France with le Pen.

The broader picture

Is the centre-left so tarnished by
its association with
neo-liberalism not to mention
neo-conservatism that it has
entirely lost a capacity to make
convincing arguments?
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So, I want to ask you next about two things. First, can I just
get a comparative benchmark for the questions we ask about
Britain’s role in the world? You live and work now in Paris. Are
the French as concerned and confused about their role in the
world as we are? Is there something peculiarly British about
asking this issue? Or is this existential angst a global phenome-
non? And second, what do you make of the prospects for
authoritarian populism – that might not be the best term – in
Great Britain? And do narratives of Britain’s role in the world
look likely to strengthen its appeal in the way that national nar-
ratives appear to strengthen Putin or Orban or Kaczsynski?

CH: Interesting questions. Let’s take them in turn. First, the
French. I think this is exactly the right question – not least as it
changes the context and the perspective a little – just enough to
help us see what we might not otherwise see. Put bluntly, I feel
that I understand Britain better for no longer living in Britain
(the same was true when I lived in the US for a short time in the
late 1990s) – one can see certain things more clearly for not
being totally immersed within them. So
what does that change of perspective
offer here? Well, first, the French have
perhaps never sought to project their
power globally in the same way as the
British – well, not since Napoleon at
least! And, as this perhaps already suggests, they had less global
presence and less global pretension to lose! But the sense of a
vacuum where once there was something else is certainly less
pronounced (though I think it is still palpable and in that sense I
think you are right to speak in terms of a global sense of existen-
tial angst). But what is made clear by thinking about this in com-
parative terms is that, whatever their problems, the French (in
stark contrast to the British) have never really lacked a sense of
what they stand for – and a confidence that they are right to
project what they stand for internationally. Here, of course, the
revolution – and the cathartic cleansing of the state that, in
effect, it ushered in – is crucial. For the French revolution allows
the modern French state to present itself as some kind of bas-
tion of a progressive modernity – most notably in and through
the sense that it stands for the public good – the res publica. As
we know the notion of the republic (the collective or public
good) can cover a multitude of sins, but it is also exactly what
the contemporary question of global governance is all about …
and that gives the French an easier entry point in way – they
have a facility when it comes to discourses of this kind that the
British (with their historic preference for philanthropy and the
private, rather than public, provision of public goods) have
never really had.

And what about authoritarian populism? Again, the hunch
here is right, I think. Sadly, the time of authoritarian populism
seems to have come again – though a little like the relationship
between Blairism and atcherism before it, today’s authoritar-
ian populism (particularly in its more subtle incarnations) is
rather more sotto voce than in its earlier manifestation. To be
fair, that is not true of the authoritarian populism of Trump or
Putin or, indeed, Marine Le Pen; but it is true, I think (to date, at
least) of Cameron and Osborne, of Boris Johnson and even per-

haps of Nigel Farage. Yet this comparative quietism does not
make it any less invidious – not least because it makes it rather
more difficult to see for what it really is. For, as the late great
Stuart Hall taught us all those years ago, authoritarian populism
is, in effect, the hegemonic correlate of inequality – they go
together. When one abandons “one nation” politics and seeks,
instead, to make a political virtue of pitting the “haves” (who will
have more) against the “have nots” (who will have less) one
needs a series of rhetorical strategies for demonising the various
“losers” as “undeserving” and a political strategy for penalising
their moral fecklessness and, indeed, their resistance. at is
today’s resurgent authoritarian populism in a nutshell. Sadly it
is becoming more not less salient.

SW: Well, I don’t think I have ever felt as much political danger
– I would even say from the potential of fascism – in the midst
of political failure of our institutions in Britain and Europe and
everywhere else and in the face of so many pressing challenges
to our economies, societies and the planet. I do retain some ves-

tiges of dialectical hope in all this. Marx
said something like “humans never set
themselves questions that they cannot
answer” – though even if we were to stop
all carbon emissions tomorrow there is
apparently still enough CO2 in the atmos-

phere to slowly melt the icecaps. ings should still be fine: we
have two thousand years to learn to breathe under water!

But let’s move to a conclusion if we can about the sorts of
forces and arguments that might be capable of dealing with
some of these challenges and about the kind of role we could
envisage for Britain in the world. We probably wouldn’t want to
start from here, but what’s the best we can do given where we
are. Corbynism? e Green Party? A progressive Scottish
nationalism? e revival of a centre-left in the UK as a whole? In
grassroots movements? In the re-establishment of the authority
of scientific and pro-science elites, as Mill might have argued
about the spirit of this age?

And what could Britain uniquely contribute internationally to
making a better global order? I suppose there is considerable
recent history of tolerance, including multiculturalism as con-
tested as that of course is. We have just about got the rule of law
and constitutionalism, including civilian control of the military.
Our nations live together in one state and we even have civilised
and democratic processes to adjudicate over separation. ere
are the vestiges of the ethical socialism you referred to earlier.
We have a huge economy, military and great cultural reach. e
world increasingly speaks our language – even in France these
days. We are a democracy, if not a republic. Surely, a sensible
and attractive and achievable role for Britain in the world can be
made from these building blocks?

CH: Ah yes, dialectics! When it is really, really bad we can always
put our faith in those – and, in a sense, we have to. But the argu-
ment, such as it is, always seems to me at least to be little more
than the suggestion that it can’t carry on getting worse forever.
In a way, it’s little more than an optimistic spin on pessimism.
But based on our rather bleak conversation up until this point

What could Britain uniquely
contribute internationally to
making a better global order?
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(sorry!) it would appear to be all that we have. And in a sense,
too, that is right and perhaps shouldn’t surprise us. In fact, when
I go looking for optimism the thought I run through my head is
that Keynesianism was not born (and certainly not implement-
ed) in the decade of the Great Depression itself; similarly, if we
see neo-liberalism as the (eventual) product of the crisis of the
1970s, it was not until at least the mid 1980s when things were
really discernibly and irreversibly neo-liberal. at suggests that
we need to be just a little more patient – that history’s wheel
takes a little longer to turn and what leads
it to turn is the capacity of political elites
to test to destruction the paradigm that
defines their worldview. Our pessimism,
it strikes me, is a product of witnessing
the testing to destruction of the neo-lib-
eral paradigm. at, of course, is not a
very edifying spectacle. But it does con-
tain within it the seeds of a little opti-
mism.

