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Labour's Democratic Reforms
Among a raft of proposed reforms to party democracy
going to this year’s Labour conference, Momentum

supporters are calling for the leaders of Labour
council groups to be elected by the party membership.
They already have the right to elect the national party
leader-or rather were given the right by Ed Miliband
in 2014. They now wish to extend direct democracy
to a local level. This is not necessarily a wise move.
It could be open to legal challenge given that local
authority constitutions state that councillors should
elect the council leader. And courts tend to use any
ambiguity against left-wing causes--remember
Lord Denning deciding that the GLC was forbidden
to subsidise public transport, in defiance of longestablished practice.
This magazine welcomed the election of Jeremy
Corbyn as party leader in 2015 and again in 2016, and
we have been consistent in our support for him since.
Admittedly, it would not have happened without the
extension of the vote to all party members. (One
member, one vote is the ultimate democratic method
of selection and should be used for both local and
national elections). But Corbyn was a nationally
known figure even before his election, with a record
of radical left politics. He was not an unknown
Councillor on a relatively minor Labour council.
Many party members take a close interest in
national party politics and, arguably, are in a position
to judge the strengths and weaknesses of candidates
standing for the leadership. They do not have such
a close interest in local government politics. They
select candidates for local councils and work to get
them elected, but that is as far as it goes. They are
not in a position to decide the leadership of the local
Labour group. There is a closer affinity between local
councillors, working together in a relatively small
group, than that within the much larger group of MPs
in parliament. The election of a Labour group leader
should be in the hands of elected Councillors.
There is however an undemocratic flaw in the

workings of local government. The cabinet system
of government at a national level is now used across
local government. This can, and indeed has in the
case of Haringey Council in north London, be used
to stifle democratic control by the full Labour group.
Within some local government cabinets there is even
a small core group who meet outside the full cabinet,
making policy decisions which the full cabinet is
expected to rubber stamp. This system also shuts
out elected councillors outside the cabinet from
participation in policy making decisions.
There is currently a fear among many MPs, mostly
on the centre and right of the party and opposed to
Jeremy Corbyn, that mandatory reselection of MPs
will be introduced as a part of the wider reforms.
Chris Williamson, a Corbyn supporter, is currently
taking a roadshow into Labour held constituencies
to promote party democracy. His action is seen as
an attempt to impose mandatory reselection in seats
held by Labour ‘moderates’.
But mandatory reselection will happen in any
case as a result of the boundary changes expected
to be made before the 2022 general election. These
changes could see Labour lose up to 30 seats. Every
Labour member whose constituency is affected
by the changes will have to appear before a (re)
selection committee, along with other candidates,
unless the constituency party decides otherwise and
automatically reselects the sitting MP. Is the protest
against mandatory reselection just another means of
attacking the left in the party? This magazine sees
nothing wrong with introducing a general procedure
for the reselection of MPs. Reselection should not
simply be confined to the expected boundary changes.
Mandatory reselection of MPs was one of
the demands of the Campaign for Labour Party
Democracy (CLPD) formed in 1973. Pete Wilsman,
whose alleged antisemitic comments were recorded
at a recent meeting of Labour’s National Executive
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Committee, and for which he
subsequently apologised, was an
original founder of CLPD and is
the current secretary. Other CLPD
demands, successfully achieved
since, were for the party leader to be
elected on a franchise wider than just
MPs, and for more representation of
women within the Party, which led to
all-women shortlists being adopted.
The new proposals for the election
of party leader could broaden the
choice of candidates. When Jeremy
Corbyn was first elected, a candidate
needed to win the support of 15% of
members of the parliamentary Labour
party. Under ordinary circumstances
Corbyn would not have garnered that
level of support. His name appeared
on the ballot paper because a number
of MPs who normally would not
have supported him, did so because
they didn’t believe he could win but
wanted a wider range of candidates.
The proposals to be put before this
year’s conference are slightly more
complex than the existing rules. To
secure a place on the ballot paper
candidates will need to win the
support of 10% of trade unions, MPs
or party members, plus 5% of each
of the other groups which include
various societies affiliated to Labour.
CLPD proposes a simpler system.
Replacing the current rule of ‘15
per cent of the combined Commons
members of the PLP and members
of the EPLP’ with ‘by nominations
from a) 15 per cent of the combined
members of the PLP and members
of the EPLP; or b) 15 per cent of the
affiliated national trade unions; or c)
15 per cent of constituency parties’.
CLPD wants to defend the trade
union link with Labour. This link
in the shape of voting strength has
been steadily eroded over recent
decades. The changes introduced
under Ed Miliband were aimed
at strengthening the party’s links
with individual union members
who could ‘opt in’ to leadership
elections by becoming affiliated

members of the party. No longer
would Labour’s leader be elected
by an electoral college which gave a
third of all votes to the unions, party
members and MPs. CLPD supported
the change to one member one vote
which abolished the electoral college
method of election. Yet it wants
leaders of council Labour groups to
be elected by an electoral college.
An odd twist to its support for one
member, one vote.
Democracy can be an awkward
and irritating system of government.
It’s not by any means a perfect
system. As Churchill remarked in a
speech in the House of Commons
on 11 November 1947: “Indeed
it has been said democracy is the
worst form of government except
for all those forms that have been
tried from time to time” It can and
sometimes does produce unexpected
results, as the EU referendum in
June 2016 showed. It can also work
against one’s objectives. Extending
democracy in the Labour Party may
in the not too distant future result in
the defeat of the left. We assume that
the current left supporters of greater
democracy in Labour will accept that
as the fair workings of a system they
helped to put in place.
Some years ago a question on an
Oxford University politics paper
asked: ‘If it could be proved that
people are stupid would the case
for democracy fall?’ The question
that advocates of greater democracy
in the Labour party have to answer
is: will a more democratic party
lead to the election of a Labour
government? That is the critical
issue. All their work to democratise
the party will be to no avail if a
left, Corbyn-led Labour party fails
to win the support of a sufficient
number of politically interested and
disinterested voters. But the party
and the country as a whole needs a
left Labour government that reflects
the interests of the democracy rather
than the elite.
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Corbyn, Labour
and
anti-Semitism
by Mark Cowling

