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It’s quite amazing how own goals 
are scored in the world of politics. 
One of the fundamental parts of 

elections is the winning, you would 
think; and even if you’re egotistical 
enough to believe that democracy is 
a waste of time, it’s at least a good 
idea to persuade a decent number of 
people to support what you’re doing 
or saying. And yet there are still a 
signifi cant number of political opera-
tors, both in the real world, and also 
at the ludicrously irrelevant level of 
Cambridge politics, who don’t seem 
to have grasped that.

Recently, it’s become trendy 
to hate people, apparently. I’m 
not talking about mild dislike, or, 
God forbid, a reasoned and well-
articulated debate. I’m talking 
about deeply divisive, vicious vitriol 
against individuals. Rude, personal 
attacks are the order of the day; and 
it’s doing us all a huge disservice. 

Politics in the UK seems now to be 
driven almost entirely by negative 
emotions. Here, it’s often the left 
who enjoy it the most: ‘Tory scum’ 
being one of their favourite rallying 
calls. It is quite extraordinary that 
some left wing activists (and most of 
the barking extremists), a group of 
people who claim to want equality, 

fairness and a better life for all 
– seem to think that prejudice is 
fi ne, provided they are the ones 
wielding it. Whether it be against 
Tories, people of faith, anyone who 
doesn’t agree with their stance 
on the Israel-Palestine confl ict, 

the rest of the left, the Lib Dems, 
pro-Europeans, anti-Europeans, 
the media – to name just a few – the 
language is always disgustingly 
hateful, and emotive beyond 
anything that resembles normalcy. 
And it doesn’t stop there; pathetic 
political point-scoring is rife, from 
both sides – this councillor has spent 
too much on expenses, this person 
has bought the wrong paint for her 
offi ce – without any thought given to 
the facts of the case.

Part of the sheer violence of these 
verbal attacks, I am sure, comes from 
deeply felt self-righteous indignation 
– and in some cases, I agree with 
the righteousness of it. In the US, 
most of the vitriol comes from the 

right. “How could these people kill 
our babies; we should have the right 
to defi ne what our children learn at 
school, and if that’s creationism, then 
that’s fi ne with us.”And there the 
insinuations are even more ridiculous 
than here; Barack Obama isn’t 
American, or he’s not a Christian, 
or he’s a communist. It is somewhat 

amusing that our left seems to be 
learning from their right.

And how does it help, exactly? 
The hate-fi lled bile simply adds to, 
rather than attempts to dissolve, 
the arrogance of individualism and 
divide. Am I appalled at bonuses 
going up in the City despite huge 
job losses and a stagnant economy, 
with small businesses suffering 
and, more importantly, millions of 
children dying each day all over 
the world without even the hope 
of clean water? Yes. But does this 
mean I should hate the bankers (or 
footballers – who, incidentally, earn 
as much)? Or does it mean that we 
should try to right the wrongs of a 
broken system by debating, arguing 
and discussing, rather than by hating 
our neighbour?

It’s our job, on the left, to persuade 
the middle, and indeed those who 
earn more than the GDP of a small 
country in a week, to move away 
from selfi shness and to see their 

citizenship of a country (or rather 
the world) as something that 
demands responsibility. 

We should be coming up with 
solutions, not simply fl agging up 
problems, and convincing people to 
adopt them. And most importantly, 
our politics must be evidence based, 
not purely emotive. Some things 
cannot be measured, but an awful 
lot can, and we do ourselves and the 
public a disservice if we build our 
politics on the sand rather than the 
rock. 

Stirring up hatred for others is 
fi ne for the bully in the primary 
school playground; I would rather 
leave prejudice at the door, and have 
a well thought through, winning 
solution to the problems of poverty 
and prosperity that threaten to 
destroy our communities, country 
and planet.
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Protests are all the rage. 
Outside St Paul’s there is 
one calling for the well-off 

to pay their fair share. And next 
Wednesday there will be one call-
ing for the well-off not to have to 
pay their fair share.

I’m talking about the NUS 
anti-fees protest in London. This 
heroic protest will be defending 
the right of future bankers and 
lawyers to not pay towards the 
cost of the education which got 
them their jobs.

These progressive radicals 
think that ordinary people, shop 
assistants and builders, should 
instead foot the bill through their 
taxes. Or, to be precise, they want 
to pass the bill to the ordinary 
people of the next generation, 
by lumping it onto an already 
massive national debt.

Let’s be clear: under the new 
system anyone can afford to go 
to university. Students are not 
charged any fees. Only graduates 
pay, and only once they earn 
£21k – increased from £15k 
under Labour’s system. Any 
unpaid debt is written off after 30 
years, and the poorest quarter of 
graduates will pay less than under 
the current system.