Of course, I may be wrong, and in a
way (dare I say it) this may be too opti-
mistic. Because what takes us ultimately
from one paradigm to the next is not the
degree of devastation wreaked by the dis-
integration of the old, but the presence of a credible new para-
digm. And that’s the really depressing part. Corbynism is no
alternative paradigm; indeed, Corbynomics is practically non-
existent. Indeed, that is what depresses me most about the
British context at present – the seeming incapacity of any of the
major political parties to contemplate an alternative to the
Anglo-liberal growth model and the inexorable ratcheting up of
inequality with which it continues to be associated. I do not
think Corbyn will endure as Labour leader – and one of the rea-
sons for that is that his seeming radicalism does not extend to
economic policy. But if I am honest, I struggle to identify the
carriers of a new economic paradigm in any British political
party. In part, though, this is to look in the wrong direction.

For there is, in fact, a very strong argument for the suggestion
that any such credible new economic paradigm needs to be pro-
jected not domestically but internationally and that the transi-
tion to post-neo-liberalism needs to be co-ordinated
internationally and embedded institutionally at a global level.
at makes a great deal of sense to me – but it hardly makes the
task any easier; nor does it bring its realisation any closer.

SW: ank you Colin. We are colleagues and friends and that
certainly is no guarantee of even mild agreement. But here we
are, agreeing largely about the problems and their causes, equal-
ly without a motor force in history that might help address
them, and having a conversation to a magazine of the democrat-
ic left in Scotland where hope must surely still well up. So, let’s
engage in some self-criticism at the end. Fascism is possible, the
ice caps will melt. But let’s say we wanted to define a research
project to test that we were wrong, that political forces are
indeed emerging that could build an alliance for a Britain that
would make Britain play a leading role in a progressive world.
We have colleagues – and friends – who do indeed do such

research. What kind of project would it be? Perhaps on the
internet? Perhaps on the sharing economy?

CH: Ah, that’s easy. ough I suspect my answer might surprise
you. I think we need to know far far more about how the young
think about politics and how, above all, that sense of enthusiasm
and excitement and optimism that they all seem to have when
they are really young that our world can be made a better place
is somehow squeezed out of them. I think what we would find

would be that they do indeed have this
almost natural (and naturally progres-
sive) sense of politics but that they start
to lose it (particularly if they are educated
in Britain) when they start to label it, and
other things too, as “political”. I think that
is a tragedy. We need to encourage our
youngsters to be creative optimists and to
think collectively and responsibly of and
about the futures they wish to forge – and
we need to encourage them to think that
this is politics and that politics is a good
and a necessary thing, not something to
be ashamed of and to wish for as little of
as is humanly possible. at politics is

their capacity, in the end, to forge a world better than the one
that we have forged for them – a world they can be proud of and
that can be a better legacy for their children than the one we
bequeath them.
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What depresses me most about
the British context at present is
the seeming incapacity of any of
the major political parties to
contemplate an alternative to
the Anglo-liberal growth model
and the inexorable ratcheting
up of inequality with which it
continues to be associated
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Acartoon in the Evening Standard
during the first referendum on
membership of the European

Economic Community in 1975 offered an
unflattering portrayal of opponents of
membership. Labour left-wingers stood
arm in arm with Enoch Powell of the
populist right in the front row. Behind
them were Trotskyists, Anarchists, the
National Front, the IRA, Orange Order,
Communist Party and a hairy, kilted
Scottish Nationalist. Images are impor-
tant and the Evening Standard cartoon
suggested that opposition to member-
ship was found on the extremes of British
politics.

e SNP had decided to support with-
drawal from the EEC “on anyone else’s
terms” in 1975. e caveat suggested that
if Scotland was independent it might
negotiate better terms for Scotland and
was a concession to those in the party
who supported EC membership.
Electoral opportunism played a signifi-
cant part. e SNP hoped that if Scotland
voted for withdrawal while the rest of the
UK voted to remain a member then this
would assist the push for independence.
It was not all expediency. e SNP viewed
the EC as a bureaucratic capitalist club, a
superstate in the making and associated
it with the Atlantic Alliance in this era of
the Cold War. But Scotland voted to
remain a member along with the rest of
the UK, albeit with less enthusiasm.

common market and without what was
perceived to be stifling centralisation.
e expansion of the EU – from the orig-
inal six to nine when the UK joined to 12
by 1986 – gave the SNP hope. e acquis
communautaire was more in line with
SNP thinking than what was emerging
from Westminster under Mrs atcher.
e era of Jacques Delors, French
Socialist and EC Commission President,
cemented SNP support. Delors argued
that the EC should be governed accord-
ing to the principle of subsidiarity, inter-
preted as contrary to British
centralisation. e fact that Delors
became the bête noir of the right-wing
British nationalist press encouraged the
SNP along this journey.

In 1988, the SNP pronounced in favour
of “independence in Europe”, an idea that
was thought in some quarters to be an
oxymoron. How could a state be inde-
pendent if it was a member of an institu-
tion that demanded primacy in law
making? e SNP took the view that a
loose confederal body was a reasonable
compromise. ere remained concern
inside the SNP that European integration
was moving in a direction towards a
much tighter union. Opponents cited
Norway as the exemplar of a small, suc-
cessful independent state outside the EC
– and one with considerable oil wealth.
at may be a minority view but it has
never disappeared.