The issue of anti-Semitism in the
Labour Party has roots which go
some way back, but has become
particularly prominent under the
leadership of Jeremy Corbyn.
The obvious reason is that, unlike
previous Labour leaders, he has
long-standing associations with the
Palestinian cause. This has led to
a feeling that he may be slow and
reluctant in tackling anti-Semitism
within the party. The issue keeps
coming up. There have now been two
demonstrations by Jews and Jewish
organisations outside Parliament
accusing Labour of anti-Semitism
. Labour has been very slow in
developing a satisfactory process
for dealing with accusations of antiSemitism. Ken Livingstone was
suspended for two years over alleged
anti-Semitic comments; the issue
was not satisfactorily resolved and he
has now resigned. Margaret Hodge
is facing disciplinary procedures
for calling Jeremy Corbyn an antiSemite, and Ian Austin is being
disciplined for something which he
says leaves him puzzled, but has
something to do with his worries
about Corbyn and anti-Semitism.
Every few days some new aspect
of the issue of anti-Semitism in the
party emerges.
A good indication of why the
problem stems from Corbyn himself
is the following notorious quotation:
‘Tomorrow evening it will be my
pleasure and my honour to host an
event in Parliament where our friends
from Hezbollah will be speaking. I’ve
also invited friends from Hamas to
come and speak as well … the idea
that an organisation that is dedicated
towards the good of the Palestinian
people and bringing about long-term
peace and social justice and political
justice in the whole region should be
labelled as a terrorist organisation
by the British government is really a
big, big historical mistake.’ JEREMY
CORBYN, LONDON, 3 MARCH
2009.1
It would be worth analysing this
1 Rich, Dave. The Left’s Jewish Problem:
Jeremy Corbyn, Israel and Anti-Semitism
(Kindle Locations 77-82). Biteback Publishing.
Kindle Edition.

in detail. Briefly, however, although
Corbyn was right to oppose banning
Hamas as a terrorist organisation, its
charter then in force is a rambling
document, including celebrating the
killing of Jews,2 and a clause which is
pretty clearly based on the Protocols
of the Elders of Zion and contains
just about every anti-Semitic concept
imaginable.3 In addition, Hamas
had recently been encouraging the
Second Intifada, which involved
numerous suicide bombings of
Israeli citizens, including families
at a pizza restaurant and 29 people
celebrating the Seder. Hezbollah
had been responsible for a bombing
in 14 which killed 85 people at a
Jewish centre in Argentina, and one
of its spokesmen had said in 2002
at an international conference that
it was a good thing that Jews were
concentrated in Israel as that made it
easier to find them and kill them..4
It seems that this issue just simply
won’t go away. Towards the end of
March 2018, the issue was raised of
Jeremy Corbyn’s Facebook entry in
2012 supporting Los Angeles-based
artist Mear One’s mural, which
was about to be removed from a
wall in the East End. The mural
depicted a group of bankers, who I
and many people thought looked
decidedly Jewish, sitting around a
table underneath which were pressed
stylised workers. Particularly when it
is noticed that above the bankers there
is a large picture of a Masonic Eye,
this feeds into what are described
as anti-Semitic tropes. A trope is a
metaphor or theme, particularly one
which recurs. So, seeing the bankers
who are oppressing the workers as
Jewish bankers, and linking them
with the secretive Masons, links
to a series of tropes going back to
the Protocols of the Elders of Zion.
The episode led to condemnation
from bodies representing British
Jews, a demonstration outside the
Commons, and considerable concern
amongst many Labour MPs. Corbyn
felt constrained to issue two separate
apologies over the episode.
2 Hamas Charter, Article 7.
3 Hamas Charter, Article 22.
4 R ich, The Left’s Jewish Problem, locations 2543-52.
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Corbyn again found himself in
hot water over anti-Semitism at his
meeting with the Board of Deputies
and the Jewish Leadership Council
on April 24, 2018. He made constant
references to processes for dealing
with anti-Semitism in the party,
which was fine as far as it went.
However, he apparently failed to
condemn the actions of those of his
supporters who had jeered at the
demonstration against anti-Semitism
in the party beyond saying that it
was not in his name – there was no
suggestion of a public denunciation.
An important background point
is that Jews generally have felt a
connection to Israel, going back to
mediaeval times and beyond. The
vast majority of British Jews share
this connection, and most of them
have visited Israel at some time.5 In a
collection of submissions expressing
worries about anti-Semitism in
the Labour Party made to the
Chakrabarty commission, one of
the contributors, Noru Tsalic, makes
this point very well, starting with the
observation that even non-observant
Jews tend to celebrate the feast of the
Passover, which ends with “next year
in Jerusalem”. He then goes on to
list extensive connections between
Jews and what is now Israel. The
centrepiece of the Jewish book
of prayer reads: raise a banner to
gather our Diasporas, and bring us
swiftly together from the four corners
of the Earth into our Land. Blessed
are You Lord, Who gathers the exiles
of His people Israel.6
In a way this sums up the evidence
that Tsalic provides of over 1000
years of connections.
None of
this should be assumed to indicate
particular entitlements to the land
of Israel, but it does show that the
Zionists are not simply inventing
connections which do not exist.

A Toxic Situation

It is clear that the anti-Semitism
row provides opportunities for the
5 ibid., Location 50.
6 Ornstein, Judith . Whitewashed: Anti-Semitism
in the Labour Party, Kitty Hawk Press Ltd. Kindle
Edition, location 1150 et seq.
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right-wing media, and is damaging
to Labour’s electoral prospects. A
really bad problem at the moment
is that accusations are being made
so readily, of anti-Semitism on the
one hand and of the anti-Semitism
accusations really being ways of
undermining Corbyn’s leadership on
the other. Space needs to be made
for debate about where legitimate
criticism of Israel spills over into
anti-Semitism. Similarly, Hamas can
be praised as a body which is not
corrupt, carries out extensive social
service functions, and has won a
series of clean elections. However, it
has also sponsored terrorism, notably
suicide bombings and the firing of
rockets into Israel, so that unqualified

praise for Hamas is arguably antiSemitic. The episode which led to
Ken Livingstone’s suspension and
eventual resignation stems from his
advocacy of views based on a book
by Lenni Brenner which is very
debatable as a full historical account.
It should have been challenged in its
own terms, not simply used as a way
of attacking Livingstone for antiSemitism.
More generally, much of the left
follows the views of Ilan Pappe and
Noam Chomsky, for whom the state
of Israel was founded in an act of
straightforward ethnic cleansing,
views which are very much open
to challenge, but which feed into
an entirely negative picture of the

state of Israel. This also should be
challenged and debated.
Most urgently of all, Jeremy
Corbyn needs to go beyond insisting
that he is not anti-Semitic. He needs
to explain clearly what is his position
on Hamas and terrorism. He and the
NEC need to explain carefully why
they consider that the full definition of
anti-Semitism accepted by numerous
other bodies needs to be adapted for
the Labour Party, and why four of its
examples need to be left out.
The alternative approach of doing
a minimum, disciplining a variety
of people on dubious grounds, and
hoping that the issue goes away is
not now likely to work.