Many worry about the message 
implied by these reforms; that 
education is for economic benefi t 
rather than a good in itself. For 
reassurance, they need only 
look to America where a rich 
culture of learning and research 
thrives despite tuition fees far 
higher than anything in the UK. 
Let’s also remember that higher 
education is no longer the reserve 
of a tiny academic elite, but an 
industry that trains 43% of our 
young people. The purpose of 
this huge expansion was not to 
produce millions of Darwins, 
Byrons and Turings but to equip 
young people with more prosaic 
skills that will fi nancially benefi t 
them and wider society.

Will students from worse-off 
backgrounds be put off from 
applying to our top universities? 
Only if they swallow the 
scaremongering from Labour 
and the student unions. Early 
evidence from UCAS suggests 
that application rates are exactly 
the same as last year.

This progressive reform 
put students in control. Poor 
universities will no longer be 
tolerated by students who 
know that they are the ultimate 
paymasters. It will give our 
universities the funding they 
deserve, enabling them to 
catch up with lavishly-endowed 
American competitors. It will 
make a dent in Labour’s defi cit 
and help us to avoid a Greek-style 
meltdown that would cripple not 
only our universities but all of our 
public services. And it is fair.

Edward Turnham
Chairman-elect of CUCA

The default mode of politics is slipping away from rational debate into bile. It must stop

Hate has no place in politics I protest! These 
reforms are just 

the ticket

A tent city in London, a crisis 
in the Eurozone and more 
turmoil in Afghanistan. You’d 

think our politicians had more impor-
tant things to discuss than the time.

But as Tory MP Rebecca Harris 
puts forward a proposal to move us 
to European time – an hour forward 
– make no mistake, it matters.

In the age of distraction at the 
hands of Facebook and one-and-
a-half-hour episodes of Downton 
Abbey, it wouldn’t be unfounded to 
say to suggest that such a change 
is minor. But if an hour is ever 
important, it matters in the morning, 
when keeping to the schedules of 
work, education and daily life is 
crucial.

If you’ve ever worked nights, 
or simply slept with the curtains 
drawn, you will have realised our 
natural instinct to wake with the 
light. Rising in the dark, however, 

is fundamentally unappealing, 
especially when in the cold; yet 
that’s what we’d be doing for half the 
year under the proposal to move to 
European time.

And if it’s bad for us in the South, 
spare a thought for those further 
afi eld. In parts of Scotland, the sun 
would not rise until the staggering 
time of 10am.

So how on earth can this be 
seen as a serious proposition? The 
government, previously opposed 
to the change, has been steadily 
clawing back, and now business 
minister Ed Davey says it is “only 
right” to consider the proposal.

As ever, it seems to be the 
ubiquitous ‘business lobby’ that is 
pushing for the change. No wonder: 
it’s a prime chance to squeeze in an 
extra hour of trading stocks with 
Europe.

In the early 90s, big business was 
key in securing the repeal of the ban 
on Sunday trading. While the law 
supposedly allows employees ‘family 
time’ off, this is frequently abused by 
employers, and when it is respected 
it is often given at times when 
children are at school. Religious or 
not, British people value Sundays as 

a day of rest and relaxation, yet this 
is increasingly a luxury rather than 
a right.

In his hit ‘The Manchester 
Rambler’, Ewan MacColl professes: 
“I may be a wage slave on Monday, 

but I am a free man on Sunday.” Not 
in twenty-fi rst century Britain.

More recently, huge swathes of 
our town centres have been brought 
under business control, and political 
activism and rough sleeping have 
been repressed – simply because 
businesses believe they reduce 
profi tability.

Just look at the grassroots Occupy 
London Stock Exchange protest, 
which was prevented from convening 
in the (business-owned) Paternoster 
Square in the City of London. The 
Stock Exchange had decided it 
would be inconvenient for bankers 
and tourists, and so it was that the 

right to peacefully protest, won after 
years of campaigning and sacrifi ce, 
was lost.

Not content with controlling our 
economy, our employment rights 
and our cities, they want the time as 
well. If they can squeeze a few more 
million out, which will no doubt end 
up in the bonuses of City bankers, 
then they’re in favour of it.

Never mind the schoolchildren 
who will be getting up in the dark 
each morning, or the checkout 
assistants at supermarkets who 
will never see daylight at all. Or 
the millions of workers who 
thought they’d taken a job with 
civilized hours only to fi nd that 
they’re brushing their teeth in 
the dark every day.

If you want to see how our 
society has changed, just consider 
that the last time we changed our 
patterns of time – the introduction 
of British Summertime in 1916 – 
Winston Churchill argued that it 
would enlarge “the opportunities 
for the pursuit of health and 
happiness”. Now abolition is 
proposed for the convenience of 
big business. 

That’s capitalism for you.

We should stop all the clocks
The business lobby has pushed for it, but ‘going european’ would be a terrible decision

Charlie Bell

“Winston Churchill 
argued that it 
would enlarge the 
opportunities for the 
pursuit of happiness”

“Pathetic political point-
scoring is rife from both 
sides”
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