Nationalism and the EU

The SNP pronounced in favour of
“independence in Europe”, an
idea that was thought in some
quarters to be an oxymoron

The SNP and Europe
Anti in the 1975 EEC
referendum, by 1988 the
SNP had swung in the
opposite direction and
declared for “independence
in Europe”. James Mitchell
tracks the changes in party
policy and argues for a
re-opening of the debate, for
the benefit of the SNP itself
and the country as a whole

Forty years on, the SNP’s position has
changed. e SNP gradually moved to
support European Communities mem-
bership in the 1980s in parallel with the
rise of Euro-scepticism in the
Conservative Party. But it was more than
the enemy of my enemy is my friend. By
the late 1980s, the SNP had become con-
vinced that the European Communities
offered Scotland a safety net that would
be looser, larger and altogether more
congenial than that offered by the UK. In
essence, this made the UK redundant as a
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hEALING ThE SNP CIVIL wAR
e EC proved important to the SNP in
another way. e party had been deeply
divided in the aftermath of the 1979
devolution referendum and general elec-
tion. Factions and infighting had under-
mined its performance at the 1983
election but views on Europe cut across
these divisions and allowed those who
had been opponents to unite behind sup-
port for the EC. European integration was
healing the SNP civil war just as it aimed
to heal the scars of the second world war
four decades before. Members who had
argued for the expulsion of others now
joined with them in making the case for
independence in Europe. Winnie Ewing
and Jim Sillars had been adversaries in
these earlier internal battles but joined
together to campaign for a more positive
engagement with the EC.

By the time the Scottish Parliament
was established in 1999, the SNP had
settled into its firm commitment to

the European Union. In this respect, SNP
attitudes largely reflected those of
Scotland as a whole. SNP members
watched enviously as small former Soviet
satellites joined the EU. Nations that were
unknown to most Scots a generation ago
became fully fledged EU members.
Devolved government had a wide range
of responsibilities but foreign, including
EU, affairs were explicitly retained by
Westminster. is meant that the
Scottish Parliament was side-lined on
devolved matters affected by EU deci-
sion-making, a phenomenon familiar to
other European states. In Germany, the
Länder of the German federation had
fought for reforms that allowed them a
say in such matters.

Arrangements with no legal standing
(and therefore not rights) allowed
devolved administrations to be consulted
by the UK Government but it would be
rare for a minister from a devolved body
to represent UK interests in the EU
Council of Ministers. Joint Ministerial
Committees (JMC) had been established
to allow ministers from the UK and
devolved bodies to meet to discuss policy
and share information. e JMC (Europe)
was one of the few to meet regularly over
the course of devolution but meetings
and discussions were confidential.

When the SNP formed a minority gov-
ernment in 2007, JMC (Europe) continued
to meet regularly but SNP ministers would
be irritated when excluded from EU
Council of Minister meetings discussing,

European Union membership featured
heavily in the Scottish independence ref-
erendum. ere was little new in the
arguments deployed on either side of the
debate that had not been articulated in
the late 1980s/early 1990s. What was
striking was another assumptive consen-
sus. EU membership was assumed to be
in Scotland’s interests by both sides in the
independence debate. Opponents of EU
membership on either side of the inde-
pendence debate were either silent or
marginalised in what was otherwise a
lively and open debate. e dominant
question was whether EU membership
was best guaranteed by voting for or
against independence not whether mem-
bership was in Scotland’s interests.

Much of the energy and enthusiasm of
the independence referendum trans-
ferred to the SNP and much exaggerated,
perhaps mythical, suggestions have been
made that the independence movement
was comparable to leftist social move-
ments elsewhere in Europe. ere were
many differences between the Yes move-
ment and these European movements
including attitudes towards the EU. It is
hardly surprising that Podemos in Spain
has been more critical of the EU, ques-
tioning the Treaty of Lisbon and seeking
Spanish withdrawal from free trade
agreements. e leadership of Syriza in
Greece may deny association with Euro-
scepticism but it is far from Euro-enthu-
siast for obvious reasons.

COMPETING VISIONS
ere have, of course, been competing
visions of European integration since the
Treaty of Paris set up the European Coal
and Steel Community. European integra-
tion may be or have been an end in itself
for some but it has had instrumental pur-
poses for most who have supported it.
ese purposes have included preventing
another European war, creating a more
competitive free market European econ-
omy shorn or any barriers to trade and
movement as well as creating a more
socially just and equal European society.
Part of the debate across its membership
has been about striking a balance
between these competing objectives. In
the late 1980s, the SNP felt comfortable
when the EC’s dominant message
appeared to chime with the SNP’s. But the

Nationalism and the EU

Scotland moved from being one
of the most Euro-sceptical parts
of the UK to one of the most
Euro-enthusiastic parts

for example, fisheries. e JMC (Europe)
was deemed a poor substitute for access-
ing decision-making in Brussels. Seeking
a seat at the “top table” became a key
objective and one understood in the SNP
to require independence.

But change in the EU involved much
more than simply a growing member-
ship. e EU was evolving in other direc-
tions and ones that the SNP was less keen
to embrace but over which devolved gov-
ernments had no influence. Speaking out
against the EU’s rightward drift was
unlikely to endear the SNP or any
devolved administrations to EU institu-
tions or many EU member state govern-
ments. e party was critical of
individual policies but focused most crit-
icism on the UK Government for failing
to articulate Scottish interests effectively.

An emphasis on the single market in
the EU had been accompanied by
the development of a Social Europe

in the 1980s but the latter has come to
dominate EU decision-making. A credi-
ble left-wing case could be mounted
against the EU but has rarely been heard
within the SNP or indeed in Scotland. An
assumptive consensus emerged that casts
opponents of the EU as little Englanders
or isolationists. Despite this, the SNP
includes many members who have
doubts about EU membership. A study of
SNP members conducted shortly after the
party took office in 2007 found that 60%
agreed that the EU had become too cen-
tralised and one in five preferred inde-
pendence outside the EU though very few
saw European integration as a threat to
Scotland. In essence, the leadership’s
staunch support for the EU belied a more
nuanced attitude amongst the wider
membership.
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party has turned a blind eye to the chang-
ing emphasis that has subsequently
arisen and felt inhibited in criticising this.
is partly reflects the SNP’s weak posi-
tion as a supplicant seeking membership.

