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Divisive Politics
David Cameron made a monumental blunder when 

he promised a referendum on UK membership of the 
European Union, and put it in the Conservative Party’s 
2015 general election manifesto. It was a promise 
based on a fear that the Eurosceptics in his party 
would continue to cause immense trouble unless he 
offered them what they most wanted: the opportunity 
to take the country out of the EU. The Conservatives 
were also losing votes to Nigel Farage and UKIP, and 
risked losing seats.

“We want  our country back” was a prominent slogan 
of the Leave campaign. Cameron believed that the 
reforms he won from Brussels would placate the Tory 
Eurosceptics. However, they merely added strength to 
their case that the EU was unreformable and that the 
only alternative was for the UK to leave. An unreform-
able, undemocratic EU, alongside immigration, was 
at the core of the Brexit case. Those on the Remain 
side who believed that further reforms were possible, 
leading to a more democratic, socially responsible EU, 
were simply brushed aside.

Cameron’s gamble on a Remain victory ended un-
expectedly in a UK vote to leave the EU by 51.9% to 
48.1%, on an overall turnout of 72%, with England 
and Wales supporting an exit, against Scotland and 
Northern Ireland voting to stay. With the bulk of the 
population England held the key to the outcome, and 
it was clear over the duration of the campaign that 
discontent with the perceived adverse effects of EU 
membership ran deep in areas outside London, which 
has long been an ethnically mixed city living in relative 
harmony. Problematically for Labour, opposition to the 
EU was at its highest in traditional Labour strongholds 
in the Midlands, East Anglia, the north of England 
and Yorkshire. Of those only the University cities of 
Cambridge, Leeds, Liverpool, Manchester, Newcastle 

and Norwich voted to remain. 
Cameron’s decision to resign and force an election 

for a new Tory leader and Prime Minister in October 
killed off further criticism of his premiership both 
within the Tory party and the anti-Cameron press. On 
hearing of his resignation those who were his most vo-
cal parliamentary critics were fulsome in their praise 
of his leadership. They were no doubt happy to see the 
back of him in spite of the letter of support signed by 
84 Tories on the eve of the referendum vote. His resig-
nation came earlier than he had previously announced 
and prompted an immediate assumption that Boris 
Johnson would be the favoured candidate and likely 
winner. But Johnson surprised everyone by announcing 
that he will not contest the Tory leadership. 

Labour on the other hand, has the difficult problem 
of reconnecting with its supporters who have become 
alienated and disillusioned. Importantly, this requires 
a change in the method of selecting parliamentary 
candidates. For too long potential candidates have 
been chosen from a narrow band of political profes-
sionals, often imposed by the Labour hierarchy. This 
should no longer be tolerated.  A thorough study of the 
backgrounds of candidates is needed with the unions 
involved in this. And if Labour is to persist with all 
women short lists, then why not short lists of working 
class candidates with roots in the local community and 
experience of the world away from the Westminster 
bubble? 

At the present time, winning back these supporters 
appears to be a forlorn cause. But a closer look at what 
has happened in traditional Labour areas over the last 
three decades or so reveals a more nuanced picture than 
simple opposition to the EU. Working class Labour 
voters in the Midlands, the north of England and York-
shire were affected badly by the accelerated decline 
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in coal mining, shipbuilding, steel 
and manufacturing, which began 
under the Thatcher government and 
continued under Major and Blair. 
Hundreds of thousands of skilled 
and semi-skilled jobs were lost 
and not replaced in equal numbers 
and quality. Families with a single 
breadwinner became dependent on 
both parents working, where jobs 
were available, at low rates of pay 
topped up with tax benefits. This 
has become the norm in many ar-
eas of employment. And the 2008 
economic crisis caused by the banks 
exacerbated their situation as aus-
terity bit into their meagre incomes. 
The personal crises experienced 
by many families and individuals 
created anger and frustration and a 
feeling of alienation from the politi-
cal process. Ultimately a pent up 
anger was directed at the political 
class in Britain and Brussels. It ex-
ploded in the polling booths where 
they voted to leave the EU. 

But directing anger at the EU was 
misplaced. The EU was not the 
source of most of their problems. 
Most were internally inflicted. 
Many of those who voted to leave 
the EU know very little about how 
it works as was revealed in the 
pre-referendum debates and dis-
cussions. But elitist politicians like 
Michael Gove persuaded them not 
to trust the elites of Brussels bureau-
crats who impose unwanted rules 
and regulations on suffering voters 
and urged them to ignore think tank 
and Treasury experts forecasting 
an economic downturn following 
a leave vote. Gove’s warnings 
resonated with disillusioned vot-
ers, blissfully ignoring that Gove 
himself is a leading member of the 
political elite who was happy to 
use economic experts to criticise 
a Labour government.

The Leave campaign was focused 
heavily on immigration, a real con-
cern of many voters. Responsibility 

for this lies with the Blair govern-
ment which supported the expan-
sion of the EU, and opened the door 
to European migrants in 2004 when 
they rejected the option of a 7 year 
waiting period. And the Blairites in 
the Parliamentary Labour Party at 
the time went along with this and 
other policies that alienated many 
Labour supporters. So it’s a bit 
rich of them now, with seats in the 
Midlands, the North, East Anglia 
and Wales, to criticise Corbyn for 
failing to present a convincing case 
for Remain, when the majority of 
their constituents voted to leave. 
If Corbyn failed, then so did they. 
They, not Corbyn, are responsible 
for the anger of Labour’s voters.

Their criticism of his campaign 
is merely a means of undermining 
him further. It is also wrong. Corbyn 
addressed meetings up and down 
the country almost every day. His 
message was broadly that what was 
needed was a social Europe not the 
Europe negotiated by Cameron and 
that the problem with immigration 
was largely a problem of employers 
seeking cheap labour. A problem of  
inadequate protection of the UK 
working class. He put the question 
of class interest at the centre of the 
debate. His message was almost 
exactly right but it did not excite 
the media and was consequently not 
reported. Corbyn remains one of the 
very few politicians who deserves 
the most elementary respect. 

Rome was not built in a day, but 
Corbyn’s opponents expect him 
to deliver quick positive results. 
He has a long-term project, the 
core of which is to re-connect 
with working class Labour voters 
deserted by a Blairite Labour party. 
But they are not prepared to go the 
long haul. They want Corbyn out 
and used Margaret Hodge’s call 
for a vote of no confidence in his 
leadership as a means to achieve 
this with mass resignations from the 
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Shadow Cabinet pressurising him to resign. (Incidentally, this is the 
same Margaret Hodge who, as a radical leftist and ally of Corbyn, led 
Islington Council in the 1980s against Thatcherite policies). However, 
their behavior is not so much designed to get rid of Corbyn in the short 
term but to provide the conditions for a situation where Labour cannot 
take advantage of the current Tory mess. Then, when that comes to 
pass, they will attempt to shift the blame onto Corbyn’s leadership. 

Corbyn reacted well in sacking Benn as that to some extent lanced 
the boil but his mistake was to include these people in his cabinet in 
the first place. The prospect of the Conservatives calling a premature 
election remains on the cards as that would make sense in the face of 
the chaos that currently prevails in Labour. All that is inhibiting such 
a decision is the fact that, given the level of support for Brexit among 
Conservative voters, it would be difficult to construct an election 
manifesto that got around the current Brexit vote. What they could do 
however is to mandate any new leader to return to the EU for further 
concessions as a forerunner for a second referendum. All the talk about 
it taking two years to plan Brexit and Angela Merkel’s call for treating 
the UK with kindness has to be viewed in such a context.

Corbyn’s opponents claim that Labour will not win the next general 
election with Corbyn leading it. But where is the evidence for this? 
What little evidence there has been so far in by-elections and the recent 
local elections tends to suggest that given time Corbyn’s programme 
for a fairer, more equal country will gather support. The main threat to 
Labour’s future success is the turmoil that they are hell bent on causing 
within the PLP which disables it from being an effective opposition.

Corbyn has rightly refused to resign, in spite of the 172 to 40 PLP 
votes of no confidence in his leadership. He has made it clear that 
he intends to carry on with a new Shadow Cabinet. But a challenge 
to his leadership has been mounted by Angela Eagle, a member of 
the Blair/Brown governments that took the support of working class 
voters for granted. There is conflicting legal advice as to whether 
Corbyn will need the support of a required number of MPs to appear 
on the ballot paper or as leader his place is guaranteed.  However, it 
seems that Corbyn’s opponents are determined to press ahead with a 
leadership election but any change in the method of electing Labour’s 
leader, which currently requires the involvement of party members, 
may require the approval of Labour’s conference where it could face 
strong opposition from constituency parties and the unions. An attempt 
to ignore conference and effect a change through the parliamentary 
party could scupper Labour’s chances of forming a government for 
the foreseeable future. But perhaps they believe that that is a price 
worth paying for the unseating of Corbyn.

PIGGY BANK  BURGLAR

He has so many toys but he wants
 more
the public provides him with the 
funds on that
 score
he plays in his bath with two
 boats
and there’s room for another one 
to
 float
he is the Genghis Khan of the fi-
nancial
 world
the union jack he regularly
 unfurls
though it rarely rises above
 half-mast
it still procured a knighthood from 
a PM in the
 past
a family member holds his
 wallet
in a centrally-heated hyde park 
where banknotes are kept on
 pallets
being taxed must be another
 connotation
all legal but morally
 wrong
such enterprise can buy more
 gongs 
that piggy bank on the
 mantelpiece
some of its contents have been
 released
meant for that rainy day when 
winter
 comes
and there’s few teeth on the
  gums
so very little for those who worked 
all their
 lives
some stood up but were
 despised
in the land of the call-centre
 food-bank
where the climate is mainly
 dank
PAYE will fill the gap so that’s 
 all right.

Wilson John Haire
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Rules for the election of a Labour Party leader 
by David Morrison

The rules for electing a Labour Party leader are set 
out in the Labour Party Rule Book.  The latest version 
I can find is Rule Book 2015, which I know was 
changed at the 2015 Party Conference last autumn.

In Chapter 4 of it (entitled Elections of national 
officers of the Party and national committees), Sec-
tion 2 says:

“2. Election of leader and deputy leader
“B. Nomination
“i.  In the case of a vacancy for leader or deputy 

leader, each nomination must be supported by 15 
per cent of the Commons members of the PLP. 
Nominations not attaining this threshold shall be 
null and void.

“ii. Where there is no vacancy, nominations may 
be sought by potential challengers each year prior to 
the annual session of Party conference. In this case 
any nomination must be supported by 20 per cent of 
the Commons members of the PLP. Nominations not 
attaining this threshold shall be null and void.”

This leaves no doubt that an incumbent can be 
challenged, but in that case the threshold for nomi-
nation is higher (20% of members of the PLP, rather 
than 15%).

Note, however, according to John Rentoul, the 
Labour Party rules were changed at the Labour Party 
conference last autumn to give Labour MEPs a role 
in the election of leader and deputy leader.  This was 
not instigated by Jeremy Corbyn – it seems to have 
been in the works before he was elected.

Rentoul wrote (The strange story of Labour’s 
leadership election rule changes, Independent, 18 
November 2015):

“The leadership election rules were amended to 
include Members of the European Parliament in the 
nominating pool. The rules under which Corbyn’s 
election took place required candidates to be nomi-
nated by 15 per cent of Labour MPs, which is 35. 
The change has the effect of raising the threshold to 
38 MPs and MEPs (there are 232 Labour MPs and 
20 MEPs). And the threshold for a challenge to a 
sitting leader (20 per cent) has been raised from 47 
MPs to 51 MPs and MEPs.”

So in future to be nominated:
where there is a vacancy, candidates need the 

support of 38 Labour MPs or MEPs, but 
to challenge an incumbent, candidates need the 

support of 51 Labour MPs or MEPs
Note that a process of challenging Corbyn for the 

leadership cannot start until the party conference in 

the autumn.  Then, there would have to be a campaign 
lasting a couple of months, so a new leader may 
not be in place until early next year.  I presume a 
motivation behind this latest push against Corbyn is 
a desire to have a successor in place in time to face 
the new Conservative leader in the autumn.  For that 
to happen, Corbyn would have to follow Cameron 
and resign soon.

Question: does an incumbent have to be nominated 
by MPs/MEPs?  This is a very important question 
given Jeremy Corbyn’s difficulty last year in reach-
ing the then threshold of 35 MPs and having to rely 
on nominations from MPs who went on to vote for 
other candidates.  It is by no means certain that he 
would be able to reach the threshold of 38 MPs or 
MEPs now if he had to.

However, the Labour Party has legal advice that 
an incumbent doesn’t need to be nominated by MPs/
MEPs.  See Huffington Post article Jeremy Corbyn 
Automatically On Ballot In Leadership Challenge, 
Legal Advice Shows

Party’s own legal advice says rules only “reason-
ably” apply to challengers, not incumbent.

The legal advice (from Doughty Chambers) says
“I therefore conclude that an incumbent does not 

require formal nomination in order to be deemed re-
elected (to the extent that occurs) in a year in which 
there is no challenge, and in a year where a contested 
election is triggered by a challenger under B(ii), 
the incumbent does not require to be nominated in 
order to appear on the ballot paper.  The incumbent 
is therefore automatically on the ballot paper unless 
s/he resigns (or otherwise becomes permanently 
unavailable)…”

However, according to the Huffington Post article, 
Corbyn’s opponents in the LP have contrary legal 
advice, so if they challenge for the leadership, the 
courts may be called upon to decide whether the rules 
require him to be nominated.

My conclusion is that Corbyn is safe unless the rules 
are interpreted (probably by the courts) as requiring 
him to be nominated and he can’t manage the required 
number of MPs or MEPs. I’m not in a position to judge 
whether he could muster sufficient support for that, 
if necessary. Maybe he could: I’ve been surprised at 
the apparent ease whereby he has been able to find 
replacements for his shadow cabinet.

