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A
narchists do not advocate a 
welfare state. Nor did we 
campaign for a state imposed 
minimum wage. Ideally we would not 

approve of local authority controlled old 
people’s homes.

But our principled stand on these 
institutions does not render us dumb, or 
mean that we should cease to comment 
on their management, administration or 
pretensions. Nor do we feel that the 
alternative across the Atlantic is on 
balance more civilised - a system in 
which accident patients are asked if they 
are covered for an anaesthetic before 
they have an operation does not strike us 
as more appealing. Cheap labour and 
sweat-shops do not appeal to us more 
than the minimum wage. A system of 
‘granny dumping’ - in which senile old 
people are left stranded by their families 
in some states of the USA so that they 
are picked up by the authorities as 
unidentified persons - ought to appal 
us all.

Often the examples and horror 
stories coming out of the United 
States seem to put a more power­
ful case for the welfare state than 
the welfare state network’s 
supporters ever could.

Rate for the job?
Though anarchists do not
support the imposition
of a minimum wage,
because it takes the
responsibility for wages
away from the trade
unions and places it in
the hands of the state,
this does not stop us
from commenting on 
inequalities in the wage
system. This month
Labour Research
analysed the hourly 

earnings of a few of the CBI’s leading 
figures. The Confederation of British 
Industry (CBI) is the body representing 
company and employer association 
members in the UK.

Labour Research then contrasted the 
hourly rates of the CBI bosses with the 
minimum wages they were arguing 
about for their workers. The contrast 
was stark. It found some CBI leaders are 
getting an hourly rate “worth almost 130 
times the minimum wage which will 
apply to Britain’s lowest-paid workers”.

Labour Research claims it is “now 
impossible to gauge the earnings of 
directors in private companies”. But of 
those members of the CBI president’s 
committee and council members who 
work for publicly-quoted companies it 
has been possible to work out the hourly 
pay of the president and 37 members of 
the 60-strong president’s committee, as 

well as 27 members of the CBI 
council. The hourly rate was calcu­

lated using the annual pay and 
benefits figure given in the com­

pany’s annual report. It was 
assumed that the director 
worked a five-day week 
and 12-hour day to give a 

60-hour week. Pension 
contributions and 
profits from share 
option schemes 

were not 
included. On 

this calcu­
lation the 
highest 
paid.

member of the CBI at an hourly rate was 
the new president Sir Clive Thompson 
who, as chief executive of the pest control 
group Rentokil Initial, got £1,455,000 
last year. Which gives him an hourly 
rate of £446.34, or 129 times the 
minimum wage which Labour Research 
declares “the CBI says is at ‘the higher 
end’ of what is acceptable to business”.

The top five top paid bosses on the 
president’s committee are:
• Sir Peter Bonfield, British Telecom’s 

chief executive, who gets £352 an hour.
• Sir John Browne, chief executive of 

British Petroleum, on £300 an hour.
• Niall Fitzgerald, chair of food multi­

national Unilever, taking home £299 
an hour.

• Lord Simpson, managing director of 
GEC, who gets £289 an hour.

• Lord Blyth of Boots, who gets a £279 
hourly rate.

In Sir Clive Thompson’s case Labour 
Research calculates he gets £7.44 a 
minute, double the hourly minimum wage. 

Drudgery and inequality
Why do we need this kind of inequality 
in wages? Why are there so many ‘greedy 
bastards’ about, to use the term of the 
TUC president John Edmonds? Why has 
it been necessary to introduce a mini­
mum wage at the end of the twentieth 
century? Why is drudgery in work on 
the increase seemingly everywhere?

Labour Research claims the CBI 
bosses “think they are worth a lot more” 
than those who do the drudgery for a 
minimum wage of £3.60 an hour. But 
there is no reason to believe that the 
psychological condition of greed and 
snobbery which infects these fat cats is 
not curable. The sad problem today is 
that people would be rather seen as a 
‘greedy bastard’ than be like King Lear, 
a ‘mad bastard’, giving their wealth and 
power away. Mack the Knife



A
uthorisation for the use of force was 
granted to US (and perhaps to 
British) forces twice during the last 
few days. On Saturday 14th November, 

cruise missiles were reportedly within hours, 
if not minutes, of being launched when Iraq 
suddenly promised to resume cooperation 
with UN weapons inspectors. At that point, 
Clinton did not cancel the order to fire, he 
merely re-scheduled them for 24 hours later.

Washington and London then tried to re­
build support for the strikes by imposing 
their own interpretations of the Iraqi letter of 
compliance, and its accompanying ‘annex’. 
It was claimed that the annex to the Iraqi 
letter contained unacceptable conditions 
which made the whole offer of compliance 
‘unacceptable’. If this claim had been widely 
accepted, and domestic and international 
opinion had been neutralised, the air strikes 
would have been launched as planned.