SNP support for the EU no doubt con-
tributed to the changing attitude of Scots.
Scotland moved from being one of the
most Euro-sceptical parts of the UK to one
of the most Euro-enthusiastic parts. Jim
Sillars, who played a significant part in
that shift, now doubts the value of EU
membership. His decision to campaign for
withdrawal might seem inconsistent given
his previous support but his logic is clear.
During the independence referendum, the
EU had, he has suggested, told supporters
of independence to “get stuffed”. e EU
had hardly been a friend to the SNP or the
Yes movement. Sillars proposes that
Scotland should consider being a member
of the European Free Trade Association
and his critique of the EU would be famil-
iar to left-wing critics in other parts of
Europe. is position may have support
inside the SNP but no significant figure has
come out in support of him.

NEGATIVE CAMPAIGNING
A Scottish democratic renewal was wit-
nessed during the long, intense Scottish
independence referendum campaign.
e EU referendum is very different. Both
sides have engaged in negative cam-
paigning with little sign of a positive mes-
sage. e European referendum is,
however, likely to share one common fea-
ture with that on Scottish independence.

It is unlikely to resolve the question.
Whether or not Scotland or the UK votes
to leave or remain, the relationship with
the rest of the EU will evolve.

The EU referendum has not made an
open debate easy. Similarly, progres-
sive supporters of the EU have found

it difficult to offer critiques of the EU in
the context of the referendum. Kenny
MacAskill, former Justice Cabinet

edged that many “social democrats” have
“deep-seated concerns about the EU at
present”. She understood and shared the
concerns of those “troubled” by the hand -
ling of the Greek crisis. Her speech was
made during the EU referendum and this
inevitably limited her criticisms though
she referred to its imperfections on three
occasions in the speech. Whether this
speech suggests that her party will have a
licence to overcome its supplicant status
and raise its voice in debates on the
future of Europe is unclear.

Forty years ago, the Evening Standard
portrayed opponents of the European
Communities as extremists. It was then
easy to include the SNP in this way, espe-
cially to a London readership. e SNP
was largely unknown and even in
Scotland a significant body of people
hardly knew the party that had then only
recently burst onto the political scene.
Today, the SNP has become Scotland’s
largest party, trusted by many more
people than any of its opponents. If, as
seems likely, the SNP remains Scotland’s
largest party, it would be wise to re-open
debate on Europe. It is highly unlikely
that the SNP will return to the position it
held in 1975 but it would serve it and
Scotland well if it was to have the kind of
debates on Europe that animated the
party a quarter of a century ago.

n James Mitchell is professor of public
policy and co-director, Academy of
Government, Edinburgh University.
@ProfJMitchell

The EU referendum has not
made an open debate easy.
Progressive supporters of the EU
have found it difficult to offer
critiques of the EU in the context
of the referendum

Secretary, offered one of the few interven-
tions by a senior SNP figure to have raised
questions regarding the direction of the
EU. In an article in the Herald in January,
he feared that the Europe he supported
had been “abrogated, if not abandoned;
the social union to counterbalance the
economic area forgotten, if not buried”.
MacAskill has played a key role in leading
debates on contentious issues inside the
SNP in the past. And this contribution
may signal a willingness to engage with
the European question in a more substan-
tial manner.

Nicola Sturgeon’s speech in London in
late February set out a positive case for
membership of the EU. She acknowl-
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People and politics
In Scotland, as in the rest of Britain, there is widespread disillusionment with politics.
The mainstream parties have lost touch with ordinary people and issues are trivialised
and distorted by the media.

We are continually told that “there is no alternative” to global capitalism. Yet this is
doing untold damage to our environment, our communities and the quality of our
lives, while millions of people remain poor and powerless because the market
dominates our society and we do too little to protect and empower them.

Democratic Left Scotland is a non-party political organisation that works for
progressive social change through activity in civil society – in community groups,
social movements and single-issue campaigns – seeking at all times to promote
discussion and alliances across the lines of party, position and identity.

Political parties remain important, but they need to reconnect with the citizens they
claim to represent, reject the copycat politics that stifles genuine debate and recognise

that no single group or standpoint holds all the answers to
the problems facing our society.

We are trying to develop a new kind of politics, one that
starts from popular activity – in workplaces, localities and
voluntary associations – and builds bridges to the world of
parties and government, on the one hand, and the world
of ideas and culture, on the other.

What does Democratic Left add?
Our approach to politics is radical, feminist and green.

Radical because we are concerned with the underlying,
structural causes of problems such as poverty, inequality,
violence and pollution and aspire towards an inclusive,
more equal society in which everyone is supported and
encouraged to play a full part, within a more just and
sustainable world.

Feminist because we seek to abolish the unequal
division of wealth, work and power between men and
women and to promote a better understanding of the
intimate connections between personal life and politics.

Green because we believe that our present system of
economic organisation is socially and environmentally
destructive, and that a more balanced relationship
between human activity and nature will be better for us,
for our descendants and for the other animal species with
whom we share the planet.

Who can join Democratic Left
Scotland?
Membership is open to anyone who shares our general
outlook and commitments. Whilst many of our members
are involved in a range of political parties, others are not.