I assume that, if he is a candidate, no challenger 
would be capable of beating him under the current 
leadership election system.
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NEARER THY BATTLEFIELD TO THEE

The tragic death of an MP by a
 political impossible
makes this nation
 irascible
in the remoteness of office
 in matters of life and death
a novice
 about countries they’ll never
know 
 good people can make bad decisions
for other people that can lead to
 woe
urged on by bad people with an agenda
 they don’t show

Wilson John Haire 

T-Shirts Were In!

Will Straw, Executive Director of the Stronger In 
Europe campaign, sent the following message to 
Michael Robinson in Northern Ireland.

Michael
The outcome of Thursday’s referendum is clearly 

a huge disappointment for everyone who voted 
Remain. 

There will be lots of conflicting views in the days 
ahead about why our country ended up voting to 
leave. 

But I think everyone involved in the campaign 
should be proud of what we have achieved. Up and 
down the country, people wore our T-shirts with 
pride, spoke to complete strangers about the positive 
case for Remain, and handed out our literature - in 
rain or shine, weekend after weekend. 

In the end 16,141,241 people voted for our cause 
- more than any political party has ever achieved, if 
not ultimately enough to prevail. And 73% of 18-24 
year olds voted for Remain showing that we were 
on the side of the future of this country. 

So on behalf of everyone at the campaign, I just 
wanted to say thank you. And let us all resolve that 
this is not the end of the road for people who believe 
that Britain is Stronger in Europe. 

Best wishes 
Will Straw
Executive Director 

MISS SOCIAL HOUSING 2016

The day that I saw you I knew
 you were meant for me
and although they’re in the queue for you
 I hope you’ll give me your key
maybe you don’t care
 but your looks have caused me to stare
night and day you’re in my dreams
 I wander the streets longing for you
my thoughts would take up many reams
 I see you everywhere an illusion that’s true
did I see on your profile a wonderful beam
 they say a man shouldn’t tell a woman his history
but I confess to having a wife and three children in care
 while you remain an enigma a mystery
some may try and buy you so beware
 I don’t suppose you’ll accommodate me now 
so I’ll just go back to my wife in that squalid hotel
 I won’t mention you anymore I vow
I’ll just mourn not getting such a belle
 I look through the dusty window
through the cat-clawed net curtains
 there are cranes a building
but not for her and her beaus
 I shout: `Don’t sell yourself it’s a sin!’
stop looking out 
 for out there there’s no hope
she’s gone no doubt
 they didn’t make more of her
you dope
 put the mattresses on the floor
settle down the children
 once more
be nice to your wife for in one room
 there can be trouble and strife

Wilson John Haire.

Trickle-down theory. The less than elegant metaphor 
that if one feeds the horse enough oats, some will pass 
through to the road for the sparrows.

John Galbraith
  
Too often the great decisions are originated and 
given form in bodies made up wholly of men, or so 
completely dominated by them that whatever of special 
value women have to offer is shunted aside without 
expression.                                    Eleanor Roosevelt

To build may have to be the slow and laborious task of 
years. To destroy can be the thoughtless act of a single 
day.                                                              Churchill
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Parliament And World War One
By Dick Barry

Votes Of Credit
On 12 February 1917 the House 

of Commons considered a proposal 
from the Chancellor of the Excheq-
uer, Andrew Bonar Law to agree 
a sum of money for the war effort. 
Ramsay MacDonald replied for the 
Labour Party and following a brief 
comment on the proposal he spoke 
about the war situation. 

Mr. RAMSAY 
MACDONALD: 

We have listened this afternoon 
to a financial statement which has 
been quite accurately described by 
the hon. Baronet who has just sat 
down as both colossal and stag-
gering. I do not understand why 
the Government has not resorted 
to compulsion so far as money is 
concerned. I do not understand why 
the laws of supply and demand 
are left to operate freely upon 
the money market, whilst they 
are wiped out so far as the labour 
market is concerned. I feel perfectly 
certain if, some months ago, the 
Government had taken stock of the 
property resources of this country 
and had devised some scheme, say, 
like the Death Duties, the basis of 
which is pretty well known from 
the annual reports of the Inland 
Revenue Commissioners, and had 
taken by compulsion the property 
of individuals in precisely the same 
way as they have taken the lives 
of those individuals, the financial 
position would not have been so 
bad as it threatens to become. I 
am perfectly certain that the right 
hon. Gentleman did not mean that 
cursory comparison that he made 
between the conditions at the end 
of the French War to be thorough. 
A more comparison between the 
relation of public expenditure and 
national income is of course, the 

mere beginning of an examination. 
I venture to say that anyone who 
wishes to come to just conclusions 
on this point must take into account 
the complete sociological and in-
dustrial conditions of the country, 
and in particular compare the total 
cost of government in this country 
after the Battle of Waterloo and 
the cost of government this year 
or next year, when the War comes 
to an end. The point will require a 
much more thorough examination 
than the right hon. Gentleman made 
this afternoon.

The problem that is going to face 
this country is the problem of debt. 
After the Battle of Waterloo, at the 
finish of the French War, every 
writer on political economy and 
sociology in this country pointed 
out the fact that the industrial de-
velopment of the country was being 
enormously hampered on account 
of that debt of something short of 
£900,000,000. For three-quarters 
of a century every Radical agitator 
hammered in this point: The cost 
of the French War was so great to 
this country that they proposed the 
repudiation of the National Debt as 
the only way out of the difficulty. I 
am perfectly certain that the right 
hon. Gentleman, and those who 
stand for property in this country, 
will not lightly face an agitation 
during the next twenty-five or fifty 
years of the same kind as their 
representatives three-quarters of 
a century ago had to face as the 
result of the National Debt which 
the French War imposed upon us. I 
would therefore venture to suggest 
to hon. and right hon. Members 
opposite, if they are going to judge 
of the condition of affairs now 
compared with those that Pitt and 
his successors in office left behind 

them, that they will find that the 
comparison is much more serious 
than that made by the right hon. 
Gentleman this afternoon.

I did not rise, however, to pursue 
the financial Debate. There is the 
question of the policy of war as 
well as the finance of war, and the 
two cannot be separated from each 
other. We have got to try and take 
an all-round view of the situation. 
I do not resist for a single moment, 
either in my heart or with my lips, 
the statement that the War has got 
to be finished. These words beg 
questions, and during the last two 
years there has been a coinage of 
phrasing in this country that is ab-
solutely meaningless, because it is 
so indefinite—”Finish,” “Victory,” 
and so on. Surely the time has come 
when, in view of the tremendous 
sacrifices that this country is bear-
ing, and is prepared to bear, if neces-
sary, without a grumble and without 
any withholding, tthis House at any 
rate, whatever may be true of the 
great crowds outside that are to be 
kept at boiling point in order that 
their enthusiasm and determination 
may not slack, should calmly and 
sanely consider the whole policy 
that is behind the War, or is likely 
to come from it, and what is the 
best way to secure the real victory 
which we all desire.

The other day the War entered 
upon a new phase, and all its hor-
rors were magnified tenfold. Killing 
became murder. The German Note 
regarding the submarine policy is a 
Note which proclaims that all hu-
manitarian considerations must be 
put upon the scrap-heap, in order to 
hit your enemy as hard as you pos-
sibly can. After that Note war has 
become unapologetic barbarism. 
The most primitive instincts, the 
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most primitive methods of brute 
beasts meeting each other in the 
forest and trying the one to kill the 
other, are now the rule, or the lack of 
rule, and the lawlessness of Europe. 
It is very hard, in view of that Note, 
to have any thoughts except those 
of killing the enemy. But somebody 
has got to live after it is all over. 
The moment that the War ceases 
Europe has to face the problem of 
peace, and the problem of peace has 
never yet been faced by Europe in 
such a way as to solve it success-
fully. The great trouble has been 
this: After every war, the French 
War, the Crimean War, the Franco-
Prussian War, and so on, the peoples 
of Europe have been absolutely 
unprepared to consider upon what 
conditions they are going to live 
in times of peace. Therefore you 
had your Napoleonic War heralded 
by precisely the same phraseology 
that we hear time after time from 
that box from which Government 
representatives address this House, 
great phrases about “the liberation 
of small States,” about “a League 
of Nations to enforce peace,” and 
so on. 

Those are not twentieth-century 
phrases; those phrases were born 
at the beginning of the nineteenth 
century. My right hon. Friend the 
Minister of Education can probably 
trace them to even a more hoary 
ancestry. You fought the Crimean 
War for precisely the same purpose, 
and when the time came for us to 
make peace, the Plenipotentiaries 
sat down round a table with all the 
moral phrases in their mouths that 
we have been using as political and 
patriotic coinage during the last 
two and a half years. I say nothing 
against those things. I never have 
done. It will be a bad day for Eng-
land when our political thoughts 
are not properly expressed. These 
diplomatists, however, in spite of 
their phrases, could not make peace. 

But what I do feel is that what Min-
isters are somewhat responsible for 
is this, they ought to make their 
phrases a little bit more definite and 
a little bit more precise, because if 
this War, even though you can put 
your soldiers on to the streets of 
Berlin, is not going to end precisely 
as all other wars have ended, then 
the peoples of Germany-Austria 
on the one hand, and France and 
Great Britain in particular on the 
other, will require to have some 
conception of what the international 
problem of peace is, and it is not 
enough for them to simply give 
Ministers blank cheques to go on 
fighting, and fighting, and fighting, 
until their enemy lays down its arms 
and says, “We have got enough.”

One of the most melancholy 
circumstances of to-day is this, 
that peoples have got no chance of 
understanding each other. We get 
our newspapers carefully selecting 
Germans news. I challenge any-
body who has got the advantage 
of reading, say, French newspapers 
which publish German news, as I 
do from day to day, and of seeing 
the translations that we get in our 
English newspapers and who has 
then compared the two, whether 
they really do not wonder whether 
they have been reading the same 
accounts. We are paying too much 
for carrying on this particular policy 
of simply keeping enthusiasm at 
boiling point. I do not believe that 
the people of this country are so 
miserable that you have got to keep 
their enthusiasm to boiling point by 
misleading them and keeping them 
ignorant. I believe that the people 
of this country upon the sane, calm 
merits of this War will give you the 
same results that you imagine you 
can get only from misleading them 
as to the state of things in Germany 
and elsewhere. 

With a view to the future and with 
a desire to make Europe really a 

home of liberty and of peace, it is 
absolutely essential that this War 
should be conducted in such a way 
that the nations will accept what 
has happened and begin, for the 
first time in the history of Europe, a 
peace by consent of the peoples that 
have been hitherto at war. I should 
like to impress upon the House that 
if this War does not conclude with a 
full knowledge in the minds of the 
peoples as to its causes, as to what 
it is for, as to how it is to end, so 
that they may begin peace in such 
a way that they are really laying the 
foundations of that peace to make 
this the last of war, then this War 
will not achieve that end. People tell 
me that you can only do one thing 
at a time. I say that it is absurd and 
nonsensical and pernicious if you 
concentrate your attention upon 
merely one side of the problem 
and throw into the unheeded back-
ground all the other aspects of it, 
all the co-related aspects, all that is 
going to happen ten years from now, 
and if your actions of today have 
no relation to the responsibilities 
and duties of to-morrow. Though it 
is very hard to say it, you are then 
simply sacrificing lives in vain by 
not taking a sufficiently far view and 
a sufficiently wide and co-related 
view. That is all we have ever said 
in spite of the malignant things and 
lying about us since the War broke 
out. All we have ever said, and all 
we have ever appealed to the people 
of this country to do, was to take 
a wide and properly related view 
of the responsibilities in this War, 
and to see to it that it was going to 
be the last of the wars, and that if 
they believed in that they would 
require to adopt new methods from 
any hitherto adopted.

Another thing I should like to say 
is this. I was very much surprised to 
hear the right hon. Gentleman (Mr. 
Bonar Law) the other day say in a 
casual sentence, and I do not want 
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to put more importance into it than I 
am sure he himself meant to put, that 
he had nothing new to report on the 
military situation. Anyone who has 
followed the military situation, so far 
as he can with the meagre information 
available, must see a complete revolu-
tion in that military situation. I do not 
want to blame this Government for 
that for which it is not blameworthy, 
but there were certain members of it 
in the late Government, and they must 
bear their share of that responsibility. 
It is undoubtedly true that until quite 
recently the key of the situation was 
in the West. I remember perfectly 
well the first year of this War every 
military critic who knew his business 
was emphasising to this country that 
the critical battlefield was in the West. 
Ah, yes, but if the Government had 
backed up that with diplomacy, that 
would have been all right. There is 
not the least doubt about it that if the 
military policy of this country, backed 
up by diplomatic policy, had confined 
the War to the West the War would have 
been over by now. But that was not 
what they did. If they had the issues 
would not have been so involved, and 
you would not have had Gallipoli and 
certain other unfortunate examples. It 
was not merely that those were dear 
in themselves, but they misled your 
policy, widened the scope of the War, 
and led you into the position you are 
in to-day, in which the West is not 
the critical position of the War. It 
has become the East. That is the new 
military situation.

Because, what has happened? The 
Germans are beaten in the West—
absolutely beaten. It is only a question 
of driving them out; and I doubt very 
much if, when you start your spring 
campaign, you will find very many of 
them there at all—very much. If they 
are going to shorten their lines, as they 
certainly ought on the West, and are 
to attack you in the East, where the 
diplomatic and military policy has 
developed so favourably to them, then, 
I think, you will discover you have got 
into a new phase of the War which 
will be far more troublesome than any 
phase you have hitherto had to face. But 
if you are fighting merely for Belgium 

and France, and if by your diplomacy 
you had prevented the middle East 
and whole of the Balkans becoming 
part and parcel as they now are of the 
German Empire, at any rate, in politi-
cal influence, if you had prevented the 
development of that pan-German idea 
so well expounded in Naumann’s book 
on “Middle Europe,” you could easily 
have prevented it by diplomatic policy, 
or if when Serbia was threatened you 
had done what the present First Lord 
of the Admiralty urged you so much 
to do at the time, and about which he 
gave up his position in the Cabinet, 
then that would have prevented the 
extension of the War, and the exten-
sion of the issues of the War, and the 
making more and more complicated 
the problems of the War, and would 
have enabled you to have fought it in 
the West and to have shortened it, and 
to have saved thousands of lives and 
millions of money in consequence. 
That is all gone. 