Reply to Mark Cowling
By Brendan Clifford

Mark Cowling does not consider
whether the relentless campaign
against Jeremy Corbyn, alleging
either that he is Anti-Semitic himself
or is reluctant to condemn those
who are, might be connected with
the difficulties Zionists in Britain
are experiencing because of the
increasingly
undeniable
racist
character of Jewish policy in the
Jewish State.
Whether or not one considers
Hamas to be a terrorist organisation
is beside the point in this matter. The
Jewish State, which is oppressing
the Palestinian Arab, was founded
by Jewish terrorism, first against the
British administration (which had
given life to the Zionist project of
colonisation of Palestine); and then,
when Britain submitted to terrorism,
against the Palestinian population.
The great ‘Anti-Semite’ in British
Labour Party history is Ernest Bevin.
When he became Foreign Secretary
in 1945 he found he was committed
by Resolutions, heedlessly adopted
at Party Conferences during the
inter-War years, to the establishment
of a Jewish state in Palestine. As one
of the earliest Anti-Fascists, he did
not see his way to doing this. It was
too reminiscent of what the Germans
were being punished for. And he did
not see the establishment of a religion
as a state over an already-inhabited
territory as being compatible with

the Liberal-democratic socialist
principles for which he thought the
World War had been fought.
He tried to delay, and hold the ring
against the Zionist assault, and to
give effect to British assurances to
the Palestinian population.
His position at the Foreign Office
was subverted by his assistant,
Richard Crossman, who became a
fanatical Zionist overnight. Bevin
was denounced as an Anti-Semite.
And an attempt was made to murder
him in the House of Commons.
Crossman went on to say that
Britain, as a final act of Imperial
power, should have ethnicallycleansed part of Palestine of
Palestinians, so that the Jewish
colonists should be spared the task
of doing it themselves. He also said
that all Gentiles were born AntiSemites and that the only remedy
was to confess it.
The crunch point in the Zionist
campaign against Corbyn seems to
be his refusal to copy one item in
the Jewish self-definition of AntiSemitism into the Party’s Code of
Conduct: the item which says that
it is Anti-Semitic to describe the
foundation of Israel as “a racial
endeavour”. Does Mark Cowling
deny that the foundation of Israel
was an act of colonial conquest, and
that the first major action of that state
was large-scale ethnic cleansing of
Labour Affairs 4

Palestinians, and that the project
continues?
It can be assumed that the
Palestinians hated the Jews who were
displacing and tormenting them. Is
that hatred Anti-Semitic?
Mark Cowling says that the
writings of Noam Chomsky and
other Jews, who described the
foundation of Israel in terms of
colonial conquest and ethnic
cleansing as “open to challenge”.
They have been challenged, of
course, by Zionists, in the sense of
being condemned. But their books
are full of detail. We do not know
of any Zionist refutation of them in
detail. It is enough to condemn them
as “self-hating Jews”, whose selfrespect has been subverted by their
Gentile environment.
If Hamas takes notice of the
Protocols of the Elders of Zion, why
might that be? Could it be that their
experience at the hands of Jewish
colonialism in the era of the United
Nations, and their observation of the
complacency with which the world
regards it, does not tend to discredit
the idea of an international Jewish
conspiracy in their eyes.
If the idea that Jewry is a national
body dispersed among the nations,
and retaining overall coherence in
its dispersion, and exerting influence
disproportionate to its size wherever
it exists, is Anti-Semitic, then Anti-
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Semitism was the incentive for the
Balfour Declaration. The purpose
was to bring the great international
influence of Jewry over to the
British Empire in the Great War,
and to turn it against Germany. And
its other purpose was to reduce
Jewish influence in the Diaspora by
gathering the Jews into a state of their
own. (See the writings of Balfour
and Churchill.) And the Manchester
Guardian, a strong supporter of
the Balfour Declaration, said the
precedent of Jewish States in the past
gave no grounds for optimism about
another one, if it was left to its own
devices. But it would not be left to
its own devices. It would not only
be enabled by the British Empire, but
would be guided and disciplined by
it. But of course it wasn’t.
Many states have been founded by
colonial conquest, ethnic cleansing
and genocide. Israel was founded by
the first two of these. But it was only
partially founded by its conquest
of 1948. It gained only a part of
Joshua’s conquests, and not the most
important part. Tel Aviv was never
its object. It was under ideological
compulsion to expand, which it did
at every opportunity. Expansion was
followed by further colonisation,
in gross breach of the supposed
‘International Law’ but unpunished
by it. The colonists live as a special
people with their own facilities and
even with their own roads.
The comparison that springs to
mind must not be uttered. And still
the final limits of what is to be the
Jewish State have not been set out.
Balfour’s Zionist project achieved
its immediate object of turning the
Jews against Germany. But it did
not reduce the Jewish presence in
Britain, or internationally.
Jewish nationalism, by choosing
to colonise a territory inhabited by
another people, did not create a “safe
haven” for itself. In order to be
reasonably secure, it had to establish
absolute military dominance over the
Arab population, not just of Palestine
but of the Middle East—which
Britain had agreed to recognise as
a unified Arab State in return for
assistance in its war on Turkey, only
two years before issuing the Balfour
Declaration. And, in order to establish
itself as the military superpower of

the region, and carry out continuous
colonial encroachments on Arab
life, it needed the active support
of a strong Zionist presence in the
Diaspora.
Is there any real doubt that the
intense campaign against Corbyn
that has now been whipped up has
the purpose of distracting attention
from the overtly racist legislation
directed against the Arab minority in
the older Zionist conquest who are
supposedly citizens of Israel?
If Corbyn submits to the demand
that any account of the foundation of
the Israeli state as a Jewish colonial
conquest should be denounced as
Anti-Semitic, the Labour Party
will make itself the agent of the
Zionist colonialism which it fears
to describe. That is what it has been
informally ever since it surrendered
to Jewish terrorism in 1948. It is
now being put in the position where
it must abase itself formally before
Zionism, or else confront it formally
on the issue raised by Zionists—how
exactly the Jewish State was formed
in 1948.
And Mark Cowling, before
condemning Corbyn for failing to
deal adequately with allegations of

Anti-Semitism, should say whether
he considers the statement that Israel
was founded as a colonial conquest
achieved by terrorist warfare is
a) Anti-Semitic; b) historically
accurate; or c) Anti-Semitic though
historically accurate.
The issue of Hamas and terrorism is
of comparatively little importance. It
represents a remnant of the Palestine
population that refuses to die out
though actively encouraged to do so.
Golda Meir denied that Palestinians
exist, but they do. The Gazans,
confined in a Reservation, have the
will to live. The casualty rate in
the last major encounter was 100 to
1 against them, but they continue
to assert their existence with an
occasional pin-prick at Israel. It is
impossible that they should defeat
Israel, but, if by some miracle they
raised a terrorist force against Israel
and destroyed it by the same means
that founded Israel, where would the
moral difference lie?
Israel, on the other hand, is still an
active militarist colonial state with
expansionist aims, and it seems eager
for war with weaker neighbours. It is
not a victim but a victimiser.