Democratic Left Scotland
na Deamocrataich Chli an Alba

Joining and supporting
Democratic Left Scotland
I support the aims and values of Democratic Left Scotland
and have decided to join and/or to support the
organisation. (Please tick as appropriate)

 � I wish to join Democratic Left Scotland

    Please indicate the level of annual membership you
wish to pay (from £5 unwaged to £60 high waged)

    � £5    � £12    � £24    � £36    � £48    � £60

 � I wish to support DLS’s campaigns

    Please indicate the amount you wish to donate

    � £5    � £10    � £15    � £20    � £25

    � Other £____________

    Please indicate if your donation is

    � monthly    � annual    � one-off

Payment

Payment for membership and/or support for our
campaigning work can be made either by cheque,
payable to Democratic Left Scotland, or banker’s order. If
neither method is suitable, please let our office know and
another arrangement can be made.

 � I enclose a cheque to the value of £____________

 � Please send me a banker’s order form

Name ............................................................................

Address .........................................................................

.............................................. Postcode .........................

Telephone ......................................................................

E-mail ............................................................................

Please return this form to Democratic Left Scotland,
10 Constitution Road, Dundee DD1 1LL                        
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The European Union
and the environment

There are many good reasons for
Britain to remain a member of the
European Union. In a fast-changing

world we need international rules to con-
trol big business and finance, and to
ensure that people’s rights are protected
– at work and as consumers. We also
need to work across borders to meet
global challenges – like the refugee crisis
– head on.

But, for all the advantages of EU mem-
bership, none stand out quite so clearly as
the European Union’s role in protecting
our environment.

In many ways, it’s easy to see why
working with our European neighbours
makes sense. e threats our environ-
ment faces – from cross-border pollu-
tion, to overfishing in our seas and
climate change – don’t respect national
borders, meaning that solutions must
span the divide between nation states
too. Indeed, when it comes to protecting
our environment, it seems to me that if
the EU didn’t already exist – we’d have to
invent it.

But the EU isn’t just good in theory.
e recent House of Commons
Environmental Audit Committee report
makes this clear when it says: “e over-
whelming majority of our witnesses also
believed that the UK’s membership of the
EU has improved the UK’s approach to
environmental protection and ensured
that the UK environment has been better
protected.”

Right now, the effects of these changes
in the law can be experienced across our
country – on our beaches, in the coun-
tryside and in the air that we breathe.

As an MP for a coastal community, I
can see very clearly the effect of

European rules in cleaning up our shore-
line. In the 1970s, sewage blighted our
beaches. In 1976, the European Union
passed the Bathing Water Directive,
which compelled countries to clean up
their act – and thus decrease the pollu-
tion levels in the seas, which we all share.
e progress was slow at first but the
results are now clear for all to see. By
1990, just over a quarter of our beaches
met water quality standards. Now, with
even stricter rules passed by the EU in
2006, over 97% of England’s bathing
waters have met the new minimum stan-
dard. Our beaches and seas are cleaner,
and coastal economies have been given a
boost, because of EU regulations.

It’s also thanks to EU rules that some of
the most precious wildlife and habitats in
the UK have been protected. At the north-

ern edge of my constituency are the South
Downs – a splendid chalk hill landscape
extending from Eastbourne to
Winchester. On those hills, and across the
UK’s countryside, species have been pro-
tected by a variety of EU environmental
laws. e fate of British birds is a case in
point. Analysis by the RSPB, BirdLife
International and Durham University
reveals that the most consistent single
factor in a species’ fate is whether it has
the highest level of protection under the
EU’s Birds Directive or not. Some of the
successes have been astonishing. Red kite
numbers are up 2054%, cranes are up
1660% and marsh harriers are up 998%.
Native British species such as the bittern
and corn bunting back from the brink of
extinction. And it’s not just birds that are
safeguarded under EU rules: the Habitats
Directive ensures that bats, newts, otters,
lizards and other species are guarded
against overzealous development and
destruction of the areas in which they live.

Another persistent reminder of the
need for cross-border rules is the air
pollution crisis we’re facing in this

country, and the 40,000 deaths associated
with it. Sources of air pollution are varied
– the majority of the fumes comes from
traffic in our cities, while some of the tiny
toxic particles float across the Channel
from France, carried by the wind.
ankfully the EU’s Clean Air Policy
Package, which applies just as much to
northern France as it does to our own
towns and cities – is forcing governments
like our own to clean up their act. ough
they are reluctant, ministers know that
the threat of legal action looms if they
don’t reduce the levels of killer pollution

The greening of Europe

Our beaches and seas are
cleaner, and coastal economies
have been given a boost,
because of EU regulations

Green MP Caroline Lucas argues that Britain’s
membership of the EU has seen great benefit for the
protection of our environment
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in our towns and cities. Coal-fired power
stations in the UK – a longstanding
source of pollution – have been shut
down in the thanks to the EU’s Large
Combustion Plant Directive.

Precedent for such action exists in the
shape of EU-wide action to tackle
acid rain. anks to European laws

this particularly damaging pollution –
which threatened woodlands, river
ecosystems and our own health – was
cleaned up extremely successfully –
meaning we saw a 90% fall in sulphur
dioxide pollution since its peak level.

Of course it is the threat of catastroph-
ic climate change which hangs over
everything else we're doing to protect our
environment. Surely there is no better
reason to work with our neighbours than
the need to tackle this complex cross-
border catastrophe. If we join forces with
other countries, strengthening the EU-
wide rules on carbon emissions that are
already in place, then we have a chance of
keeping future generations safe. Going it
alone simply is an option for a challenge
of this magnitude.

It’s worth noting that it was the EU’s
political decision in 1990 to cap emissions
of greenhouse gases by 2000 that formed
the cornerstone of the 1992 UN climate
convention. e climate and energy pack-
age, whilst being inadequate in its current
form, has been a major factor in driving
the deployment of renewable energy in
the UK. It’s worth noting that some of our
dirtiest power stations have been closed
thanks to EU directives.

As a former Member of the European
Parliament, I am the first to admit that
the EU has been far from perfect when it
comes to protecting our environment.
Some policies, such as the Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP), have indeed
had deeply damaging aspects. But CAP
has also seen some improvements from a
nature and conservation perspective and
farmers are some of the most outspoken
advocates for remaining in the EU.