To-day the situation is that the Ger-
mans in occupation of the East and the 
Balkans have, as a matter of fact, got 
their influence over Middle Europe, 
and it is very hard—I do not want to 
discuss the thing further—to see how 
they are going to be dislodged except 
by negotiations. I am afraid we have 
got to take rational views, calm views 
of these things. Certainly I believe this 
House will agree with me in this, that if 
negotiations can do it, it should be done 
that way—and by negotiations I do 
not suggest that the Foreign Secretary 
should address a Note to Berlin, but 
I mean simply that diplomacy should 
use the opportunities which it now has 
got and that it should keep on defining 
its position, expounding its position, 
removing misunderstandings, and that 
as a matter of fact our Foreign Office 
should show the same activity which 
our Army in the field is showing. And 
one of the great weaknesses of this 
country has been since the War broke 
out that whilst our Army has been 
exceedingly active and exceedingly 
successful our diplomatists have been 
exceedingly placid and quiet and not 
very successful in the operations they 
have undertaken. The question is, What 
is to be the Europe of the future? I do 

not mean the military position; I mean 
the political one. 

I come back to the point I made first 
of all, and I emphasise that war is not 
merely a military affair, but war is also 
a political affair. As Clausewitz lays 
down so clearly in his great book on 
war, the results of war are political, and 
unless we are bending our energies and 
turning our attention to the political 
aftermath of the War, then we are not 
in a position to use the opportunities 
a successful war presents to us. Are 
we to go gambling, as the right hon. 
Gentleman the Member for Dundee 
(Mr. Churchill) said we ought to, so 
far as Gallipoli and such expeditions 
are concerned? I say it is the absolute 
duty of this House to see to it that not 
a single soldier’s life is going to be 
sacrificed in vain. I refer to those men 
whose magnificent courage has only 
been equalled by their good humour 
and whose capacity to undergo sacri-
fices must have harried the hearts of 
all right-thinking men who have read 
of the trials and difficulties through 
which those men have come, and I say 
that those who sit comfortably at home 
enjoying all the privileges of home life 
have the responsibility of seeing to it 
that those men are not unnecessarily 
exposed to danger or to risk, and that 
we ought to do everything we possibly 
can in support of them.

Then there is the question of money. 
Business men know perfectly well that 
after this War is over the industrial 
condition of this country is going to be 
very critical. We are not merely going 
to compete with Germany. If we were 
it would be perfectly simple, as she, 
with us, will be pretty far down on 
the road of bankruptcy. But we have 
got to compete with neutrals and with 
America in particular, and America is 
piling up colossal resources and capital 
which will be spent immediately peace 
comes for the purpose of maintain-
ing the markets she has got and of 
extending them in every possible way. 
Therefore it is necessary for us to take 
the two sides of the ledger, the loss and 
the gain. Now I am one of those who 
never resisted the argument that this 
War ought to result—and in fact I may 
say it must result, if we are wise and if 
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the nations of Europe are wise—in a 
complete removal of those conditions 
from which wars in previous genera-
tions have come. If this is not going to 
be the last War, then this War is going 
to be a failure. If this War is not going 
to leave Europe in such a frame of mind 
that we can steadily reduce the cost of 
armaments upon the taxpayers, then 
this War has not brought the results 
which millions of men who accepted 
it believed it would bring. 

Therefore, never having resisted that 
at all, always having been quite pre-
pared to do what is necessary in order 
to bring about that end, at the same I 
have doubted very much whether the 
means adopted were going to secure 
that end. Take, for instance, one cry, 
“A fight to a finish.” If that is inevita-
ble, it must be done. There need be no 
quibble about that. I am not trying to 
evade that issue. If the fight to a mili-
tary finish is absolutely necessary in 
order to secure the political and moral 
results which we have put before us 
as the end of this War, then we cannot 
help it; it must be done. But I do not 
believe it is. It is there we part com-
pany, not in our phrases about fights 
to finishes and so on. This country 
has never been without victory. This 
country was on the right side so far 
as victory is concerned at the end of 
the French wars. We were victorious 
in the Crimean War, but although we 
were victorious in the Crimean War 
and fought that War for all the moral 
issues for which we are now fighting 
this War, as we are told, the result of 
the Crimean War was five further Eu-
ropean wars, and that was considered 
a war which was to end war.

You get the best illustration of how 
little related political victory is to 
military victory in the Franco-German 
War. There the Germans took posses-
sion of the enemy’s capital. The Ger-
man Staff found its headquarters in 
the Royal headquarters of the French 
nation. France could not lift a little 
finger in her own self-defence when 
the Germans had done with her from 
a military point of view. The peace 
that was imposed upon France was 
really an imposed peace. There never 
was a vanquished nation so dejected. 

What was the result? A patched-up 
peace, a premature peace. The results 
in terms of actual effect, of substantial 
and real effect were, because of this 
military situation, precisely everything 
that those who disagree with us in 
the attitude we have taken imagine 
is associated with those things that 
they call a patched-up peace, and so 
on, and which, having been called a 
patched-up peace, nine people out of 
ten never take the trouble to think out 
at all. You have related to that kind 
of military victory, the effect of a 
patched-up peace far more intimately 
than you have them related to other 
kinds of military victory, like the vic-
tory of Germany over Austria, when, 
because Germany wanted to win the 
friendship of Austria, she refused to 
carry the war to the military extremity 
that her military leaders wanted her to 
do. Those are considerations which 
this House of Commons ought to take 
into account. If we read our histories 
more than we read our newspapers 
our patriotism might not express itself 
quite in the smug and flamboyant liter-
ary forms it takes, but it would be far 
more a tribute on the part of men who 
are not fighting themselves to those 
magnificent fellows who have gone 
into khaki and who have laid down 
their lives for the nation and for us. The 
way to show our gratitude to these men 
is not to shout at them or with them, 
but to think as statesmen, as honestly 
and as stubbornly as we can.

From that point of view, perhaps, the 
Committee will allow me if I intrude a 
few sentences upon the Note the Allies 
sent to President Wilson the other day. 
We are all fighting to establish guaran-
tees of peace. I cannot understand why 
that Note cannot have a full discussion 
in this House. What are we here for? 
They will not allow some of us to sit 
on Committees to help them. They 
will not allow us to contribute any 
experience we may have had. They will 
not allow us to help them by, quite as 
honestly as themselves, putting all the 
intelligence we have into a common 
pool. We may be absolutely wrong, 
but, with all due deference to the eighty 
right hon. and hon. Gentlemen who are 
entitled to sit on the Treasury Bench or 

on the corresponding bench in another 
place, when we take into account their 
records during the last two years, at any 
rate, to put it very mildly, they ought 
not to close the door against discus-
sion. Take this Allied Note. I think 
we ought to consider it. This House 
ought to understand the policy which 
the Government is pursuing, because 
it is a policy which does not commit us 
for this year only, but a policy which 
is going to commit us for generations. 
When I spoke in this House somewhere 
about last May I said that Belgium 
ought to be restored and reparation 
made. I withdraw nothing of that; I 
think so still. I also said that France 
should be restored. I think so still. But 
since then the tide has run far and fast 
and has carried us a great way. Ask the 
men who volunteered, say, when Lord 
Derby started his campaign, what they 
were fighting for? Liberty, Belgium, 
small nationalities and no conquests 
to benefit ourselves! The issues have 
changed. They may have changed by 
necessity. Ministers may come and 
say, “We could not help ourselves.” 
You ought to have thought of that two 
years ago.

Let us take the new issues. There are 
two points on the Continent of Europe 
which I venture to say that this Empire 
ought not willingly to surrender to 
the possession of a great Power. One 
is Belgium and the other is Constan-
tinople. You simply have to look at 
the map to see that, if this Empire is 
going to rest in security, you must not 
allow a large European Power to take 
possession of Belgium, and you ought 
not to allow it to take possession of 
Constantinople. I rather like to avoid 
prophesying, but I venture to say that 
if I live for ten years after this War 
ends, and if a great Power has taken 
absolute possession of Constantinople 
and has fortified it and the Dardanelles, 
this country will be busy with an at-
tempt to solve the problem of Imperial 
communication in a form which it has 
never had to face before. Your only 
reply is to make Egypt a fortified sta-
tion. You could not afford to do other. 
The whole circumstances of the case 
would be such that militarism would be 
more necessary for Imperial defence 
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than ever it was before. You cannot 
simply throw away the future in order 
to grasp the advantage of the present 
and then leave the future to look after 
itself. That is what is being done by 
Constantinople being given over to 
another great Power at the present 
time. This House ought to know 
why the old policy of this country, 
namely, the internationalisation of 
Constantinople and the Dardanelles 
has been departed from. The Prime 
Minister in his constituency the other 
day said that he was carrying out Mr. 
Gladstone’s policy. It is nothing of 
the kind. He applied the expression 
bag and baggage as though he was 
under the impression that Mr. Glad-
stone meant that to apply to Turkey in 
Europe. If the right hon. Gentleman 
had only referred to the pamphlet in 
which that expression was used, he 
would have seen that it only applied 
to Turkey in Bulgaria. His other  
references to Mr. Gladstone’s policy 
were as mistaken as that particular 
one. The fact of the matter is that the 
interests of this country—I use the 
word “country” in its wider Imperial 
sense—the interests of this Empire 
are wrapped up in Constantinople 
being an international port and the 
Dardanelles being an international 
waterway. Surely it is so grave, and it 
is fraught with so many consequences 
if this change should take place, that 
even it we had more confidence in 
Ministers than we have, Ministers 
ought to have given some opportu-
nity to the country to say what its 
views were before it departed from 
its traditional policy.

I want to refer to another part of 
the matter. This Note deals with 
the Balkan problem. One does not 
like to use the word “amateur,” but 
again if you take the Note, then take 
a map and read the Note in the light 
of the map—a good racial map—
the Note is either meaningless or 
very mischievous. What is to hinder 
this Government from saying that it 
insists upon the whole Balkan dif-
ficulty being referred to an authori-
tative international tribunal, with 

instructions that that tribunal will 
follow, as far as possible, historical, 
racial, and religious lines in settling 
its lines of demarcation? If that were 
thought satisfactory, it could be done. 
I know perfectly well that it may not 
solve the problem, but it will solve 
the problem with more promise of 
peace to Europe than by anyone 
trying to solve the Balkan entangle-
ment in the position of victor and 
vanquished. I should like to have a 
vision of the future of Europe ten 
years after the Czech-Slovak king-
dom has been established, say, in that 
very interesting corner surrounded 
by Poland and Austria, with a great 
many Germans alongside of it, and 
so on. If you are going to solve the 
problem, it is no use doing it with 
your heels; you have to do it with 
your head. It is a perfectly simple 
thing for any Power in Europe to 
fight a war like this, and then say, “It 
suits us that Bohemia shall become 
this and Moravia shall become that.” 
What happens? The result is the day 
after you make your settlement it is 
challenged in the names of millions 
of people without doubt. 

We want this War to end war. We 
want this War to settle the Balkan 
problem. The Balkan problem may 
be, of course, in itself very difficult. 
We have to set up such an internation-
al committee as I suggest—nothing 
else will do it so well—while if that 
international commission were kept 
alive, at any rate nominally, so that its 
further services could be used from 
time to time as further developments 
cropped up, then in the end, and not 
a very long end, you could solve the 
Balkan problem, at any rate to this 
extent—that it would not be a menace 
to the peace of Europe. There is no 
guarantee in the Allied Note of any-
thing of the kind. You settle it either 
on military or on political lines, in 
view of the situation in which you 
find yourselves to-day, and in view 
of that only. No sooner are you out 
of the situation, no sooner are you 
faced with a new Europe, than you 
discover and your children will 

discover that you have handed over 
to them precisely the same problems 
that your fathers and grandfathers 
handed over to you.

Then there is the final question. I 
think we ought to know when it is 
going to end. There the Note is. It 
was officially issued. But since it 
was issued the Secretary of State for 
the Colonies has been adding further 
items. Are other English Ministers 
going to add to it? Is it something 
that is infinite in itself and capable 
of a variety of extensions? I doubt 
very much if we have yet appreciated 
the tremendous difficulties of making 
a peace which is going to be final, 
and I think this House ought to pay 
more attention to these problems, 
whilst it votes its money and renews 
its declarations that we are going to 
fight to a finish, and so on. It is not 
quite worthy of this House to use such 
words as “finish” in an indefinite way. 
We ought to understand exactly what 
we mean. To me “finish” means the 
gaining of those political ends which 
you want as the result of the War. To 
me “finish” is the securing of the 
maximum political result from the 
minimum military effort, although 
that minimum may be a very big one. 
If the House does not do that, if we 
simply gamble the future of Europe 
and throw away the prospect and the 
guarantees of the future of Europe, in 
view of the position in which we are 
now, do not let us delude ourselves 
that we are fighting the last of the 
wars, because we are only fighting 
one of many which are still to come. 
If, on the other hand, the bravery and 
self-sacrifice of our troops are backed 
up by some democratic thinking on 
our part, the people thinking and 
acting as well as their Government, 
then it may be that before long ne-
gotiations, explanations, the removal 
of misunderstandings will end this 
War; and, when this War is ended, 
people will accept the peace, and it 
will never be broken again.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

The struggle in France
This is the fourth month Froggy 

has reported on the movement 
against the liberal reform of the 
Labour Code, the El Khomri La-
bour Law.  Over four months seven 
national unions have organised 
strikes and demonstrations in 
defence of labour rights, including 
one small one outside Myriam El 
Khomri’s house.  They have the 
support of the public.  This can be 
seen in relation to football. One 
union disrupted the ceremony of the 
arrival of the Euro trophy at the Gare 
du Nord with smoke bombs.  

A survey about the effect of 
labour actions on the Euro foot-
ball tournament had remarkable 
results.