IHRA Definition: An Appeal to Labour’s NEC
Brecon & Radnor Constituency Labour Party sent the following e
mail message to Labour’s NEC

As Labour Party members, we are concerned that the Party seems to be about to
adopt the full IHRA approved definition of antisemitism. As you probably know, the
man who actually drafted this formula, US attorney Richard Stern, has said that it
was never intended to be used as a criterion for what is or isn’t acceptable speech. It
was designed as a tool for people collecting data on public attitudes towards Jews.
As recently as November 2017 he gave a detailed submission to the US Congress
appealing against its use as a legal definition to be applied in college campuses.
Among much else he says: ‘let’s consider definitions to protect Armenian students
and Turkish students. The former might include being supportive of the Turkish
government, or denying the Armenian genocide, as items to consider. The latter would
certainly say that if one says there was an Armenian genocide, that is an example of
being anti-Turk’. ( https://judiciary.house.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/SternTestimony-11.07.17.pdf)
The fact is that the confrontation between Israelis and Palestinians is one of war,
covert or overt, and adopting the IHRA definition means handing control to one side
in the dispute over the terms in which it can be discussed. A similar restriction on
pro-Israeli speech about the Palestinians might include denying that the ‘nakba’ of
1947-8 was an act of ethnic cleansing. The Code of Conduct agreed by the NEC took
account of these difficulties and it deserves wholehearted support.
We cannot imagine that adoption of the full IHRA definition will put an end to the
current row which is doing so much damage to the public image of the Labour Party.
It will instead result in a whole series of attacks on those who sympathise with the

Continued On Page 6
Labour Affairs 5

No. 28_X
290 - September
- XXX 2018
2018

Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Philip
Snowden
(18/7/18645/5/1937). MP for Blackburn 19061918. Colne Valley 1922-1931. He
opposed recruitment for the First
World War and campaigned against
conscription. First Labour Chancellor
of the Exchequer in 1924 and again
from 1929 to 1931. In 1931 he broke
with Labour and supported the
formation of a National Government
for which he was expelled from the
party.
Herbert
Samuel
(6/11/18705/2/1963). Elected as Liberal member
for Cleveland in a 1902 by-election.
He was appointed to the Cabinet in
1909 by Prime Minister Asquith. In
1916 he declined Prime Minister
Lloyd George’s offer to stay on as
Home Secretary, preferring to resign.
WHITLEY REPORT.
23 April 1918
Mr. E. CRAIG asked the Minister
of Labour what steps have been taken
with a view to forming joint industrial
councils on the lines recommended
by the Whitley Report; and what
progress has been made in their
formation?
The
PARLIAMENTARY
SECRETARY to the MINISTRY
of LABOUR (Mr. Bridgeman)
The Whitley Report has been
circulated by the Ministry of Labour

to the trade unions and employers’
associations in all industries to which
its recommendations are applicable,
with a formal request to give effect
to them, together with an offer of
assistance in so doing. Following
this communication, negotiations are
taking place, with the Assistance of
the Ministry, in twenty-six industries,
covering 3,000,000 workpeople. In
twelve of these industries, covering
2,000,000 workpeople, joint subcommittees are actually engaged
in the drawing-up of schemes for
industrial councils, and in five of
these industries final agreement
upon the actual constitution has been
practically reached. In the case of one
industry— pottery— a National Joint
Industrial Council has already been
set up, but in this case negotiations
had been begun before the publication
of the Whitley Report.
Other industries, in addition to
the above-mentioned, are taking
steps to institute joint industrial
councils, but in these cases the
assistance of the Ministry of Labour
has not been sought. The Whitley
Committees threw the responsibility
for establishing industrial councils
entirely on the existing organisations
in each industry, and the Government
has neither the intention nor the wish
to force the new organisation on
unwilling industries. Since industrial