Similarly the Common Fisheries Policy
has not always worked well – a result of
the policy itself, not the fact that it’s
common. Quota management in the EU
began for the majority of commercial fish
stocks with the first Common Fisheries
Policy in 1983, a time when fish stocks

were at extremely low levels and fishing
pressure was still high. Over time, fishing
pressure has – slowly – decreased for
quota species and some fish stocks are
finally growing. e reformed EU
Common Fisheries Policy that became
law in 2014 lays the foundations that
could eventually lead to sustainable man-
agement of fish stocks in Europe. anks,
for example, to a Europe-wide campaign,
and in spite of intense lobbying from the
multinational fishing industry, we now
have a ban on the hugely damaging prac-
tice of fish discards.

ough some European laws could
clearly have been far better, rejecting the
EU on the basis of not liking some poli-
cies would be to throw the baby out with
the bathwater. Indeed to think that
things would be better if we weren’t a
member, seems to me to be somewhat
short-sighted.

RIDICULOUS COSTS?
Of course it is impossible to know exactly
what would happen if Britain left the EU
but, when it comes to protecting our
environment, the Government has
dropped some heavy hints. Ministers
have tried their best to water down air
pollution rules, the Chancellor has said
that EU nature laws place “ridiculous
costs” on British firms and, most worry-
ingly of all, the Government has been vig-
orously stripping away support for clean
energy and renewable technology in the
UK. e UK Government’s role in putting
a halt to EU-wide fracking regulations
should also serve as a warning – as
should British MEPs being advised by the
Government to vote against legislation to
oblige countries to carry out “routine and
non-routine” inspections on vehicles’
“real-world” emissions. When it comes to
EU proposals that fail to adequately pro-
tect the environment, we need to make
sure we’re pointing the finger in the right
direction.

e EU isn’t perfect, and ongoing
reform to strengthen environmental
rules is clearly needed, but we can only
influence that by keeping our seat at the

table. e idea of leaving our precious
environment in the hands of the current
set of ministers fills me with terror. Only
last week a detailed independent report
on the subject concluded that leaving the
union would be risky and could damage
key green protections – and similar find-
ings emerged in a landmark report by
Institute for European Environmental
Policy earlier this year.

For challenges that span national
boundaries, we need to work closely
with other countries to solve them –

to avoid duplication, increase co-ordina-
tion, and pool resources. Indeed if Britain
is to ever be a world leader on protecting
the environment, it will do so through the
EU. As Tony Juniper, ex-director of
Friends of the Earth, noted: “We would
never have had the impact we do as one
country alone.” e EU can also provide a
space for more radical ideas to develop
and become mainstream while they’re
still off the radar of UK politics. Efforts to
create a circular economy in Europe, for
example, have the potential to be hugely
beneficial by driving a radical shift of
both consumption and production.

Ultimately, it’s obvious that being part
of the EU makes sense when it comes to
protecting our environment. Pollution,
threats to wildlife and environmental
degradation don’t respect national bor-
ders – so we clearly need shared solu-
tions to the environmental challenges we
all face. e fundamental principle
underpinning EU environmental regula-
tions – that we need a level playing field
across Europe to prevent a “race-to-the-
bottom”, where member states seek to
gain competitive advantage by destroying
the natural environment – is more rele-
vant than ever.

On 23 June each of us is required to
make an assessment about the UK’s mem-
bership of the EU based on the best avail-
able evidence. On that basis, if you’re
someone who cares about clean air, fight-
ing climate change or protecting our
wildlife, the case for putting a cross in the
“remain” box is overwhelming.

n Caroline Lucas MP is a member of
Environmentalists for Europe, a board
member of Stronger In and a supporter of
Another Europe is Possible.

The greening of Europe

The EU isn’t perfect, and
ongoing reform to strengthen
environmental rules is needed
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Tim Haigh
Tim is a critic, reviewer and broadcaster. His podcasts
are posted at www.timhaighreadsbooks.com

‘It’s a good answer,
Britain, but it’s not the
answer I was looking for’

Hands up those of you who can remember
just how come we’re having a referendum
on our membership of Europe, bearing in
mind that the government has felt it
advisable to spend £9 million of your

money sending you all a booklet explaining to you
that there is a correct answer to the question they
themselves asked and for god’s sake, don’t fluff this
one, Britain, it’s easy, it’s either in or out and out is
wrong.

Or to quote the actual text of the referendum: “Do
you think that Britain’s best interests are served by
remaining in the European Union like grown-ups, or
would you rather be seen chummying up to Nigel
Farage, Iain Duncan-Smith,
George Galloway, Enoch
Powell, Tony Benn
and Hitler.” (is last
one is a weasely
inclusion since
Hitler, for all his
faults, was very
much for a united
Europe.)

To refresh your
memory, David
Cameron, the Bismark
of Witney,

was panicked into promising a referendum by the
looming spectre of a UKIP electoral juggernaut,
sweeping all before it, and Cameron felt confident in
kicking the matter into the long grass on the
reasonable grounds that it wouldn’t be his problem if
he (a) lost the election, (b) won it, but without an
absolute majority, (c) was defenestrated by his loyal
colleagues before push came to shove, (d) was caught
in bed with Nicola Sturgeon, (e) became a super-hero
after having sex with a radioactive pig’s head, or some
combination of these.

But David Cameron got lucky. Labour decided to
sit the last election out, and give every indication of
not fielding a team for the next one either. So now
Cameron finds himself standing poised, ready to give
his world-famous impression of Roy Walker,
sometime host of the television show Catchphrase:
“It’s a good answer, Britain, but it’s not the answer I
was looking for.”

Supposing that Cameron gets lucky again, I can
imagine him getting a real taste for referenda, and
needing to guided away from his enthusiasm.