The popular newspaper Le Parisien  
asked its readers: “If strikes and other 
actions disturbed the organisation of 
the Euro football tournament, who 
according to you would be mainly 
responsible?”

61% said ‘the incoherence of the 
government, who took an enormous 
risk when they tried to impose the 
new labour law by decree.’

37% said ‘irresponsible trade un-
ions, ready to organise strikes in the 
middle of the competition’.

The French understand what is at 
stake, and that it is way more impor-
tant than football. 

More unions joined the movement 
after it had started, for example the 
‘Cadres Union’ CFE-CGC. Its mem-
bership contains more readers of le 
Figaro than of l’Humanité.

Its new president said on 1st June: 
‘M. Valls says that strikes are ‘not 
modern’, and anyway the work of 

an ultra-left minority.
But governments have failed to 

protect the middle classes from the 
economic crisis; on the contrary their 
solution is to worsen everybody’s 
conditions of work.  The El Khomri 
law is social dumping.’

Amazon on strike!
There were strikes on the Railways, 

Paris transport, Oil refineries, waste 
disposal and sewers workers in Paris 
and suburbs, the Municipal police, 
Air France. Amazon employees went 
on general strike from 25 May; this 
affected deliveries in 3 sites out of 
4.

There was a general national strike 
14 June.

May and June saw weekly dem-
onstrations organised in the main 
cities.

On the 21st June demonstration, 
the League of the Rights of Man 
joined the head of the march for the 
first time.

This was in response to government 
tactics to discredit the movement 
by orchestrating violence during 
demonstrations.

Organised violence
The CGT police union itself com-

plained about the orders they were 
given. There were visible trouble 
makers present in the demonstra-
tions.  They stood out by their ap-
pearance: dressed in black, hooded 
and masked, not looking at all like 
ordinary demonstrators. They were 
allowed to stand actually in front of 
the march on 14th June, and trashed 
bus shelters and shop windows with-
out being stopped.  The CGT police 
spokesman said that the police got 
no orders to do anything until after 

three quarters of an hour of mayhem 
had happened. 

Ordinary demonstrators were sub-
jected to tear gas and truncheon and 
grenade attacks.

Journalists were targeted: on 26 
May a photographer was in a coma 
in Paris, hit by a sting grenade. This 
type of grenade is meant to be used 
when the police is surrounded.  As 
they explode with a deafening noise 
they spray a shrapnel of hard rub-
ber marbles; they must be aimed no 
higher than foot level, but are often 
aimed higher.

On 2 June in Rennes several 
journalists, from mainstream TV 
stations France 3 and M6, were hit 
with batons, kicked and had their 
cameras damaged.

Journalists unions are raising the 
alarm. They want to know what 
orders the police are acting on and 
what will happen to the numerous 
complaints against the police. 

The government is exploiting this 
violence for its purposes. The Prime 
Minister Valls appeared on television 
saying the CGT was responsible 
for the breaking of windows at the 
Necker Children’s Hospital, at a 
time when the little son of the police 
couple murdered in a terrorist attack, 
was being treated there.

After this the government said it 
would ban demonstrations in Paris. It 
duly banned the march of the follow-
ing week. There was such an uproar 
it had to receive the leader of CGT, 
Martinez, to discuss the situation. 
The outcome was a compromise, the 
march was permitted but limited to a 
very short circular route. The entry 
to the area was controlled by police 
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Reference for the discussion article Zionism’s Suicidal Militancy

These were accidentally omitted in issue 268.  A technical error meant that 
each was numbered as ‘1’ in the text and the reference itself was not there.  
They should have been as follows:

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Opinion_polling_for_the_United_Kingdom_1. 
European_Union_membership_referendum#2016 

http://www.independent.co.uk/news/world/middle-east/obama-2. 
administration-set-to-release-secret-28-pages-from-911-report-a6999696.
html 

269,568 Jews, 0.43%, according to the 2011 census.   2,786,635 Muslims, 3. 
4.41%.  (https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Demography_of_the_United_
Kingdom#Religion

http://muslimnews.co.uk/news/uk/uk-record-13-muslim-mps-elected-8-4. 
of-them-women/ 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_British_Jewish_politicians#1974- 5. 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ashkenazi_Jewish_intelligence 6. 

https://gwydionwilliams.com/history-and-philosophy/market-minorities-7. 
across-the-world/ 

Deng Maomao, 8. Deng Xiaoping: my father, HarperCollins 1995, page 16

who imposed body searches on every 
participant. This sort of humiliation 
will not have a more dissuading effect 
than the violence.

Where to now?
The law was passed by the Senate 

on Tuesday 28th June and returns to 
the Chamber of Deputies, where it 
will pass again by decree, i.e. without 
a vote (under the 49.3 paragraph of the 
Constitution which allows the govern-
ment to push through legislation which 
would not garner a majority). A poll 
for Le Parisien and France Info on 
28 June, that is, after four months of 
strikes and demonstrations, found 73% 
of the population opposed to the use of 
decree to impose the new law.

The 7 unions have called for dem-
onstrations on 5th July, the day debates 
start in the Chamber of Deputies.

The movement has added another 
way of making its voice heard: the 
‘votations’; these are votes collected 
at places of work.  Places of work 
regularly hold elections for staff and 
union representatives. This time the 
vote is for or against the Labour Law. 
In three weeks, 15796 ‘polling stations’ 
have sent over 700, 000 votes to the 
President of the Republic. The poll-
ing will continue until 7th July. There 
may or may not be a lull during the 
holiday period. The union movement 
has pledged to continue the struggle 
in September.  There is already a 
mass demonstration planned for 2nd 
November in support of the Goodyear 
employees arrested during the struggle 
to keep the firm open.

The UK leaving the EU?
Comments from left wingers in 

France seem to show that the French 
are unaware of the low level of organi-
zation of the working class in England; 
the French assume that the vote being 
a vote of revolt by the working class, 
it is therefore a vote against economic 
liberalism. They do not realize that it 
was not a vote for more power to the 
trade unions and for better rights for 
workers. They remember their own 
vote against the referendum on the 
Treaty establishing a Constitution for 

Europe in May 2005, where they voted 
no. The question asked for a yes or no 
answer, but in reality there were two 
questions:

Do you want the new constitution, 
applicable to each state, in particular 
the preamble: ‘any restraint on busi-
ness is illegal’.

Do you want a transfer of part of 
sovereignty to the European level.

The Communist Party at the time 
published a booklet explaining the 
content of the European Constitution, 
and its liberal anti-regulation agenda. 
The vote against the constitution was 
in part a vote against the liberal anti-
regulation agenda, and probably a large 
part of the vote, considering the size of 
the present fight against liberalization 
of the labour law, 

It cannot be said that the Leave vote 
was a vote against European deregu-
lation and liberalism. There certainly 
was no leader of opinion saying that, 
except the Transport union the RMT.

In a message to the membership, 
RMT General Secretary Mick Cash 
said:

“Millions of trade unionists and 
working people will be voting leave 
because they want the hope of a better 

future at work and at home.”
“Hope that we can be free to develop 

our industries and public services free, 
from EU driven privatisation and 
deregulation.

“Hope that we can be free to pursue 
policies that promote jobs and prosper-
ity, free from EU driven austerity.

“Hope for fair employment where 
all workers get the proper rate for the 
job, free from undercutting and a EU 
race to the bottom.

“Hope that we can take back democ-
racy so we can make laws that benefit 
our communities not corporations - and 
be free from laws and corporate carve 
ups that we have never voted for such 
as TTIP.”

“Hope for a better world and true 
international solidarity beyond fortress 
Europe.”

But who heard that message apart 
from the members? You do not even 
find it if you look up the union’s 
website, unless you search for it spe-
cifically. 

The turmoil ahead in England will be 
an opportunity to campaign on these 
issues, which will become more and 
more pressing. 
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Failed Britannia
Little England has successfully re-

volted against a ruling elite that had let 
them down. Brexit is all about a failed 
social movement looking for something 
outside itself to blame. People who 
mistakenly think that things are so bad 
for them, they can’t get worse.

Brexit tapped into the malaise in 
civilisation that the New Right have 
created, but for which they have shifted 
the blame. Shifted it enough so that the 
poor and discontented think that Europe 
and Immigration are the main problems. 
Were unaware of how far the European 
Union has protected them from an abu-
sive Tory Party a lot of them keep voting 
for. Think they were valiant rebels, when 
they were being led by the nose by one 
faction among the elite.

“I love fake revolts of the underclass: 
I’m a veteran of them. At secondary 
school, we had a revolt in favour of the 
right to smoke. The football violence I 
witnessed in the 1970s and 80s felt like 
the social order turned on its head. As for 
the mass outpouring of solidarity with 
the late Princess Diana, and by implica-
tion against the entire cruel monarchic 
elite, in the end I chucked my bunch of 
flowers on the pile with the rest.

“The problem is, I also know what a 
real revolt looks like. The miners strike; 
the Arab spring; the barricade fighting 
around Gezi Park in Istanbul in 2013. So, 
to people getting ready for the mother of 
all revolts on Thursday, I want to point 
out the crucial difference between a real 
revolt and a fake one. The elite does not 
usually lead the real ones. In a real revolt, 
the rich and powerful usually head for the 
hills, terrified. Nor are the Sun and the 
Daily Mail usually to be found egging 
on a real insurrection.”1

The author seems muddled about the 
key difference between a working class 
and an underclass. An underclass is 
poor and also detached from productive 
society. The working class is productive 
society, and properly speaking should 
include elements traditionally classed 
as middle-class. But until Corbyn, the 
British working class was disconnected 
from Labour, its traditional voice.  

There is an astonishing lack of 

Labour MPs from either the hard core 
of the working class or from the newer 
occupations that are non-manual, 
get paid monthly and can easily be 
persuaded that they are superior middle-
class persons. Looking for notable 
working-class MPs, there was only John 
Prescott, a former ship’s steward who in 
practice amounted to little.

Lower England Says Sod It All.
Imperial Britannia was built by an 

oligarchy that liked Representative 
Government but was hostile to democ-
racy. (Only in the 1880s did a majority 
of adult males in the British Isles get 
the vote.2)  Nowadays they manipulate 
the voters by cultivating a vast mass of 
narrow-minded poor people hostile to 
change and to foreigners.

The problem was, Imperial Britannia 
didn’t share the values of this ‘Lower 
England’. It could only rule Britannia 
by invoking its authority to keep Lower 
England under control.

This time round, the majority factions 
of the elite offered nothing but smug-
ness and contempt.  Rather than saying 
that Brexit would make little difference 
on immigration, they said ‘no, stupid, 
immigration is good for you’. It was 
a message from the people doing very 
nicely for those sinking into poverty. 
They failed to realise how badly Lower 
England was worried for its jobs and its 
rather narrow culture.

Lower England also doesn’t realise 
that England no longer has the weight 
in world affairs it once had.  Reduced 
to England and a reluctantly dependent 
Wales, things could easily get worse 
very quickly. With the pound losing its 
value, food prices are very likely to rise. 
It is quite possibly that in a few months 
time, public opinion will have shifted 
enough to make it serious to call for a 
second Referendum.

With some suitability, a European Cup 
in which England initially came second 
to Wales was followed by a 2-1 defeat 
of the English team by Iceland.

Labour Losers Trying to 
Oust Corbyn
Brexit was lost in traditional Labour 

areas in the north of England.  MPs who 
blame Corbyn failed to deliver their own 
constituencies; yet remain convinced 
that Labour can only win elections as 
Tory-lite.

They believe this because media 
dominated by rich tax-evading owners 
tell them that this is so. The raw facts 
are otherwise, but get ignored.

Scotland, with the SNP similar to 
Labour before Blair, voted 2 to 1 to 
remain. London was solid for Remain: 
Corbyn’s Islington by 3 to 1; Hackney 
by nearly 4 to 1. Oxford voted 7 to 3 to 
Remain; Cambridge 74 to 26.

Corbyn’s lukewarm support for 
Remain still delivered those areas 
where Labour voters were in tune with 
him. Blairite sabotage may well have 
backfired: traditional Labour voters 
in England and Wales were doubtful 
about Corbyn and the chance of a future 
Labour government. Voted Brexit in a 
mood of despair.

Kirklees, the West Yorkshire region 
that includes the Batley and Spen con-
stituency of murdered MP Jo Cox, voted 
54.7 to 45.3 in favour of Leave.3  Local 
politicians were shocked, since the area 
is predominantly Labour.4  But it was 
part of a much wider pattern. Maybe a 
follow-on from Labour’s loss of Scot-
land to the SNP.

Corbyn put his finger on why the 
vote was lost: “One clear message from 
last Thursday’s vote is that millions of 
people feel shut out of a political and 
economic system that has let them down 
and scarred our country with grotesque 
levels of inequality.”5

Failed Conspiracies?
The murder of Jo Cox may have tilted 

the vote a little towards Remain. Polls 
from 8th to 16th June mostly favoured 
Brexit. After the murder on June the 
16th, they were mostly against.6

British politicians don’t murder each 
other. But some right-wing financier or 
hedge-fund manager might have thought 
it a good idea to win the vote at the 
expense of someone they’d anyway dis-
like. They needed an English assassin to 
discredit Brexit, and maybe had several 
going, with only one working out.  
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I have heard that the home-made gun 
was surprisingly expensive for a poor and 
marginal crank to have made. And details 
of his Far-Right links, but not the Ulster 
Loyalist connection, came to light with 
surprising speed.

Angry Baby Boomers 
in the Great Recession
The old, the poor and the badly educated 

were much more likely to vote Leave. 
There were also more Leave votes in 
areas with a low percentage of foreign-
born residents.7

People who are old today would have 
been young in 1975, when the vote was 
2 to 1 for Remain.8  If that vote had the 
same age bias, the shift has been really 
massive.

It is an incoherent response, but under-
standable. Immigration played a part – it 
wasn’t really an issue in 1975, when most 
recent immigrants were from outside of 
Europe. But there has also been a mas-
sive loss of economic security. The fault 
is Thatcherism, but Labour has been 
feeble about that message. So Europe 
was blamed.