Continued From Page 5
predicament of the Palestinians who will have great difficulty avoiding the pitfalls
adoption of the definition is designed to create. The highly respected journalist
Jonathan Cook, based in Nazareth, a still predominately Arab town in pre-1967
Israel, has said he has written some 900 articles since coming to live there and he
reckons all of them, with the exception of those dealing solely with intra-Palestinian
disputes, could be interpreted as being in breach of the IHRA definition ( https://
www.jonathan-cook.net/blog/2018-08-16/corbyn-labour-fail-design/)
Cook also points out that two years ago Yair Golan, the deputy chief of staff of the
Israeli military, made the following comment when addressing an audience in Israel
on Holocaust Day:
“If there’s something that frightens me about Holocaust remembrance it’s the
recognition of the revolting processes that occurred in Europe in general, and
particularly in Germany, back then – 70, 80 and 90 years ago – and finding signs of
them here among us today in 2016.”
Is it not a paradox that, were Golan a member of the Labour party, that statement
– a rare moment of self-reflection by a senior Israeli figure – could soon justify his
being vilified and hounded out of the Labour Party?
We are therefore appealing to you and your colleagues to stand firm by the
principles in the existing NEC Code of Conduct.
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councils can be established only
by agreement and the number of
organisations on both the employers’
and work peoples’ side to be brought
into agreement is in most industries
considerable,
the
establishment
of a council necessarily involves
discussions and negotiations which
may be protracted over several months.
The Minister of Labour is, however,
quite satisfied with the progress that
has been made, which is already
sufficient to justify the expectations
which led the Government to approve
the Whitley Report.
Mr. G. TERRELL Will the hon.
Gentleman publish a list of the
industries in which agreement has
been arrived at, and these councils
established?
Mr. BRIDGEMAN As I have
said in my answer, there is only one
in which such a council has been
established. Others are in process of
formation, but I will see what we can
do later on.
Mr. CRAIG asked what procedure
will, on the cessation of hostilities,
be adopted in those industries which
have not got the Whitley industrial
committees set up?
Mr. BRIDGEMAN It is the
intention of the Government to seek
advice from representative bodies in
each industry on matters affecting
reconstruction before and during the
period immediately following the
cessation of hostilities. In industries for
which owing to want of organisation
or other reasons industrial councils
cannot be established in time to
serve this purpose, the Ministry of
Reconstruction, in conjunction with
the Board of Trade and the Ministry
of Labour, are taking steps to promote
interim industrial reconstruction
committees as a purely temporary
measure.
PEACE OFFERS. 06 May 1918
Mr. SNOWDEN (by Private
Notice) asked the Foreign Secretary
if his attention has been called to an
interview published in the Press on
Saturday with the Under-Secretary
for Foreign Affairs, in which he
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stated that he had always expected
a peace movement as an immediate
consequence of the Western offensive,
and that the enemy would put forward
offers likely, in their estimation, to be
attractive to Great Britain; and can
the Foreign Secretary say if any peace
offers have recently been made, and, if
so, what is their nature and what reply
has been given to them; and, further, is
it a fact that there is in this country at the
present time a representative of a neutral
country who has submitted tentative
or informal suggestions of peace
negotiation, and, if so, what is the nature
of these suggestions, and what reply has
the Government given to them?
Mr. BALFOUR My Noble Friend
did make a statement on Friday last,
which is no doubt the one referred to,
though I cannot altogether accept the
hon. Member’s account of it.
No peace offers have recently been
made, and there is no representative
here of a neutral country who has made
tentative or informal suggestions of
peace negotiations.
Mr. SNOWDEN Does the right
hon. Gentleman mean to imply by that
answer that no offers of any kind have
been made to the Government, or to
members of the Government, within
the last fortnight by a neutral? Further,
has the right hon. Gentleman seen in the
Press this afternoon a telegram from The
Hague giving categorical details of the
proposals which have been submitted to
the British Government by the person
referred to?
Mr. BALFOUR I think that it is all a
mare’s nest, Sir.
Mr. SNOWDEN Will the right hon.
Gentleman answer the first part of
the question—whether there is at the
present time, or has been within the
last fortnight, in the country a neutral
who has made representations to the
Government that he was speaking for
the German Government?
Mr. BALFOUR That is the question
which I have endeavoured to answer
with absolute lucidity. I will read my
answer again: No peace offers have
recently been made, and there is no
representative here of a neutral country
who has made tentative or informal
suggestions of peace negotiations.
Mr. OUTHWAITE Is the right hon.
Gentleman in a position to give that
reply, seeing that on the last occasion
a peace offer was made, the Prime
Minister dealt with the matter without
reference to the Foreign Secretary,
and how does he know that the Prime
Minister is not dealing with this matter

now?
Mr. BALFOUR I do not know to
what the hon. Member is referring.
Mr. OUTHWAITE Is it not a fact that
the peace offer made by the Austrian
Government through Prince Sixte was
dealt with by the Prime Minister without
reference to the Foreign Office?
Mr. BALFOUR I was in America.
Mr. WHITEHOUSE May I ask
whether in the event of offers being
made, the House—[HON. MEMBERS:
“Order, order!”]—
HOME SITUATION.
16 May 1918
Mr HERBERT SAMUEL There
are some observations which I wish to
make on the present political situation
in this country, and in this House, and
in its bearing to the war position. It is
contended that the criticisms which have
been directed against certain authorities
in the Government indicates a weakening
of the determination of those who are
responsible for those criticisms to carry
the War to a successful issue. It has been
suggested in many quarters that the
controversy of last Thursday was really
an issue for or against the vigorous
prosecution of the War. One would be
inclined to ignore assertion of that kind,
if they did not come from authoritative
quarters, and have recently apparently
received, at all events, to some extent,
the endorsement of so distinguished a
statesman as Lord Curzon. There have
been criticisms of the Government.
They have been mainly on three lines.
In the first place, it has been said there
have been several defects in their
administration of domestic affairs; that
the problem of man-power was, in effect,
neglected all through the critical year
1917; that there has been a comparative
failure, which still continues, in the
shipbuilding programme—a most
vital matter; that there is frequently
conflict and competition between the
various Departments of the State; that
our expenditure has increased from
£2,000,000,000 to £3,000,000,000 per
year within a period of eighteen months;
that there are prolonged delays in dealing
with many of the problems relating to
food control, and other matters.
Those of us who have made these
criticisms have gone on to point out
what we regard as their cause, and
the possible remedy for these defects.
We consider that the War Cabinet
has assumed a burden of work that is
beyond the capacity of any so small a
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group of men to carry, not through any
lack of capacity or application on the
part of those Members, but because they
have undertaken a burden which is in
itself too heavy to bear. Engaged as they
are in supervising the whole operations
of the War by sea and land, our relations
with our Allies and our Dominions,
with India, with neutrals, attending, as
many of them have to do frequently,
international conferences, busy with
the immense volume of work that
attaches to these large matters that come
before them, they have, nevertheless,
undertaken to deal with all domestic
problems as well —labour problems,
Ireland, food, manpower, domestic
legislation of every kind. Is it to be
wondered at that there is a continual and
extreme congestion of business? Only
last week we were told, in answer to a
question in this House, that there had
been submitted to this body the question
of whether or not a limited amount of
flour should be released for the purpose
of making dog biscuits, and, on the same
day, we were told that the War Cabinet
had not yet given its decision on the
matter of whether or not horse-racing
should be discontinued. Of course they
have not. How could they be expected
to divert their attention from these large
matters of vital importance to read the
papers and come to their conclusions on
horse racing or dog biscuits? We have
urged that the machinery of government
is working badly because it is not
complete, that in addition to the War
Cabinet you ought to have something
in the nature of a Home Cabinet to deal
with these comparatively minor matters.
Having come to that conclusion,
whether right or wrong, I submit it is our
duty to state those views to the House,
because good administration at home,
frugal finance, an effective management
of such problems as shipbuilding and
man-power, are essential to the effective
prosecution of the War.
The second line of criticism which
has developed in recent weeks has
relation to Conscription in Ireland. I
do not propose to argue that subject
now. I have dealt with it before, and I
dare say I may have an opportunity of
speaking on it again when it comes in
concrete and immediate form before the
House. We believe the Government, in
dealing with this matter, are on wrong
lines, that the course they have taken is
not likely to add to the number of our
Armies available for service at the front,
but is calculated, so far as one can at
present foresee, to reduce the numbers
available. We hold, more important
than that, that it injures profoundly our
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moral position in the face of the world,
and that if the Government adopt in
Ireland Austrian methods they will find
our moral international position tends to
be reduced to something approaching
the Austrian level. Above all. the action
which they seem likely to take in Ireland
does run directly counter to the supreme
principle on behalf of which we are
waging this War, the necessity that
people should be governed according
to their own desires. Again we may be
right, again we may be wrong; but I
submit to hon. Members of all shades
of political opinion that if we hold
sincerely this view we should be doing
less than our duty if we did not take such
opportunities as are offered to impress it
on this House.
The third line of criticism relates
to the relations of the Government to
their military and naval advisers. There
have been a series of controversies,
misunderstandings,
explanations,
resignations, dismissals, which have
given rise to a widespread uneasiness
in very many quarters, and not least
among military men. On each of these
occasions it may well be that the action
of the Government was fully justified,
and I should be very far indeed from
saying that any distinguished general or
admiral has a freehold of his office. Of
course changes may often be necessary,
and may frequently be very salutary. The
fact remains that the way in which these
questions have been handled one by one
has done something to sap confidence.
The matter came prominently before
this House a week ago, in consequence
of the letter written to the Press by
General Maurice. I cannot conceal my
own opinion that that letter ought never
to have been written, but, having been
written, the House of Commons was,
I think, bound to take cognisance of
it. It is exceedingly unfair and unjust
to suggest that in bringing the matter
before this House those who did so
were actuated by any irresolution with
regard to the conduct of the War or any
desire to weaken its prosecution. The
“Times,”’ which will not be suspected
of tendencies of that kind, speaking of
this matter, said: That is a challenge,
coming from such a quarter, which no
Government can afford to ignore or
merely to rebut. Unless and until it is
impartially investigated and disproved
it will profoundly shake the public
confidence in every statement made
from the Treasury Bench. What is
more, it will revive for that period all
those mischievous controversies of last
winter, which, whatever their merits,
were themselves the greatest stumblingblock in our preparations for the German