Mr Cameron: Well, that went well. (It is axiomatic
that whichever way the referendum goes, David
Cameron will somehow try to claim that it is a
personal triumph.) ese referendums are a
terrific wheeze, Gus*. at’s two we’ve won in a
row. e Scottish thing was a lark.

Following the Scottish independence referendum and now the
forthcoming EU vote, does Cameron think he’s on a roll …
a roll he should be dissuaded from following?

* Mr Heywood replaced Gus O’Donnell as Cabinet
Secretary in 2012, but Mr Cameron never notices the
servants.
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Justice Secretary
Michael Gove – a
good reason for
voting Remain?
(Creative Commons
Attribution 2.0 Generic
licence)
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Mr Jeremy Heywood – Cabinet Secretary: Prime
Minister, we had to talk you down from a ledge.

Mr Cameron: What else could we have a referendum
about? I know – let’s have a referendum about us
staying in power!

Mr Heywood: at’s called a general election, Prime
Minister.

Mr Cameron: Oh, that’s right. How about Gove? We
could have a referendum about Gove.

Mr Heywood: I don’t think we need to ask the
country what it thinks of Mr Gove, Prime
Minister.

Mr Cameron: They think he is Dobby, the house
elf, don’t they? It’s a shame: I can think of a
terrific way of phrasing that question. “Gove:
sinister ventriloquist’s doll or the love-child of
Jimmy Clitheroe and a troll?” No, you’re right.
That one’s an open goal. Well, then, Heathrow.
We could have a referendum on the third
runway.

Mr Heywood: Risky, Prime Minister. If we wanted
a decision on the question of the third runway
we wouldn’t have postponed it half a dozen
times.

Mr Cameron: (Brightly) We could have a referendum
on whether to postpone it again.

Mr Heywood: at might seem a touch Byzantine.
Prime Minister, why do you like referenda so
much?

Mr Cameron: ey suit my political gifts, Gus. ey
give the impression of inclusiveness, while really
postponing the need to make difficult choices,
and when you get it wrong you can claim it’s the
will of the people and nothing to do with you.
And whatever the outcome, you can claim the
credit.

Mr Heywood: is is implausibly self-knowing of
you, Prime Minister. Mr Osborne is of the
opinion that the decisive intervention was when

he told the British people that voting out of the
EU would mean lower growth.

Mr Cameron: If they minded lower growth they
would hardly have brought him back for another
five years of his Disneyland austerity. Anyway –
what about my renegotiation of our terms of
membership? e rescuing of the Great British
Sausage. e EU wanted us to call it the
emulsified, high fat offal tube, you know.

Mr Heywood: at was an episode of Yes, Minister,
Prime Minister.

Mr Cameron: Was it? Well, what did I accomplish,
then?

Mr Heywood: (after a slight pause) I’ll look it up
again, Prime Minister.

Mr Cameron: ere must be something we could
have another referendum about, Gus. Wrack the
old noodle, would you.

Mr Heywood: e trouble with referenda is that you
can’t trust the people. Stacking the deck with a
booklet every time would get expensive. And one
day it won’t work. Consider your legacy, Prime
Minister. It’s never too soon to look to the future.

Mr Cameron: Ooh, a legacy! I’d like one of those.
Mr Heywood: Of course you would. It’s the last word

in political careers. All the best people are
wearing one.

Mr Cameron: Do you happen to have one about your
person?

Mr Heywood: I happen to have a lovely, shiny legacy
right here, Prime Minister. Would you like this
one? It’s not new, but it is splendid. It was going
to be Tony Blair’s legacy, but then he decided
that he would rather not have one after all.

Mr Cameron: It was going to be Blair’s? Sold. Help
me on with it, Gus. I think I’ll wear it to cabinet
this morning.

The EU
wanted us to
call it the
emulsified,
high fat offal
tube

Boris Johnson –
another good
reason for voting
Remain?
(Creative Commons
Attribution-Share
Alike 2.0 Generic
licence)

Adolf Hitler has
featured
prominently in
the campaign –
but whose side
would he be on?
(Creative Commons
Attribution-Share
Alike 3.0 Germany
licence)
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The Hat
The Hat is our regular diary column
with a guest writer in each issue

It had been a long road from
Ayrshire to Berlin, from the
time I’d fulfilled a lifelong

ambition and attended the
Glasgow School of Art in my early
thirties; just divorced and a single
mother of two children, we were,
in essence, starting anew. If we
were to survive I had to take my
art as far as I could.

My desire to undertake
postgraduate study with the
renowned German artist Georg
Baselitz, professor in the
Hochschule der Künste in Berlin,
was fraught with obstacles;
unreasonable age limits, official
intransigence, finance and
language. I made it, against the
odds, but my naïve sense of
triumph was short-lived. I didn’t
know anyone in Berlin, had never
been separated from my children,
had little knowledge of the
language and no accommodation.
Initially I stayed in a hostel – and
panic began to set in.

However, I managed to get a
room in a student flat with two

German men which threw me into
West Berlin life at the deep end;
they shared their stories and gave
me insights into this island life of
capitalism surrounded by
communist East Germany.

ere was a great feeling of
personal liberty in West Berlin at
that time; politics and social issues
of the day would be discussed in
the pubs till the early hours. ere
was an edgy creative atmosphere
in the city, decadence and
subculture in the clubs – alongside
exhibitions, theatre, music and
intellectual life. However, the
sense of freedom belied the
concrete reality; no matter in
which direction you travelled you
always came up against the Wall.

Most Germans are willing to
speak English for a couple of
practice sentences – but serious
discussions were in German and I
felt dumb, self-conscious and
alone. Yet these situations
benefitted my work; as the
outsider I became the onlooker
and ideas in my art developed.

In the Art School the Meister’s
teaching method was in the
manner of a hospital consultant:
walking around with a group of
students in tow, pausing at the
work of one student, asking
questions which led to group
discussion. In contrast to
Glasgow, criticism was direct and
hard.