What next?
There is plenty wrong with the European 

Union. But it’s mostly because the rich 
employ professional lobbyists to put their 
case. (And have a range of nice well-paid 
jobs for current and retired politicians who 
are on their side.)  

Consider how subsidies are given to 
farmers:

“As much as 80% of the funds are har-
vested by the richest 25% of recipients. 
The poorest farmers are excluded: you 
cannot claim subsidies unless you own 
or lease at least five hectares. A report by 
the European court of auditors reveals 
that the EU has no useful data on farm 
incomes, and therefore no knowledge of 
whether farm subsidies serve any social 
purpose…

“You don’t have to produce any food to 
receive them. Your land just has to look 
agricultural, which means bare.  Among 
the ‘ineligible features’ listed in West-
minster’s version of the European rules 
are ponds, wide hedges, regenerating 
woodland, reedbeds, thriving salt marsh 
and trees sufficient to form a canopy. The 
common agricultural policy is a €55bn 
incentive to destroy wildlife habitats and 
cause floods downstream…

“This dog that hasn’t barked exposes 
the real agenda of the leading Brexiteers. 
They denounce the transfer of public 
money from rich to poor; they are intensely 
relaxed about the transfer of public money 
from poor to rich. It also challenges those 

who wish to remain.”9

The system subsidised land rather than 
farmers. It’s worth keeping a residuum of 
small farmers, who get more output per 
acre than large farmers.

After Brexit, President Trump?
The victories of Donald Trump show 

the discontent of the old poor but white 
core of the USA. He’s no more suitable to 
run the country than Donald Duck would 
be. But his voters are angry self-defeating 
people who know that history has passed 
them by.

But Trump is not a professional politi-
cian. Not smart enough to avoid remarks 
that alienate voters he needs to win the 
Presidency, as distinct from the Republican 
nomination:

“Trump has been mired in controversy 
after asserting that the federal judge pre-
siding over a lawsuit against him is biased 
because he is ‘Mexican’. The comments 
have been called racist by many in his 
own party, including House speaker Paul 
Ryan…

“While Trump has been trying to 
downplay his comments, saying earlier 
on Friday ‘freedom of any kind means 
no one should be judged by their race or 
their color or the color of their skin’, he 
reopened the controversy by repeatedly 
calling Warren ‘Pocahontas’ in an attempt 
to insult her for saying that she has Na-
tive American heritage. The epithet was 
accompanied by Indian war whoops from 
the crowd. Several minutes afterwards, 
Trump then insisted he was ‘the least 
racist person’.”10

Only a weak man feels the need to 
randomly insult women, as Trump has.           
He  may  of  course be weak and danger-
ous. Trump isn’t dangerous to individual 
women, but he would be dangerous as US 
President. With luck he would wreck the 
USA’s global hegemony without doing too 
much ‘collateral damage’, but all sorts of 
things are possible.

Multi-party elections are sold as a system 
whereby you get what you want. Actually it 
gives power to the voting majority: protes-
tors should think carefully about whether 
this voting majority is closer to their own 
views than the regime they are protesting 
about. There was a total failure to do so 
in Egypt. No intelligent reaction when the 
electorate predictably gave a clear majority 
to the Muslim Brotherhood.

The other problem is that in the real 
world, elected representatives are often 
bad at delivering what the voting ma-
jority wants. Often get elected on false 
promises, even if the candidates believed 
those promises.

Trump has sold himself as a business 

genius who also shares the feelings of 
‘ordinary folks’.  In fact he inherited a vast 
fortune from his father, a genuine business 
genius and also a racist bigot.  Trump has 
played many games with his inherited 
money, but without great success:

“While the sheer range of businesses 
Trump has been involved with over the 
years — real estate development, casinos, 
suits, reality television, steak, water, a 
‘university,’ books, presidential politics 
— may offer the superficial appearance 
of a broad range of mastery, the story of 
Trump’s adventures in Atlantic City reveal 
something else.

“Across these ventures Trump has 
mastered essentially a single skill — struc-
turing deals to be financially beneficial 
to him personally regardless of whether 
the underlying business is successful. 
Rather than creating wealth for his busi-
ness partners, Trump took advantage of 
investors who believed in him in order 
to benefit himself personally — just as 
he did years later with the ‘students’ at 
Trump University.”11

China No Longer Impressed
Back in the 1990s, the USA should have 

spent several trillions to give Russia a 
smooth and comfortable transition from 
the Soviet system. Instead they indulged 
themselves in fantasies of a Pure Capital-
ism that had never been tried, and in fact 
did not work. Wasted several trillions on 
futile wars, with no benefit except short-
term gains for well-connected private 
enterprises.

Having abused Russia, they lost Russia, 
and lost whatever chance they had of win-
ning China. It is now definite that China 
won’t drop the overall supervisory role of 
the state, nor have a massive sale of state 
assets of the sort that wrecked Russia. And 
there is also a hard ideological crackdown, 
fairly popular after the Chinese have seen 
what Westernisation did to Iraq, Libya 
and Syria.

The Economist is predicting immanent 
trouble for China – but this too is nor-
mal: “While it’s understandable that The 
Economist might miss a single elephant, 
it’s hard to grasp how it missed an entire 
herd: China’s economy. Why has it contin-
ued to be wrong about the world’s biggest 
economy? Since 1975 The Economist 
has predicted 56 ‘hard landings’ for the 
Chinese economy. None happened, of 
course, yet the magazine kept repeating 
this prediction every few months, decade 
after decade.”12

A Warmer Wilder World
“May was the 13th month in a row to 

break temperature records according to 
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figures published this week that are the 
latest in 2016’s string of incredible climate 
records which scientists have described as 
a bombshell and an emergency.”13

That’s the global average. Britain had 
quite a mild May.14  But then in June, wild 
weather hit the south-east:

“Torrential downpours and flooding 
have swamped parts of London and the 
south-east in the early hours of EU ref-
erendum day, leading to the fire brigade 
being inundated with more than 300 
emergency calls.

“Red ‘immediate action’ flood warn-
ings were issued for parts of south-east 
London and Essex as parts of the capital 
were expected to see a month’s rainfall in 
a matter of hours.

“London fire brigade said it received a 
day’s worth of calls in just an hour and a 
half to reports of weather-related incidents, 
including lightning striking property, 
flooded homes and businesses, and rising 
waters trapping vehicles.”15

Of course wild weather has always hap-
pened. But it was predicted that Climate 
Change would produce more extreme 
events. And careful statistical studies 
have confirmed that there are indeed more 
extremes than there used to be.

Ukraine – Orange Fascism
“Amid a divisive debate in Ukraine on 

state honors for nationalists viewed as 
responsible for anti-Semitic pogroms, the 
country for the first time observed a minute 
of silence in memory of Symon Petliura, 
a 1920s statesman blamed for the murder 
of 50,000 Jewish compatriots.

“Kiev will soon name a street for two 
other Ukrainian nationalists — Stepan 
Bandera and Roman Shukhevych — who 
are widely believed to be responsible for 
lethal violence against Jews. Another 
street is to be named for Janusz Korczak, 
the pen name of Henryk Goldszmit, a 
Polish Jewish teacher who was murdered 
in Auschwitz.

“Bandera and Shukhevych collaborated 
with Nazi forces that occupied what is 
now Ukraine and are believed to have 
commanded troops that killed thousands 
of Jews. Once regarded by Ukrainian au-
thorities as illegitimate to serve as national 
role models because of their war crimes 
against Jews and Poles, Petliura, Bandera 
and Shukhevych are now openly honored 
in Ukraine following a revolution spear-
headed by nationalists in 2014.” (Times 
of Israel)16

Unlike the supposed outbreak of 
anti-semitism in the British Labour Party, 
you’ve probably not heard of this from the 
British media.

Talking Peace With Russia?
“Nadiya Savchenko, the Ukrainian 

helicopter pilot who spent more than a 
year in a Russian jail, has issued a sur-
prise call for direct dialogue with the 
self-proclaimed Donetsk and Luhansk 
‘people’s republics’.

“Savchenko was sentenced to 22 years in 
jail in March but released as part of a pris-
oner swap last month. She returned to Kiev 
a hero and has taken up the parliamentary 
seat she was given while jailed.

“Savchenko, who served in a Ukrain-
ian volunteer battalion prior to her arrest, 
was expected to take a hard line on the 
conflict in the east, but instead said direct 
dialogue was required, in addition to keep-
ing up international diplomatic pressure 
on Russia.”17

Probably her time in a Russian jail made 
her aware that almost all Russians support 
Putin’s line. Say that if Ukraine wants to 
cut its historic ties with Russia, it can’t 
also expect to hang on to territories that are 
more Russian than Ukrainian. The eastern 
end of what was ‘New Russia’ under the 
Tsars, which was united with the much 
more solidly Ukrainian ‘Little Russia’ 
by the Bolsheviks to help keep the entire 
‘Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic’ at-
tached to Moscow.

Snippets
Why Everyone Sees Their Case as 

Unique
I’ve been commenting wherever I can 

on the mess in Ukraine.  And was accused 
of not understanding the real situation: 
virtuous Ukrainians brutally attacked by 
vicious Russians.

To me, Ukraine looks remarkably like 
dozens of similar communal conflicts 
all round the world.  In each case, most 
members of each particular community 
are certain that their community is wholly 
virtuous and a victim.  

They can’t all be right, obviously.  
Mostly each has an exaggerated view 
which helps fuel the conflict.

***
Muslims Against Daesh Ignored
A deafening silence has greeted a 

London protest by Muslims against the 
self-styled Islamic State (sometimes called 
ISIS, but better labelled Daesh).18  

The trouble, I suppose, is that Muslims 
will not agree that partisan fighters like 
Hezbollah and electorally-strong protests 
movements like Hamas should be lumped 
with terrorism.

***
God Facing Redundancy
“The number of people who say they 

have no religion is escalating and signifi-
cantly outweighs the Christian population 

in England and Wales, according to new 
analysis.

“The proportion of the population 
who identify in NatCen’s British Social 
Attitudes survey as having no religion, 
referred to as ‘nones’, reached 48.5% in 
2014, outnumbering the 43.8% who de-
fine themselves as Christian – Anglicans, 
Catholics and other denominations. In 
2011 the BSA survey found 46% identified 
as having no religion. The 2011 census 
gave a much lower figure of 25%, but 
phrased the question differently.”19

***
Websites
Previous Newsnotes can be found at the 

Labour Affairs website, http://labouraf-
fairsmagazine.com/past-issues/.  And at 
my own website, https://longrevolution.
wordpress.com/newsnotes-historic/. 
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The Jackie Walker Interview
Jackie Walker, a senior Labour party 

activist, was suspended from the party 
over alleged anti-Semitic comments 
independently of the party investiga-
tion. She was interviewed by John 
Humphreys on the Today Programme.  
This is a transcript of her interview on 
the Today programme 30.5.16

John Humphreys: A woman who 
was suspended from the Labour Party 
for comments she made about Israel 
has been reinstated.  She is Jackie 
Walker, a prominent supporter of 
Jeremy Corbyn, and she is on the line.  
Good morning to you. Did you expect 
to be reinstated, given the things that 
you had said?

Jackie Walker: Yes of course;
J.H. So do you have an apology to 

make for the things you said?
J.W. I don’t have an apology to 

make.  I’m saddened if I’ve upset 
people, but sometimes when we talk in 
political speech we upset people, and 
these issues are very upsetting, these 
issues about migration and refugees 
and of what happened in the holocaust, 
not just the Jewish holocaust but the 
African holocaust and the other geno-
cides that there have been.

J.H. But what you were doing in 
essence surely was diminishing the 
holocaust; you wrote to one of your 
correspondents on Facebook ‘As I’m 
sure you know, millions more Afri-
cans were killed in the holocaust and 
the oppression continues on a global 
scale in a way it doesn’t for Jews; so 
really what you are saying is ‘let’s get 

over the holocaust, it happened let’s 
live with it.’

J.W. Oh my goodness! No I’m say-
ing the opposite; every single death 
of every person, no matter what their 
race, no matter what their culture, is 
an awful thing; no one genocide, no 
one holocaust is in my opinion worse 
than any other.  I’m an international-
ist and that’s what it means to be an 
internationalist. Everybody has their 
own particular history and each geno-
cide has its own particular history, but 
what I don’t want to see happen is any 
of the history of our ancestors being 
used to authenticate human rights in-
fringements now. We don’t have the 
right to do that.

J.H. But in order to make that point 
you don’t have to invoke the holocaust; 
you say ‘many Jews, my ancestors 
too, were the chief financiers of the 
sugar and slave trade, which is why 
there were so many synagogues in the 
Caribbeans’, so who are victims, and 
what does it mean? The clear impres-
sion to many people, the people who 
wanted you suspended, was ‘the Jews 
had it coming’, almost.

J.W. Oh God what an awful thing 
to say; nobody has that kind of thing 
coming.  What a shocking thing to say!  
Can I just say on this, that the context 
of this is extremely important.  Can I 
remind everybody that this was in a 
private Facebook post …

J.H. …that doesn’t matter does it?
J.W. …can I finish?  Because the 

context is important.  I was talking to 

two friends, one of whom is an Israeli 
Zionist and the other one isn’t. The one 
who is Israeli studied the holocaust, 
both the Jewish holocaust and the 
African holocaust with me; and what 
we were talking about actually was 
whether there was an ethical argument 
against sanctioning Israel.  That’s what 
we were talking about.  It’s not the point 
of whether the Jewish holocaust was 
important, it was critically important 
to what was going on there.

J.H. it was different from the slave 
trade, it was genocide

J.W. of course it was different; if I 
can just finish my point.  Me and my 
comrades we were together in Dover, 
resisting the fascists, the people who 
were calling out ‘Hitler was right’. 
What I would like to see is a whole 
upswell of those people who have 
been so alarmed by what the Jewish 
Chronicle has reported.  Let’s see 
them down there in solidarity with us 
fighting those fascists.

J.H. Do you believe that the La-
bour Party has a problem with anti-
Semitism?