offensive.
The same article further down went
on: Least of all can they be settled finally
by any ex-parte statement, however
apparently convincing, from the Prime
Minister himself. Mr. Lloyd George
should be under no illusions whatever
on that point. He has, we believe, an
unanswerable case in his instinctive zeal
and pressure for what we have called the
Allied point of view. For all we know,
he may have an equally unanswerable
case against General Maurice’s specific
charges. But the inevitable restrictions
of a speech on military dispositions, the
growing public distrust of all official
statements (whether by generals or
by Ministers) I will omit some words
which are perhaps unduly critical of
the Prime Minister— all this makes it
hopeless that there should be any end
of this controversy except through an
entirely disinterested inquiry.
What occurred? On Tuesday the
Government came to the House and
declared that an inquiry was desirable.
On Thursday they held that any question
of an inquiry was something in the nature
of treason to the vigorous prosecution
of the War. On Tuesday my right hon.
Friend told us all that the matter could
only be decided by a reference to
documents so secret that they could not
be disclosed even to a Select Committee
of this House. Two days later the House
as a whole was asked to judge the matter
without any documents before them at
all. [HON. MEMBERS: “No!”] We had
no opportunity of seeing documents. We
were told that there could not be found
in this House five righteous men—worse
even than the City of Sodom—and yet
the whole House was asked to judge the
issue in open Debate on a Motion which
was declared, although its movers did
not intend it, to be a vote of censure, the
Government Whips telling in the Lobby.
The CHANCELLOR of the
EXCHEQUER (Mr. Bonar Law) And
the Opposition Whips.
Mr. SAMUEL The Opposition Whips
told also, but we should have been very
glad to have taken them off if you had
done the same and left it open to the
House. Not only that, but one very large
section of the House met in conference
on the day previous to the Debate, and
decided to support the Government,
not only without probing the charges
that had been made, but without even
waiting to hear what the Government
answer might be, and the newspapers
on the morning of the Debate declared,
quite truly, that the Government
majority was assured before any
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answer had been offered. I have never
known a case in which a matter of this
gravity and importance has been more
unsatisfactorily handled. Those are the
three main lines of criticism which have
been addressed against the Government
in recent weeks. It has been suggested
that the Division on Thursday was
intended to secure, or might have the
effect of securing, the installation in
power of a Government less resolute
than the present Government in the
prosecution of the War, who would
hasten to make peace on such terms as
the Germans and Austrians might now
be likely to offer us. If that had been the
outcome of that Debate or Division, or
if that had been likely to become the
outcome of that Debate or Division, I
can assure the House that not one of us
would have made one step towards the
Lobby in order to secure such a result.
If the outcome of it should be that we
should make peace with our present
enemies on such lines that they who
have been guilty of this great aggression
against the peace of the world, which
has resulted in deluging Europe with
blood and bringing agonies of sorrow
to millions of homes—if the outcome
of it should be that those powers should
not be penalised for this aggression, but
should be aggrandised and regarded—if
the outcome should be that militarism
could claim to be justified by its proofs,
then, I say, those who were responsible
for such as that would be guilty of
the greatest crime. For my own part,
I am profoundly convinced that no
Government of that kind could be formed
in this country at the present time, and,
if it could be formed, this House would
eject it from office in a week, and, if this
House neglected to perform that clear
duty, an indignant public opinion would
sweep it aside. Is it a service to the
country to represent that my right hon.
Friend the Member for East Fife and his
colleagues and the great central body of
Liberalism are careless in these matters,
and are willing to make a peace of that
character? The Germans are carefully
watching what we say and do, and I
think it is a grave disservice to our State
to give their propaganda material of that
character and quite falsely to represent
that the only unity which has prevailed
and, I say, still prevails, in the country
on all the essential purposes is now in
danger of disappearing.
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Froggy

News From Across The Channel

Resignation of the
Ecology minister
At the end of August the minister
for ‘ecological transition’, Nicolas
Hulot, resigned, without warning,
during a radio interview. He said he
had had enough of ‘living a lie’ or lying
to himself. He had hoped to work
with the minister for Agriculture and
Food, among other projects. Naturally
they did not get on and the economic
objectives of the agriculture minister
prevailed.
The last straw was a meeting with
the National Hunt Federation the
previous day where Macron was
present. It lasted two hours, and took
several measures in favour of hunting,
such as halving the cost of the hunting
licence, from 400 euros. To cap it all,
a lobbyist for the hunting fraternity,
close collaborator of Macron, was
present. This lobbyist was Thierry
Coste, head of the firm ‘Stratégie
et Lobbying’, whose clients include
hunters, gun owners, and countries
such as Russia and Saudi Arabia. He
had given interviews to the media
previously, where he had said:
‘My job is to defend the interests of
my clients and to wangle it so that they
win the argument with politicians
in power and in the media. I am not
saying they are right, just that they pay
me to explain and defend their cause
to the best of my ability. So my job
involves first of all a lot of investigative
work and intelligence: I infiltrate
opposing pressure groups, trade
unions, every group that can harm the
interests of my clients. Then I have to
convince ministers, their advisers, and
M.Ps.’
‘I use good arguments at the right
time. A good discussion, a good
polemic, a good power dynamics,
I use every means in my disposal.
Legal points, communication, cool
and friendly negotiation, whatever.
I accept completely that I am a true
mercenary. I have a code of honour,
which is to respect the law and
regulations, never use corruption,
never exploit sex or money scandals.