During my study with Baselitz,
the influence of Berlin gradually
became more important for me.
Increasingly I felt an identity with
the divided city, split as I was from
my family in Scotland. Still
struggling with the language,
drawing became my main means
of expression. Duality was a
recurrent theme: the double head
and the concept of inside-outside.
I would build up oil colour on
wooden boards in order to scratch
back, to uncover, hack into and
then fill the gaps with wax and
colour. e idea of disintegration,
splits and drawing together
became major themes.

I started to exhibit my paintings
and sculptures in London and
Berlin but an especially
memorable exhibition in which I
took part was in 1988 in the
Roman Catholic cathedral in
Przemysl, Poland. It was organised
by the Solidarity movement and
showed the work of some thirty
Polish artists. e paintings were
hung with all sorts of wire
retrieved mainly from electric
cable and using few tools. But this
meagreness belied the
sociopolitical importance of the
event. When I arrived at the
cathedral for the inauguration it
was full to bursting and my
translator dragged me to the front
where the archbishop was already
on the raised platform waiting to

Bridging the gap

Margaret Hunter’s Joint Venture,
symbolically illustrating the
re-unification of Germany, is one of 105
paintings covering a 1.3 km stretch of the
Berlin Wall, which became known as the
East Side Gallery

Margaret hunter recounts her reponse as an artist to one of
the defining events of recent European history

They shared
their stories
and gave me
insights into
this island life
of capitalism
surrounded by
communist
East Germany
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start his speech surrounded by
cameras. I’d underestimated the
importance of my appearance as a
Scottish artist; I was presented
with a prize and invited by the
archbishop for a meal served later
by the nuns in the gardens of the
monastery. Visits around the city
were organised where I heard
about the town’s history and was
given insights into the current
political situation.

e following year on 9
November 1989, totally
unexpectedly and unbelievably
the Berlin Wall fell.

For many people it had
impacted their life as a motif of
repression, restriction and
resistance. But my personal close
encounter with the concrete
border happened during that time
of universal triumph and euphoria
when I received an invitation as
one of a group of international
artists to make a painting on the
previously inaccessible eastern
part of the Wall. e creation of
the East Side Gallery, as it became
known, was a 1.3 km stretch of the
Berlin Wall covered with 105
paintings and it represented a very
precise moment and significant
symbol of liberalisation.

My painting Joint Venture
illustrates the reunification
in a symbolic format. It

depicts two mask-like heads
representing the two Germanies
lying side by side, seemingly
strange bedfellows, with lines
criss-crossing from one head to
the other to suggest
communication, exchange and
partnership. On each side with
little stitch-like marks I “attached”
what I felt was the reality, a series
of small figures, bending and
stretching to suit their new
situation. Having come to West
Berlin from the small village of
Fairlie on the west coast of
Scotland, hardly able to express
myself, I empathised with the
increasing demise and anxieties of
the East Germans, as every GDR

citizen struggled to find their
bearings within unaccustomed
structures of life.

As the artists painted, the Wall
around was being dismantled. We
never expected our paintings to
survive, but it has become the
longest remaining part of the Wall
and in the early nineties it was put
under a protection order and
became a listed memorial.

Over the ensuing years it
became run down from the effects
of pollution and “wall peckers”
which paralleled the aftermath
effect of unification on people of
the former GDR; a period of
bereavement that manifested as a
time of nostalgia.

In 2009 on the twentieth
anniversary of the fall of the Wall,
the Berlin Senate allocated
€2.5 million for the East Side
Gallery to be structurally
renovated and the artists were
brought back to repaint their
murals. As one of Berlin’s major
events for the 20 years after
celebrations, there was great
international media attention, we
were visited by celebrities and
politicians and the East Side
Gallery was officially re-opened by
Berlin’s Mayor Klaus Wowereit.

Particularly interesting for me
during this time was the reaction
of most former East Germans,
who it seemed really didn’t want
to know during the 10th or 15th
anniversary. e attitude towards
the East Side Gallery at that time,
its ambiguous presence tainted by
its history, was in direct contrast
to the interest during the 20th
anniversary. During the
renovation I had a notable
conversation with Franzisca
Bruehns, one of the
conservationists. She said that as a
young girl in East Berlin she could
see the Wall, a dominating part of
her life, from her bedroom
window. She told me that now her
mother was very proud of the fact
that she, Franzisca, was involved
in the restoration of the longest
remaining part of the Wall.

Perhaps the brightly repainted
murals functioned symbolically as
a plaster over a wound, in some
ways mitigating the residual
power and memory of the Wall’s
original function.

During the same year and as a
response to renovating Joint
Venture I decided to make an

almost identical replica in terms
of scale and content but in my
atelier which allowed intimate
time for reflection. It was an
eponymous re-statement made
especially for a group exhibition
Der Geschmack von Wolken (e
Taste of Clouds) in Der
Kunstraum Potsdam in the former
GDR. e theme of the exhibition
was intended to provoke thought
and discourse and I further
augmented my painting by
inviting guests at the opening to
inscribe their individual
comments about reunification on
the painting, echoing the graffiti
on my Wall painting. In turn it
acted as a kind of visitor’s book for
the exhibition.

In the following year, 2010, I
was invited as a guest to
participate in the 180th annual
exhibition at the Royal Scottish
Academy, Edinburgh, which dealt
with the theme of the expressive
artist and social involvement.
Re-statement seemed a fitting
demonstration of the role of the
artist in a community that is
continually faced with socio-
political challenges. But it was
more personal than that. My
creative journey began in my
native Scotland but it was during
the years residing in Berlin that
my work reached a height of social
interaction. e Royal Scottish
Academy exhibition provided me
with the opportunity to bring my
experiences of the Berlin Wall
home.
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It has become
the longest
remaining
part of the
Wall and in
the early
nineties it was
put under a
protection
order and
became a
listed
memorial