J.W. I think that the Labour Party 
reflects society in general. In fact my 
experience of the Labour Party, or shall 
I say the Labour Movement tells me 
that the Labour Movement has much 
to be proud of in the fight against rac-
ism, if we compare it to what has been 
happening in the Tory Party.  Let’s 
question why the racism of the Tory 
Party that is so easily pointed to is not 
coming under inspection.

J.H.  Perhaps because they don’t 
have a former candidate who was 
suspended after tweeting ‘what do 
you know about Jews, they’ve got big 
noses and support Spurs LOL’ perhaps 
that’s why.

J.W. Perhaps not, but you could 
question why Boris Johnson who de-
scribed black people as piccaninnies 
with watermelon smiles was not sus-
pended, because if he had been in the 
Labour Party he would have been. 

J.H. Jackie Walker, many thanks.

Continued From Page 15
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier (No. 3)
By Michael Murray  

A dictionary definition of “foot soldier”:  “…a dedicated low level follower…

In this month’s Diary:
(1) Going over the top
The present is another country. They 

do things different here……. 
I woke up Friday 24th June, not from 

a nightmare but into one.  The votes in 
the EU Referendum had been counted 
and the results announced.  The UK 
(except Scotland and Northern Ireland) 
had voted LEAVE.  It was immediately 
clear that the political and economic 
consequences were going to be dire; 
this was a game-changer.  Big time.   

The previous day, EU Referendum 
voting day, along with a large and 
enthusiastic team of other canvassers 
I’d endured about three wettings go-
ing around knocking on doors “to get 
the vote out.” In greater Hackney we 
helped to achieve a 78% REMAIN 
vote, 30 clear points above the na-
tional REMAIN result – a similar 
result came from Jeremy Corbyn’s 
next-door Islington Constituency. And 
I can tell you that was directly due to 
local leadership - from the MPs, Ab-
bott and Corbyn down, and rank and 
file willingness to put in lots of work 
for them. 

So when it was announced in the 
media that Margaret Hodge, MP for 
Barking, London, had initiated what 
can now only be described as an anti-
Corbyn coup, under the pretext of his 
“under-performance” in the REMAIN 
campaign I looked up the results from 
her Constituency. And, the result …
was ?  A LEAVE vote of 62%, 10 to 
11 points above the national LEAVE 
average and one of the few London 
constituencies to vote against RE-
MAIN.  

It could be said - and I will say later 
why that would be unfair -  she her-
self didn’t make the effort to provide 
leadership and inspiration in her own 
home patch, instead she blames Jeremy 
Corbyn for her failure to deliver.

And what about the results of other 
Labour MPs since named in the coup?  
Of course the list  of “resigning” MPs 

critical of Corbyn, who didn’t deliver 
in their own constituencies, has been 
rolled out hour by hour, day by day, 
to do maximum damage to Corbyn 
politically – and personally, guided, 
no doubt, by the Blairite PR gurus, 
like Alistair Campbell (remember the 
sexed-up Iraqi dossiers? ).  How  is 
Corbyn holding up so well against all 
this treacherous and insidious pressure, 
is what I’d like to know ?  Beats me.  
But can he keep it up ? Talk about 
the” last man standing.”  Watching 
this disgusting gutting of, what they 
all have to admit, a decent and honour-
able man, I ask myself do I want to be 
in the same Party as these excuses for 
human beings?  Democratic Socialists, 
as per the Labour Party constitution 
and rules – my arse. 

Other prominent coup plotters’ 
results to ponder: Tristram Hunt, 
MP, Stoke on Trent, 60% LEAVE in 
his constituency. Stephen Kinnock, 
MP, Aberavon, Wales 57% LEAVE.  
The Ken Livingstone hatchet man, 
John Mann, MP, Bassetlaw over 60% 
LEAVE. 

Then you have the case of Gisela 
Stuart, MP for Edgbaston, Chair of the 
VOTE LEAVE CAMPAIGN.  Has she 
been held to task for her anti-Labour 
Party role ?  And Kate Hoey, whose 
constituency provided one of the 
highest REMAIN votes despite her 
being involved in the Labour Leave 
campaign.  But she was involved in 
LEAVE, not REMAIN. Do we see 
consequences for her?  Will we?  

Incidentally, the latter result is just 
one indicator that the REMAIN/
LEAVE vote  distribution was a 
function of a complex mix of socio-
economic factors, not just the party 
political roles. There is all sorts of 
speculation about the reasons for the 
LEAVE result – but few serious ana-
lysts point the finger at Corbyn.  Having 
read  “Social Class in the 21st Century  
(1), with its multi-dimensional class 
analysis, it’s easier to make sense of 

the many demographic interpretations 
currently on offer. One in particular 
grabbed me. It appears that 28 of the 
30 areas with the least graduates voted 
LEAVE.  27 of the 30 areas with the 
most elderly people voted LEAVE. 
Most thought-provoking, 30 out of 
30 areas identified as “English” voted 
LEAVE. Now making sense of what 
that means for the Labour Party  – and 
its social policy – would be more useful 
than recriminations against Corbyn. 
But making sense of things is not the 
name of the game, for the moment any-
way. Regime change is what excites 
them, we know that to our cost.  

On that score, I think Alan Simpson, 
Sustainable Economics adviser to 
Shadow Chancellor, John McDonnell, 
has got it right. “Labour’s referen-
dum failure began back in the 1990s. 
Throughout the New Labour era crit-
ics like myself were told that Labour’s 
core voters no longer mattered, they 
had nowhere else to go. Now we know 
they do in Northern towns and cities, 
in Wales, and (previously) Scotland 
they went to UKIP, the Nationalists 
and finally to Brexit.” (2)

I was going to start this diary entry 
with war stories from the front line:  
experiences canvassing and political 
impressions gleaned and wonderful 
moments talking to people on the 
doorstep at Bus Stop/Tube Station 
entrances  - and the nicest experience 
of all - leafleting parents outside local 
schools, where people actually queued 
up for leaflets and Labour REMAIN 
campaign balloons. 

And, in total contrast, for the first 
time in 50 years being told to ”Fuck 
off back to Ireland and not be telling 
English people how they should be 
voting, you grey-haired Fucking old 
cunt.”  A long in-my-face tirade, to 
which I responded with reasoned 
questions and information for him to 
consider, such as: did he know Eoin 
Farrell, Captain of the English Rugby 
team was of recent Irish immigrant 
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stock?  Football Captain Wayne Rooney ?  Harry Kane?  
(Thank jaysus this happened before the “match” with Ice-
land.)  All the time preparing myself for how I would deal 
with this bigger, younger, stronger man if he decided to let 
fly with the fist he had all the time threateningly poised on 
his right hip. 

While he vented I rehearsed mentally the appropriate 
response to the situation.  He didn’t seem to have back-up 
in the crowded area in which we were standing. He might 
have something in his pocket. All the time my offensive/
defensive guard was up, but he didn’t recognize it.  So it 
would be a quick finger flick into his eyes if that fist started 
coming towards me, followed by a palm heel strike up his 
centre line, which he wouldn’t see coming, and, I hoped, 
that would end the confrontation. But you never know with a 
stranger.  This to be followed by a combination of head, knee 
and elbow strikes, if needed. And knowing that - at my age 
and indifferent state of health - allowed me to remain calm 
in the face of this racist bully. I recalled afterwards, how 
calm my heart-rate was, my adrenal level.  But I can’t say 
the experience didn’t effect me.  It brought back memories 
of first coming to London as an immigrant, experiencing 
both violent and “joking” anti-Irishism – even in the feckin’ 
Royal Navy. The  “rooms to let” signs, in shop windows, in 
those pre-internet days, saying “No Irish, Blacks or Dogs,” 
is no urban myth. 

All this happened in Tooting, by the way, where volunteers 
from around other London Labour Parties volunteered to 
help out in the canvass in the bye-election there to fill the 
vacancy left by Sadiq Khan.  Another, similar, incident 
happened to two volunteers from Harrow, both Labour 
councillors, who were also attacked verbally. Both of 
Indian sub-continent origin, their assailant, from the same 
ethnic origin I’d say, chased them from his door and down 
the street.  Ignoring me completely, he screamed all sorts 
of abuse at my fellow canvassers about Muslims like them 
condoning British decadence and what was needed wasn’t 
Labour – it was ISIS.                  

Now all that, while I want to share it, isn’t anything I’ve 
personally encountered in Hackney. But, as I said, I’m not 
surprised it’s happening – and growing in the aftermath of 
the referendum result.  The Tooting bye-election result ?  
Dr. Rosena Khan (no relation to Sadiq) won – and more 
than doubled the Labour majority in the process.  If she had 
lost though,  Corbyn’s enemies  would have been down on 
top of him like a ton of brick. Isn’t that sad?

This isn’t the Labour Party I re-joined during the ex-
hilarating summer of 2015, in the course of what Richard 
Seymour (3) has termed “the strange rebirth of radical 
politics,” a play on the title of the seminal 1930s political 
work ”The Strange Death of Liberal England.” (4) I’m 
afraid, and disappointed, that things are the way they are 
and that, as John McDonnell advisor, Alan Simpson, writes: 
“…it seems likely that for the great majority of the newest 
recruits, Labour is a temporary home. Corbyn, flanked by 
a few allies but otherwise surrounded by a surprisingly 
resilient and bellicose old guard can’t keep the right-wing 

attack dogs on the back foot for too long. The political 
space for left-wing activists to operate effectively is likely 
to be closed before too long.

“Corbynism will struggle to outrun the limits of Labour-
ism. And it is those limits, above all, which have brought 
us to this impasse.’ (op cit 2)

Tonight I attend my first CLP (Constituency Labour Party) 
meeting as a Branch delegate.  I’ve had the telephone call 
“suggesting” a list of  people unknown personally to me to 
vote  into committee positions  “to maintain order” at CLP 
level as it’s going through this turmoil.  I doubt if I’m the 
only one to be approached like this, in Hackney or around 
the country. It’s how well organized coups work.  And it’s 
those Seymour (op cit 3) and  

Iain Watson (5) identify as the ubiquitous “electoral-
professional” caste who are the cogs in the big wheels.  

The days of the Corbyn foot soldier could be num-
bered.    

(1)“Corbyn: The Strange Rebirth of Radical Politics,” 
Richard Seymour, Versobooks.com, 2016   

(2) “The Strange Death of Liberal England,” George 
Dangerfield, first published 1935, Capricorn Books edi-
tion, 1961

(3) Mike Savage, et al. This is based on the ground break-
ing, “Great British Social Survey,” of 161,000 respondents. 
Seymour, op cit.(1)  

(4) Article: “New Labour’s contempt for ordinary peo-
ple was only ever going to end in disaster.” Morning Star, 
London, 28th June, 2016

(5) Iain Watson, “Five Million Conversations: How La-
bour lost an Election and rediscovered its Roots,” Luath 
Press, 2016.

This war effort could not have been achieved if 
the women had not marched forward in millions 
and undertaken all kinds of tasks and work for 
which any other generation but our own…would 
have considered them unfitted; work in the fields, 
heavy work in the foundries and in the shops, very 
refined work on radio and precision instruments, 
work in the hospitals, responsible clerical work of 
all kinds, work throughout the munitions factories, 
work in the mixed batteries…. Nothing has been 
grudged, and the bounds of women’s activities 
have been definitely, vastly, and permanently 
enlarged.           Churchill
  
This sort of people are so taken up with their 
theories about the rights of man that they have 
totally forgotten his nature.           Edmund Burke
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Notes Dick Barry

Women and the Vote  
8 June 2016
Alison McGovern (Wirral South) 

(Lab):
I requested this Adjournment debate 

as yesterday marked exactly 150 years 
since the philosopher and Member of 
this House, John Stuart Mill, moved 
the first mass petition to the House of 
Commons on behalf of women claim-
ing their right to vote. The largest paper 
petition ever received by this House 
was, I believe, the petition to end the 
transatlantic slave trade. That victory 
made it clear that public petitioning 
was then, as it is today, a means to 
take this House by storm, to grab our 
attention and to bang on the Govern-
ment’s door requiring change.

In 1866, Mill believed that the time 
was right. Change in this House re-
sulted in the recognition of the right 
to vote of men who rented property as 
well as of those who owned it. Mill had 
already written, though not published, 
his great work, “On the Subjugation 
of Women”. The first petition from an 
individual woman was submitted to 
this House in 1832, but the petition 
in 1866 represented the first organ-
ised campaign. It was the beginning 
of the movement that was to change 
our country.

Those Victorian times, despite the 
presence of a woman monarch, held 
mixed fortunes for women. One of the 
signatories to the petition, Elizabeth 
Garrett Anderson, was refused access 
to medical training, and even when a 
Paris university granted her a qualifi-
cation, the British medical authorities 
would not ratify it and allow her to 
practise. Women were told at the time 
that education itself was damaging to 
their health. Education, Mr Speaker! 
How could any of us be sitting on 
these Benches now without education 
in one form or another? Yet in 1866, 

it was considered perfectly reasonable 
to oppose women voting because of 
their supposed lack of education and 
their unfitness to receive it. Other 
signatories, Barbara Bodichon and 
Emily Davies, were the driving forces 
behind opening up higher education for 
women. Those women were fighting to 
have their voices heard, their interests 
recognised and their opinions weighed 
with the exact same scales that were 
used for men.

Today we have debated the right 
to vote in the upcoming EU referen-
dum—perhaps the most extensive and 
significant exercise of democracy in 
the history of this country. Millions 
of women will be voting, in the same 
numbers as men. In fact, at the last 
election there was a 66% turnout 
among women, which was almost 
identical to the male turnout. The 
future direction of this country, our 
collective potential and our future 
successes will be down to women as 
well as men. That is the lesson that I 
believe we should take from the 1866 
petition. Ludicrous though it seems to 
have to say it, there never was any lack 
of intelligence, aptitude or desire on 
the part of women to be involved in 
politics, and there is not now.