One major problem for the US and Britain 
was that UN officials authoritatively stated 
that the Iraqi letter and annex did not contain 
any conditions: the Secretary-General’s 
special envoy in Baghdad, Prakash Shah, 
said that Iraq had agreed to resume 
cooperation with UNSCOM “without 
conditions”; UN spokesperson Fred Eckhard 
said that the annex to the Iraqi letter “does 
not constitute conditionality”; and Kofi 
Annan himself stated that the annex “was for 
our consideration and there were no 
conditions”. (When asked whether the letter 
met UN requirements, the Secretary-General 
said, “Yes, in my judgement it does”.) 
Reading the texts of the letter and annex 
(available on the Web), it is impossible to 
find any hint of a link between the offer to 
resume cooperation with UNSCOM, on the 
one hand, and the adoption by the Security

Council of the proposals made in the annex, 
on the other.

For these reasons, among others, the*. US 
lost the propaganda war to ‘re-interpret’ the 
Iraqi annex, and was forced to cancel the air 
strikes Clinton had postponed, prompting 
“anger in US at Iraq’s narrow escape”, to 
quote a headline in the Independent.

A much more important propaganda battle 
however, has been won, regarding the origins 
of the crisis. The standard, almost unvoiced, 
presumption is that Iraq’s ban on UNSCOM 
inspections was an inexplicable act of 
defiance of the UN. The truth is that Britain 
and the US must take a large share of 
responsibility for the crisis.

To understand what happened, we must go 
back to UN Security Council Resolution 687, 
which re-imposed the sanctions after the 
Gulf War of 1991. Paragraph 22 states 
unequivocally that when Iraq’s disarmament 
of its nuclear, 
chemical, biological 
and long-range missile 
programmes had been 
verified by the IAEA 
and UNSCOM, the 
ban on oil exports 
from Iraq would be 
lifted. No other 
conditions were 
attached.

In the course of 
recent negotiations 
over a ‘comprehensive 
review’ of the 
sanctions, Iraq asked 
the Security Council 
for a clarification of 
the terms of reference 
of this ‘comprehensive 

review ’. On 30th 
October, the Security 
Council replied, with a 
letter which did not re­
affirm explicitly the 
provisions of paragraph 
22 of UNSCR 687. In 
other words, the letter 
from the Security Council 
could be interpreted - 
and was interpreted by 
the Iraqis - as indicating 
new and further 
conditions would have to 
be satisfied before the oil 
embargo could be lifted. 
The Iraqi decision to 
restrict UNSCOM was 
made the next day.

The only adequate 
reporting of this issue in 
the British mass media 
appeared in the 
Economist and the 
Financial Times. The

Financial Times pointed out that the US had 
“rejected proposals by Russia, France and 
China that would have clearly committed the 
security council to a lifting of the oil 
embargo if Iraq complied with requirements 
to eliminate its weapons of mass destruction” 
(Financial Times, 2nd November). “The US 
refused explicitly to commit the council to a 
lifting of the oil embargo imposed on Iraq 
even if Baghdad met requirements to 
eliminate its weapons of mass destruction ... 
The US said such a move would have pre­
judged the outcome of the review, but Iraq 
saw it as confirmation that Washington 
would maintain the embargo as long as Mr 
Saddam remained in power” (Financial 
Times, 9th November). “Mr Saddam’s 
decision to cripple UNSCOM was triggered 
by the US refusal explicitly to commit itself 
to lifting the oil embargo if Iraq complied 
with disarmament requirements - as 

stipulated by” Article 22 of UN Security 
Council Resolution 687 (Financial Times, 
12th November). The Economist (7th 
November) reported the facts, and added: 
“Iraq interpreted this [refusal to re-affirm 
paragraph 22] as confirmation of its long- 
held - and plausible - belief that, even if it 
did come clean on all its weapons, no 
American administration would lift the oil 
embargo so long as Mr Hussein remained in 
power” (emphasis added).

Tony Blair said in the lead-up to the 
attempted bombing: “We have bent over 
backwards to try to accommodate any 
reasonable demands”. In the real world, the 
crucial and provocative Security ‘Council 
‘clarification’ was drafted by his 
government. If Blair really had been 
interested in a peaceful resolution to the 
inspection crisis, he could have reversed 
course, and urged the Security Council 
to state explicitly that paragraph 22 of 
UNSCR 687 still holds. He could have 
supported the UN resolution, and opened up 
some light at the end of the tunnel. Instead, 
Blair ‘bent over backwards’ to defeat this 
reasonable demand.

The truth about the origins of the present 
crisis has been effectively buried, and 
will never be officially acknowledged. Yet 
the suppression of the British and US role in 
provoking the present crisis has been a vital 
part of the build-up to a war which very 
nearly plunged the people of Iraq into 
the abyss, and which could have had 
considerable implications throughout the 
region. Unfortunately, as I write, “this thing 
is not over” (Tony Blair). The inspection 
crisis continues on a hair trigger, and the 
humanitarian crisis caused by the 
comprehensive economic sanctions 
continues to destroy Iraq’s people. The 
resolution of the latter crisis, and the 
prevention of another war, are matters 
for us all.

Milan Rai