For everything else, I fear neither God
nor man. Only results count as far as I
am concerned: I respect the law, that’s
it. For the rest I am without moral
qualms.’

Thierry Coste may not choose his
clients, but hunting must be close to
his heart. He was invited to Macron’s
40th birthday party at the Chambord
chateau last December. This is the
biggest of the Renaissance chateaux
in the Loire valley, a truly spectacular
place. A hunt took place, and Coste
describes the scene of the hunting
trophies: ‘When the president arrived,
night had fallen. It was very cold, the
forest was shrouded in fog, and the
hunters lighted with torches the boars
killed. It was magic!’
Coste describes himself as the
Machiavelli of the rural world. And
he may well do more for nature and
the countryside than all the ecology
ministers and militants put together,
because hunters actually need and
want nature, woods, forests and empty
spaces. This hunt lobby must be a
rare case where the posh put up the
money for a lobby that also defends
the definitely not posh. So let’s take
our minds off the Chambord spectacle,
and think of the million remaining
hunters in France (down from 2
million the previous year). Most hunt
on Sundays, in their local area. They
want paths into the forest, meaning
some management, but mainly
preservation of natural sites. The cost
of 200 euros a year is a large sum for
people who live in the countryside.
(That sum happens to be what people
on the minimum wage will earn more
a year with a new reform of overtime
announced by Macron.)
Empty
spaces, not exploited for buildings, car
parks and agriculture, are anathema
in modern society, where everything
that can be made to make money must
make money.
An example is the project ‘Europa
City’ to build the biggest ever shopping
complex in Europe, on the last bit of
arable land round Paris. Developers
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counter attacks by saying the car
parks will be designed as sponges,
allowing water drainage, and will be
planted with pollen bearing trees;
the complex will include a children’s
farm (as opposed to several real ones).
Froggy might have to say a nasty thing
about Mayors and municipal councils,
normally praised here. Among their
responsibilities, they issue building
permits; when developers dangle new
jobs in front of their eyes, and Europa
City would be in an area of high
unemployment, they may be tempted
to sign away their remaining fields.
A national policy of preservation of
rural land would have to be there to
stop them, with arguments that new
jobs would mean destruction of old
jobs in older shopping centres and no
overall benefit. Unfortunately, there
is probably no hunting in the area,
which would have provided strong
defenders.

The dilemma of cheap food
Modern life is clean, shiny and fast,
with a preference for cheap. Cheap
clothes, instant food. There is a
pretence that this is what the whole
society wants, and the well-off also
go for cheap and fast; they frequent
the same supermarkets as everyone
else, with the same mottos like ‘we
do cheap’ or ‘cheap is good’ and
‘we’re even cheaper’; in France, the
Intermarché supermarket slogan even
has a militant solidarity motto: ‘All
united against the high cost of living’
(It sounds better in French: Tous unis
contre la vie chère). We are all equal
and all have access to this quick and
shiny life. We don’t necessarily like the
consequences.
Cheap clothes are made abroad, and
the clothing industry has disappeared.
Instant food does not have the nutritional
value of food made from scratch and
causes ill health. Cheap food means
smaller farmers do not get the right price
for their produce and give up, leaving
the way clear for very large concerns
that can produce food more cheaply
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than them, or for foreign produce. The
French government is aware of the
problem and is going to do something
about it, with a new law ‘Agriculture and
Food’. It has called a series of meetings
in every region of France, called ‘Etats
Generaux’ supposedly to involve the
population in the elaboration of the law.
This is a sure sign that nothing will be
done. ‘Etats Generaux’ was what Louis
XVI called in 1789; then it did produce
results, admittedly. The ‘estates general’
were a temporary Parliament made up
of the three estates (Nobles, Clergy and
the ‘third estate’, that is, the bourgeoisie,
those who eventually took over.) But
today the estates general means a talking
shop, designed to create the illusion that
a subject is going to be taken seriously
(but won’t be.)
The problems are real

For the farmers.
France still has people who farm the
land their parents farmed before them,
within sound of the church bells their
parents heard. Their cows graze in the
same meadows, although they are now
milked in large sheds outside the village
instead of trudging through the streets
twice a day, splashing manure as they
went. The fields are maize one year,
wheat the next. Swallows nest in barns,
feeding on surviving flies.
If these farmers weren’t there, their
meadows and fields would be abandoned
or taken over by large concerns that
would put the cows permanently in
sheds (‘off the ground’, as it’s called)
because it’s more efficient and produces
more milk, and the fields would be
amalgamated together and specialised
in one crop, which is possible with more
artificial fertilizers, again for the sake of
efficiency.
The reverse side of efficiency, in the
case of animal rearing, is the effects on
animal health, for example the increased
use of antibiotics. In the case of crops,
industrial scale means greater use of
artificial fertilizers and pesticides.
The landscape of France is still covered
in villages and fields with varied crops
and you still see cattle grazing. There are
still some people who want to live and
work in this way, even though it is hard
and lonely. The existence of machines
and the cost of labour mean that the
farmer often does all the work on his
own. Then he, or she, has the headache
of getting a price for the produce that
will keep body and soul together.
For the consumers.
Obesity has now caught up with the
French, after England and America,
although still not at anything like the
same level. OECD figures put France at
15.3 % (UK 26.9% and USA 38.2%) of