Mrs Maria Miller (Basingstoke) 
(Con):

I congratulate the hon. Lady on 
securing this important debate. She is 
right to point out that we have made 
progress— 192 women now sit in this 
Parliament—but we need to see more 
progress at the next election. Does she, 
like me, feel that we need the sort of 
progress that we made in 2015, when 
we saw a 30% increase in female rep-
resentation in this place? Should we 
not be striving for the same progress 
next time?

Barbara Keeley (Worsley and 
Eccles South) (Lab):

And in 1997, when we had all-
women shortlists.

Alison McGovern:
I thank the right hon. Member for 

Basingstoke (Mrs Miller) for that 
intervention. I know how hard she 
has worked in her own party to bring 
forward advances for women. My 
hon. Friend the Member for Worsley 
and Eccles South (Barbara Keeley) 
has also just mentioned the advances 
made in 1997. Women did not just 
have to fight for the right to vote; 
they had to fight for the right truly to 
be themselves, whatever that means. 
They had to fight, as we have to fight, 
for the right to exist as others do, and 
to make choices about how to realise 
our ambition and serve our country. So 
what holds us back? Well, for a start, 
let us look at this EU referendum. It is 
a decision that will affect us all, but the 
debate has too often been dominated 
by male voices. It has been a debate 
in which the ever-changing opinion of 
one male Tory Back Bencher seems 
to take precedence over the views of 
a whole host of women in the Cabinet 
and shadow Cabinet. I am not going to 
make many friends among Tory Back 
Benchers this evening—at least not on 
the male side.

On representation, we may have 
parity of votes, but we certainly do not 
have parity of voice. Public debate too 
often excludes women or shouts them 
down. The point is that we may have 
made huge progress over the last few 
decades on the number of women MPs, 
on women in the Cabinet and on all 
sorts measures, but there is so much 
still to do, because not everyone is able 
to realise their true value and—even 
worse—there is still violence.

Jim Shannon (Strangford) 
(DUP):

I asked the hon. Lady beforehand if 
she would give way, and I congratulate 
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her on bringing this matter to the House 
for consideration. There were suffra-
gette groups and movements across 
the whole of the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Northern Ireland. 
Starting in the 1860s, there were 20 
suffrage groups in Northern Ireland 
before the first world war. Does the 
hon. Lady feel, like many inside and 
outside this House, that there is a need 
to remember historical importance? 
Tonight is an example of getting the 
historical importance right. Is there not 
a need to remember each and every 
year and to do the same in education 
in schools as well?

Alison McGovern:
I thank the hon. Gentleman for his 

kind intervention. It is certainly true 
that there is progress to be made for 
women across the whole United King-
dom, definitely including Northern 
Ireland.

I believe that the reading by my hon. 
Friend the Member for Birmingham, 
Yardley (Jess Phillips) of the names 
of the women killed by men this year 
will be a significant moment for this 
House that few who heard it will for-
get. As Women’s Aid has highlighted, 
however, women who have fled to 
refuges to escape domestic violence 
remain disfranchised because they 
are unable to register anonymously. 
Thousands of women, whose voices 
are crying out to be heard, are silenced 
because of arcane regulations.

Mr Speaker, you were present last 
night at the lighting of “New Dawn”, 
a work of art which was commis-
sioned to mark the anniversary of the 
1866 petition. I pay tribute to the hon. 
Member for Romsey and Southampton 
North (Caroline Nokes), my colleague 
on and Chair of  the Speaker’s Advi-
sory Committee on Works of Art, who 
led the project brilliantly. The artist, 
Mary Branson, has created a beautiful 
installation, lit in the colours of the 
votes for women movement. It is a 
special work of art, representing not 
just an individual, but an idea, and 
not just an idea, but a force of change. 
Any number of worthy people could 
have been represented—any number 
of the signatories to the petition, the 
anniversary of which I am marking 

this evening—but I am unsure that 
that would have been right, because 
political change is never down to an 
individual. Political change happens 
because all of us change our minds. 
It happens when we stand up for that 
terribly simple idea, one which we 
know in our heart to be true but which 
is often forgotten, that every one of 
us is equal. The many discs, lit up by 
the tide of the Thames, represent the 
sweeping power of change and the 
light of hope.

Jim McMahon (Oldham West and 
Royton) (Lab):

I thank my hon. Friend for agreeing 
to give way when I approached her 
earlier today, because the anniversary 
is important from an Oldham perspec-
tive. I am leading the fundraising 
campaign for a statue of Annie Kenney, 
who was a working-class suffragette 
leader and an inspiration to many. I also 
want to reflect on the fact that although 
there is no doubt that men can be part 
of the problem, that does not mean that 
men cannot be part of the solution. It 
is important that we work together to 
remind people of the sacrifices that 
were made by so many.

Alison McGovern:
I thank my hon. Friend for his in-

tervention. I commend his efforts to 
remember a working-class member 
of the fight for women’s votes. The 
new work that we lit up last night is 
bold, daring, and imaginative. It is a 
tribute, yes, but it will also serve, just 
as the archway leading from Mem-
bers’ Lobby to the Chamber does, as 
a reminder.

You may know, Mr Speaker, that 
there were protests outside this building 
last night, in part against the violence 
that I mentioned that too many women 
still face. I say to those who protested 
last night outside St Stephen’s entrance 
and shouted with furious anger, “Dead 
women can’t vote,” that they are right 
to be angry. They are right to be angry 
with violent men, but all of us must 
choose how we use that anger: whether 
to hold our placard and do no more or 
whether to take up the right that our 
sisters fought for not just to vote, but 
to hold office and seek the real power 
to take decisions on behalf of women 

and men.
In 1866, women hammered on the 

door of this place because they had 
no other choice. Hammering on the 
door was the only way to make their 
voices heard, to stand proud and to 
say, “Here we are. These are our num-
bers. We have the right to be valued 
and we count.” This is the real point 
about 1866: it was never about equal 
votes for women; it was always about 
equal worth for women. A new dawn, 
Mr Speaker, but a very old fight —a 
fight that is as alive in 2016 as it was 
150 years ago.

The Parliamentary Under-
Secretary of State for Women 
and Equalities and Family Justice 
(Caroline Dinenage):

I congratulate the hon. Member for 
Wirral South (Alison McGovern) on 
securing this important debate and on 
an outstanding speech. In fact, she has 
made a lot of friends on this side of 
the House. 

The 150th anniversary of the Ken-
sington Society petition is an excellent 
opportunity to take stock of how far 
women have come in social, economic, 
cultural and political life. As the hon. 
Lady rightly said, it is also a time to 
consider how very far we still have to 
go. I also congratulate her on the digital 
debate she led this afternoon on this 
very issue. That is another new way of 
engaging with people and hearing their 
views. I followed it with great interest. 
As MPs, we must take on this mantle, 
take on these views and concerns, and 
work to end sexism and discrimination 
in every part of our lives.

The petition back in 1866 called for 
women to be given the same political 
rights as men. Shocking though it 
seems now, that was a very radical 
thought back then. Every woman in 
this country owes a massive debt of 
gratitude to those early suffrage cam-
paigners, who did so much to advance 
the cause not only of women’s politi-
cal rights, but other rights too. As the 
310th woman to have been elected 
to Parliament, this subject resonates 
with me, as I am sure it does with all 
190 of my female colleagues around 
the House.

Hannah Bardell (Livingston) 
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(SNP):
I thank the hon. Member for Wirral 

South (Alison McGovern) for raising 
this subject for debate. I am listening to 
what the Minister is saying about rep-
resentations of the suffragettes. Does 
she agree that while the new artwork 
is fantastic and must be welcomed, 
anyone who walks around this build-
ing realises how hugely influenced 
it is by men and how many men and 
statues of men there are? Anybody 
who goes to the cupboard of Emily 
Wilding Davison will realise how poor 
a tribute it is to what she and others 
did. Perhaps there is more that we can 
do across these Benches to promote 
the work of the suffragettes and other 
women in this Parliament.

Caroline Dinenage:
The hon. Lady is absolutely right; 

we need to take every opportunity we 
can to promote the fantastic work of 
those who came before us and those 
who fought and died before us to secure 
the privileges that we enjoy today. I 
am delighted that Parliament commis-
sioned the new permanent work of art 
to commemorate women’s suffrage. I 
know that the hon. Member for Wirral 
South was on the Committee led by my 
hon. Friend—and real life friend—the 
Member for Romsey and Southampton 
North (Caroline Nokes). I pay tribute 
to the Committee for its work.

Caroline Nokes (Romsey and 
Southampton North) (Con):

I could not resist intervening. The 
hon. Member for Livingston (Hannah 
Bardell) made a really serious point. 
The thing that strikes me is that we have 
a parliamentary art collection of 8,000 
works of art, fewer than 200 of which 
represent women in any shape or form. 
Although my Committee works hard 
to improve on that, we are sometimes 
stymied by the media. I was struck by 
the article in “The Sun” online that 
criticised the new artwork. Is it not 
incumbent on all of us to try in some 
small way to make this place feel more 
relevant and warmer for women?

Mr Speaker:
I suppose that even newspapers 

have the right, now and again, to be 
stupid.

Caroline Dinenage:

Yes, it is incumbent on all of us to 
make this place look a lot more like 
the people we represent out there 
in society. The new artwork, “New 
Dawn”, will be seen not only by MPs 
and peers, but by many members of 
the public. I spoke last night to one of 
the gentlemen who was involved in 
the creation of it and he told me that 
it will last for up to 300 years, so long 
after we have all shuffled off, many 
people will appreciate the work and 
be as inspired by it as I am.

Siobhain McDonagh (Mitcham 
and Morden) (Lab):

Does the Minister agree that the 
cause of women is international, and 
that it is truly wonderful that, today, 
a woman is the presumptive Demo-
cratic party nominee for President of 
the United States? That will mean so 
much to our daughters and our grand-
daughters right across the globe.

Caroline Dinenage:
Yes, absolutely. Hillary Clinton has 

talked about a massive glass ceiling be-
ing broken. Previously, she has spoken 
about women’s issues being the pet 
rock in the backpack of some of our 
politicians. No longer will women’s 
issues be that pet rock; they will be 
front and centre of all political parties’ 
intentions in the future.

One hundred and fifty years on, the 
world is a radically different place. I 
am sure that those early campaigners 
would be pleased to see that we now 
have not only the vote, but women 
in Parliament as well. I am sure that, 
like me, they would feel that 191 fe-
male MPs at the moment is still not 
enough.

Ms Tasmina Ahmed-Sheikh (Ochil 
and South Perthshire) (SNP):

May I also pay tribute to the hon. 
Member for Wirral South (Alison 
McGovern) for her excellent speech? 
Reference was made to the choices that 
women can make in terms of how they 
use their voices. I ask the Minister if 
she would take this opportunity, off the 
back of this debate, to remind some 
of her male colleagues who seem to 
think that women need to “understand” 
what they are saying that perhaps 
our way of understanding is that we 
have a different viewpoint on things, 

and that sometimes our opinions are 
worthy of listening to and may actu-
ally be right.

Caroline Dinenage:
It is our different viewpoint on things 

that makes us most valuable. I am very 
proud to be a member of a party that 
had the first woman to take her seat 
in Parliament. I am very proud to be 
a member of a party that had the first 
female Prime Minister, and to be part 
of a Government where a third of the 
people attending Cabinet are now 
women.

Helen Whately (Faversham and 
Mid Kent) (Con):

Will my hon. Friend join me in pay-
ing tribute to the work of Baroness 
Jenkin, whom many of us who have 
recently joined this place have to thank 
for the enormous amount of support 
she has given women candidates in 
trying to become MPs?

Caroline Dinenage:
Well, yes. We all want to see more 

women here. In that quest, mentoring 
is one of the most important things that 
we can do, and the noble Baroness has 
been an absolutely outstanding mentor 
for so many of the women who are 
among us today. In the other  place, 
there are now 210 female peers, the 
highest ever number. Two of the three 
devolved Administrations are now 
headed by women—Last year, 44% 
of new public appointments went to 
women. I am delighted that, in my local 
council of Gosport, nearly 40% of our 
councillors are female, and I pay tribute 
to every single one of them.

Kirsten Oswald (East 
Renfrewshire) (SNP):

I thank the Minister for giving way. 
Will she join me in appreciating the fact 
that, in Scotland, the three leaders of 
our main political parties are women, 
and that we have a gender-balanced 
Cabinet and gender-balanced nomi-
nations for our convenerships to the 
Parliament?

Caroline Dinenage:
Yes, absolutely. That is very much 

to be celebrated.
Barbara Keeley:
I hope the Minister will join me 

in paying tribute to my right hon. 
and learned Friend the Member 
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for Camberwell and Peckham (Ms 
Harman). She has been a remarkable 
leader of this party at times and has 
almost got to the role. She certainly 
played her role in Prime Minister’s 
questions. I hope we can think of her 
as we applaud these other remarkable 
women.

Caroline Dinenage:
Absolutely. The right hon. and 

learned Lady is also very much to be 
celebrated. It is a shame that she is not 
here so that I can thank her personally. 
I really want to talk about the lasting 
change that starts with education. Girls 
are now outperforming boys at school 
and outnumbering boys at university. 
We really need to ensure that success 
in school translates into career success. 
To do that, we need to free women and 
girls from the pressure to conform to 
restricted choices in aspirations. There 
are no longer such things as boys’ jobs 
and girls’ jobs; there are just jobs. That 
is why the Government are working so 
hard to broaden girls’ career choices by 
encouraging more of them to consider 
careers in science, technology, engi-
neering and maths. Those are the skills 
that our economy needs and those are 
the career choices that will narrow the 
gender pay gap, which, I am proud to 
say, is now narrower than it has ever 
been, and it is the Prime Minister’s 
ambition to eliminate it altogether 
within a generation.

We have published regulations that 
will increase transparency around 
the gender pay gap, and we expect 
employers to start publishing the re-
quired information from next April. 
We have been working closely with  
business on these regulations at every 
stage, and we will provide a package 
of support to help employers calculate, 
understand and address their gender 
pay gap areas.

It is also vital that we continue to gain 
positions of leadership and influence 
in business. I am delighted that Lord 
Davies’s target of 25% of women on 
the boards of FTSE 100 companies 
has been met and exceeded. Across 
the whole FTSE 350, the proportion of 
women is more than double what it was 
in 2011. Backed by the Government, 
this business-led approach is working. 

The work is not over. We need to pro-
mote the business-led 33% target for 
FTSE 350 boards. I am delighted that 
Sir Philip Hampton and Dame Helen 
Alexander will be bringing their wealth 
of business experience to a new review 
into the executive pipeline.

Many of the initiatives I have 
mentioned have been led by the 
Government Equalities Office. I am 
immensely proud to be a GEO Minister 
alongside my colleague the Secretary 
of State for Education, and to continue 
the work that has been done by mak-
ing sure that in everything we do we 
make the UK a better place for women 
to live and work.

I am also proud of how the Gov-
ernment lead the way internationally 
on promoting women’s rights. I was 
honoured to lead the UK delegation 
to the convention on the status of 
women in New York earlier this year, 
which involved delegates from across 
the world. It was striking how many 
common issues were raised that affect 
women globally. Economic empower-
ment, the violence against women and 
girls mentioned by the hon. Member 
for Wirral South, and political rep-
resentation are all issues for women 
across the world.

The progress we have made on these 
issues has not simply been given to 
us. It has been fought for every single 
step of the way and there is still such a 
long way to go to achieve the genuine 
equality we all want to see. The hon. 
Member for Wirral South spoke pow-
erfully about the speech made by the 
hon. Member for Birmingham, Yardley 
(Jess Phillips) earlier in the year. Two 
women a week still die at the hands of 
an ex-husband or partner, and although 
we have made so much progress in in-
creasing the number of convictions and 
prosecutions for domestic violence, 
every single one of those women is a 
woman too many.

Mims Davies (Eastleigh) (Con):
I speak as the 380th woman elected 

to Parliament; we all have our number. 
We heard about American politics, 
and, as we heard from Madeleine 
Albright, there is a special place in 
hell for women who do not support 
other women. In this wonderful 

debate, the hon. Member for Wirral 
South (Alison McGovern) made a 
point about the safety of women in 
the context of refuge, of homes and of 
having a voice. Will my hon. Friend, 
as women’s Minister, ensure that we 
as a Government will take that very 
seriously?

Caroline Dinenage:
Absolutely. Protecting those who 

are vulnerable or under threat is fun-
damentally one of the most important 
things we can do as a Government, 
but it is not just about women. As the 
hon. Member for Oldham West and 
Royton (Jim McMahon) said earlier, 
men are powerful agents for change 
in gender equality. It was a man who 
presented the petition to Parliament 
150 years ago and men can still be 
part of the solution.

Mrs Helen Grant (Maidstone and 
The Weald) (Con):

Great progress has been made and 
it is touching and amazing to hear the 
list of achievements, but does my hon. 
Friend agree that many women are still 
being put off engaging in politics and 
leadership, mainly by the negative and 
nasty mudslinging style of politics and 
campaigning that we are sadly seeing 
in the course of the referendum debate? 
We need, together with our men, to do 
something about that.

Caroline Dinenage:
Yes, and we have already heard about 

the parity of voice that is so important 
in this and many other campaigns. 
We all have a role to play in inspiring 
the next generation of women to take 
these seats and we can do that only if 
we present a face of Parliament and 
of Government that women aspire to 
be part of.

Dr Philippa Whitford (Central 
Ayrshire) (SNP):

We have referred to the number of 
women currently in Parliament, but 
there are still more men in Parliament 
than there have ever been women in 
Parliament. We need to point that out 
on the record. Many hon. Members 
know that I am a surgeon. I started 
training as a surgeon in 1982. In 1978, 

Continued On Page 23
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as a medical student, I was  told that I could not be a surgeon because I was a 
woman. At an interview I was asked about monthly mood swings as a prob-
lem for a surgeon. I replied that I had worked for consultants with daily mood 
swings, and that monthly mood swings would be an improvement. Hopefully, 
we have come a long way, but there are still probably fewer women surgeons 
than women politicians, so we still have a long way to go.

Caroline Dinenage:
We have all met men like that. The hon. Lady is right. We need to keep up the 

fight, we need to talk about the issues that matter to us, we need to encourage the 
women around us to get politically engaged, and above all we must encourage 
them to go out and vote. That is the right that those early suffragettes fought for 
and we must all use it. As the next big decision facing the UK is put to the vote 
shortly, I am sure hon. Members on the Opposition Benches share my desire to 
ensure that women are at the forefront of that, and that their votes count.

Question put and agreed to.

Continued From Page 24
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the future of politics now in the hands 
of the Boris, Donald and Beppe types 
of this world? 

As La Repubblica said on 24 June, 
Gert Wilders in Holland, Marine Le 
Pen in France and Matteo Salvini of the 
Lega Nord in Italy have been inspired 
and emboldened by the example of 
Cameron’s referendum and they all 
want one now! Salvini, whose Lega 
Nord want a separate northern state 
of Padania, was thrilled ...Hurrah for 
free citizens. With hearts, heads and 
pride they fight the lies, threats and 
blackmail. THANKS UK! Wilders 
even latched onto Farage’s euphoric 
suggestion of Independence Day – 23 
June 2016.

To go back a bit, La Stampa ran an 
article on 12 June which examined, 
with a Donald Rumsfeld tinge, Brexit, 
the seven unknowns of the goodbye 
to Europe. It started by mentioning 
that the vote doesn’t have any legal 
standing, rather, that as it is advisory 
Parliament must ratify it. It mentioned 
the probable effects of general elec-
tions planned shortly for France, 
Holland and Germany. Added to that, 
the destabilising effect of a possible 
Brexit which could add a further 
layer of agony to feed secessionist 
tendencies in yet more countries such 
as Scotland, Sweden and Denmark. 
Plus, it predicted, there would be a 

devaluation of the £, the flight of capital 
from London, compensatory increases 
in contributions from remaining EU 
states – and goodbye swinging London 
for the many young Europeans who 
live and work in the city.

Many European figures gave their 
advice to the UK electorate on the ben-
efits of staying in Europe. There was 
even an article by Matteo Renzi in the 
Guardian. Waste of time - the major-
ity of UK voters got their information 
from elsewhere. Eugenio Scalfari, the 
92 year old co-founder of La Repub-
blica told Italian readers why Europe 
is a problematical concept for the Eng-
lish (19 June 2016). The English feel 
historically, politically and culturally 
a Nation. When Europeans talk about 
the history of Europe they talk about 
Imperial Rome, the Renaissance and 
the Enlightenment. He goes on to say 
that because this doesn’t include Great 
Britain the English see it as a reason 
to maintain their distance. While 
Europeans may see Britain as part of 
the larger European cultural scene, the 
idea, or ideal isn’t reciprocated.

Immediately after the referendum 
the first comments came in. La Stampa 
(27 June) decided that the tongue in 
cheek approach was as good as any 
explanation for Brexit. They put it 
down to London’s irradiating magic 
powers and something occult about 
Brexit’s 6 letters. The London Stone at 
111 Cannon Street sits on several ley 
lines and Aleister Crowley and Harry 

Potter are all in there somewhere. JK 
Rowling apparently said that Never 
have I wanted to have magic powers 
as much as I want them today!  Nice 
try and some welcome levity, such 
was the horror. 

There were many considered and ob-
jective comments in the Italian press. 
Huffington Post’s blogger Paola Sub-
acchi, who works for Chatham House 
provided some sensible analysis. Her 
headline ran: Britain’s financial and 
political elite bet on the status quo. 
And lost. Crucially the campaign 
had been based on technical issues 
that most people didn’t understand. 
More contentious was her verdict on 
Jeremy Corbyn who she saw as mak-
ing a very unconvincing conversion 
to the European cause. She perceived 
that the Labour Party were still, as 
at the last general election, unable to 
propose a broad progressive agenda 
that included the job market, human 
rights and integration.

A Special Brexit video session run 
by La Repubblica heard Gianni Pitella, 
President of the Socialist and Demo-
cratic Group in the EU Parliament 
say that: Cameron was irresponsible, 
the referendum wasn’t necessary. 
The process was decided only to 
relegitimise his leadership inside the 
Conservative Party. Politicians never 
fulfill all their manifesto promises, the 
M5S’s Veronica Raggi didn’t, why 
didn’t Cameron see this coming? The 
implications of Brexit have struck Italy 
in much the same way as the UK. It is 
a populist revolution. A phenomenon 
that will change the political face of 
Europe. While Scalfari can see the 
unsuitability of the UK to integration to 
the European project, the fall-out will 
unleash ideas and directions that are 
unknown unknowns, both disturbing 
and unwelcome.

On 28 June Enrico Franceschini, La 
Rebubblica’s London correspondent 
made a suitable comment with which 
to conclude. Boris Johnson was never 
an ardent anti-European. ... his only 
intention was to become head of the 
government. 
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

UNKNOWN UNKNOWNS
Political populism is sweeping Eu-

rope and is one important political de-
velopment that the UK must discuss 
and share with our current partners. A 
couple of months of elections in Eu-
rope have highlighted the shift away 
from conventional bilateral politics 
to something new and disturbing. 
There was the inconclusive Spanish 
General election, the first and second 
round of the Italian Administrative 
elections, the UK referendum and 
then the second Spanish General 
election. 

The Italian elections for local 
administrations and mayors were 
ground-changers. 79 year old Silvio 
Berlusconi is no longer significant po-
litically and his recent heart operation 
can only have confirmed that. Prime 
Minister Matteo Renzi, leader of the 
Pd (Partito Democratico centre/left) 
received a rout at the polls, which 
shocked him profoundly. The two 
significant results were the mayoral 
successes in Rome and Turin for 
M5S (Beppe Grillo’s Movimento 
Cinque Stelle). They were won by 
two young women, Virginia Raggi 
and Chiara Appendino and the phe-
nomenon of these two new mayors 
were even reported in the UK press. 
The Guardian illustrated their report 
with two large photographs. Given 
that it was unusual, it still made a 
jarring comment. The pictures dem-
onstrated the women’s visual appeal 
(i.e.: they were pretty). But choosing 
to focus on their looks wouldn’t have 
happened with two young men and 
seems to be a way suggesting not to 
take them seriously and questioning 
their ability to do the job.  

Although the two women are mem-
bers of the populist M5S, both come 
from well-known establishment 
families. They have also had success-
ful and relevant careers. Appendino 
in Turin ran against the incumbent 
Pd mayor Piero Fassino. He won the 
first round with 41.83%, not reaching 
the 50% which would have avoided a 

second round. Appendino won 30.92 
in round one. (In the second round 
the two candidates with the highest 
number of votes run against each 
other.) Then the right wing, fascist 
Lega Nord transferred its votes to 
M5S (in an anti-Renzi move) and 
she leapfrogged Fassino to take an 
unexpected win. 

Rome’s previous Pd mayor had 
resigned a few months earlier after 
a financial scandal, so there was no 
incumbent to beat. Raggi won both 
rounds. This was the election where 
the sometime Berlusconi supporter 
and fascist candidate Meloni was 
publicly castigated by Silvio and 
another well-known politician for 
her candidature. As a recent new 
mother, they said, she should be 
concentrating on her family and not 
be thinking about potholes in the 
middle of the night. 

We know that Cameron had fol-
lowed through on his manifesto 
pledge to hold a referendum on 
Europe. Raggi’s manifesto had 
mentioned that she would resolve 
the outrageous anomaly whereby the 
Vatican pays no taxes on its buildings. 
But, in the spirit of political compro-
mise, she seemed to have dropped 
this rather quickly. The Cardinals 
gave their new mayor a very warm 
welcome. (La Repubblica 22 June) 

As an aside, in Cesina, a small 
Emiglia-Romagna town, the two 
leading candidates received identical 
numbers of votes. As this was the 
first round the impasse was easily 
resolved by proceeding to the second 
round. How would the UK’s Euro-
referendum have been resolved if that 
had happened – the toss of a Euro?

On 27 June Il Fatto Quotidiano 
quoted an FT  (Financial Times) 
editorial by journalist Wolfgang 
Münchau who predicted that the 
forthcoming Italian referendum on 
electoral changes will be unfavour-
able to Renzi. It was headlined: Italy 
will be the next domino to fall – Renzi 
risks being like Cameron. Münchau 

gave several economically based 
reasons for what he believes will be 
a negative vote. He suspects that the 
electorate will, as in the UK,  make 
it an opportunity to bash the govern-
ment. A 6 June huffingtonpost.it  blog 
headlined this increasingly familiar 
scenario: The European wind blows 
on Italy: the anti-establishment wins. 
Münchau also predicted that M5S 
will be the eventual beneficiaries 
of the next poll. They will then, 
he said, work towards the rather 
unlikely position of taking Italy out 
of the Euro, but not the EU. This 
could lead to the collapse of the EU 
and the most violent economic shock 
in history, minimising the Lehman 
Brothers bankruptcy and 1929 Wall 
Street Crash.

But nothing succeeds like success: 
Orecchiette’s recent articles men-
tioned Beppe Grillo’s inability to 
cope after the not-unexpected death 
of the M5S owner and actual leader 
Roberto Casaleggio. The Movement 
faltered and there was a period of civil 
war. But the recent anti-Pd successes 
in the mayoral and administration 
elections have since re-booted the 
Movement and emboldened Grillo 
who is now emerging with comfort 
and confidence as The Leader. He 
was also reported as saying that he 
is ready to govern. Roberto’s son 
Davide has been working to develop 
the Casaleggio objective of allowing 
all citizens to vote electronically 
and directly on all issues of state. 
This fascinating (and frightening) 
initiative would negate the role of 
elected politicians, replacing them 
with immediate citizens’ rule. Not 
a fantasy - with M5S receiving the 
largest numbers of votes in the last 
General Election. (The Pd formed 
the government with other partners, 
using the added “premium” of  extra 
seats given to the majority group). Is 