the population being obese. 15.3% is
an average, the numbers being higher in
Northern France and lower in the South.
The rate also varies according to income
and concomitant level of education.
In 2012, 25.6% of people with an
income less than 900 Euros a month
were obese, as opposed to 7% of those
earning over 5,300 Euros a month. 24.5
of those who had the lowest level of
education were obese, compared to 8.8%
of those with the highest level. Farmers
are actually the category most prone to
obesity.
A study presented at the Etats Generaux
de l’Agriculture showed that in 2016 half of
farmers earned less than 350 euros a month.
This would be the case with some dairy
farmers who, since the end of European
quotas, have had to sell their milk below
the cost of production. One can imagine
the state of depression such a situation
could create.
Obesity then has something to do with
income. It affects primarily the lowest
paid, and it should be considered a
political issue.
Low calorie foods like vegetables take
time and effort to get ready to eat, and feel
less like a treat; they are also perishable,
and cost more. High calorie foods are
ready in packets or just need warming
up, and generally cost less. Drinks are the
same; a round of 2 glasses of lemonade
with mint syrup costs 3 euros; replace
the lemonade with sparking water and
the cost doubles. The general fashion for
eating when you feel like it and in greater
quantities, has disastrous consequences
for those who can’t afford the best food.
Further, once habits are formed and
the body is used to large quantities of
dense food, the normal mechanisms of
alternating feelings of hunger and satiety
are disrupted and the advice to ‘eat less
and move more’ becomes meaningless.
The Agriculture and Food Bill
The Bill aimed to tackle the twin
problems of the standard of living of
farmers and the quality of food.
Accordingly Francois Ruffin and other
MPs of Melanchon’s France Insoumise
presented amendments to Parliament
asking for guaranteed prices, quotas,
and banning of imports from countries
with lower social and environmental
standards.
Needless to say, these have been
rejected. What was proposed instead
was that farmers should be able to set
their own prices, whereas up to now
the four big distributors (supermarket
chains) set the price. There is no
guarantee that the distributors won’t
reject the price and go elsewhere,
leaving the farmer with unsold produce
if he persists.
Other amendments,
equally unsuccessful, proposed a ban
on junk food ads directed at children, a
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ban on battery hens, a ban on glyphosate
pesticide, a ban on further building of
super and hypermarkets (France has the
largest surface devoted to supermarkets
in Europe. In fact, supermarkets are
called ‘les grandes surfaces’.)
The law is a failure for farmers and
for food quality. It is a disappointment,
but only if you had hopes. Since the
preferred model is for food to be
bought and distributed by the four big
distributors, (to the detriment of small
scale shops and markets that could sell
local food), and for food to be produced
on the largest possible scale, all this
within European competition, there was
no room for these proposals.
Paris hosted the international
conference on Climate and sustainable
development in 2015 (COP21) and
Macron boasts of the role of France in
the Paris Agreement to limit climate
change; the media talk about the loss of
biodiversity, endangered species, loss
of habitat etc. Macron knows he must
appear to be doing something about the
environment. So he appointed a famous
ecology militant, albeit one known
for his ‘moderation’ and made him a
Minister of State on a par with the Home
Office. On the other hand, his priority
is more growth, more economic activity,
and he knows this is the priority of the
public too. He favours big business, he is
‘le president des riches’ as his nickname
goes. He will not support small farmers,
who are not ‘ecologists’ but whose
labour preserves biodiversity as well as
the beauty of the French landscape. He
helps the environment in words alone
and his ecology minister, the moderate,
in the end abandoned his pretend post,
slamming the door.
It is interesting however that agribusiness employs lobbyists to drown out
the voice of MPs such as Francois Ruffin
and organisations such as Confédération
Paysanne, the farmers organisation
that defends small farmers and
environmentally friendly agriculture.
If the propaganda money was evenly
distributed, the Confédération Paysanne
could commission studies that would
prove that the cost of cheap food is not as
low as it seems. An example is the cost of
cheap pork when concomitant expense
is included: in Brittany, industrial pig
farming produces cheap pork. But
the treatment of soils and sea water
to remove the resultant pollution—at
public expense— adds 800 Euros a
year per ‘tax household’. But lobbyists
earn large sums, which allow them to
pay teams of researchers to build the
arguments for industrial food, whereas
campaigners against have no resources.
And those who suffer the most from bad
food and cheap prices are the low paid
and small farmers. Who cares about
them?

No. 290 - September 2018

The ‘New Labour’ Plot Against the NHS - Part One
by Peter Brooke

Julian Tudor Hart and the
‘Inverse Care Law’
2018 - the year which saw the 70th
anniversary of the National Health
Service - also saw the death, aged 92, of
Dr Julian Tudor Hart. Hart was from 1961
to 1987 a General Practitioner working
in Glyncorrwg, an isolated coal mining
community in the Afan Valley, above Port
Talbot in South Wales. He pioneered an
approach to medicine which laid great
emphasis on the community as a whole
and on the needs of those who did not
present themselves to the doctor as well
as of those who did. To quote his obituary
in the British Medical Journal: “He
became the first GP in the UK to routinely
measure blood pressure. He measured it
in everyone in Glyncorrwg down to the
last inhabitant—who turned out to have
the highest reading—and he wrote it up
in what would be the last single authored
paper on blood pressure for the Lancet in
1970.
Local cooperation was essential, and
working in partnership with patients was
a guiding principle for Tudor Hart. He
formed a health committee in Glyncorrwg
in 1975, which met monthly and discussed
public health issues such as smoking.
“The preventive health strategy paid
off. In 1991 The BMJ published a study
that found death rates in Glyncorrwg to
be 30% lower than in the neighbouring
village, Blaengwynfi.”
In February 1971 he published an
article in The Lancet under the title ‘The
Inverse Care Law’: “The availability of
good medical care tends to vary inversely
with the need for it in the population
served. This inverse care law operates
more completely where medical care is
most exposed to market forces, and less
so where such exposure is reduced. The
market distribution of medical care is a
primitive and historically outdated social
form, and any return to it would further
exaggerate the maldistribution of medical
resources.”
It seems that even then there were siren
voices calling for a return to a marketbased system, or at least a system in
which basic services would be provided
free, but the ‘frills’ (‘time, convenience,
freedom of choice, privacy’) would be
paid for. Hart quotes one of the advocates
of marketisation (J. S. Seale, writing in
The Lancet) saying “it is precisely these
facets of medical care - the “middle
class” standards - which become more
important to individuals as they become
more prosperous.” Hart replies that “not
only the patient - all patients - value these
things; to practise medicine without them
makes a doctor despise his trade and his

patients.”
Hart recognises of course that the
NHS had greatly improved workingclass access to health care, but he points
out that there were still great inequalities
and that these were likely to increase.
This was partly because the middle and
richer classes still had a better idea of
what they wanted and how to get it; but it
was also because GPs preferred working
in comfortable surroundings with smaller
patient lists, and they were encouraged in
this preference by the career structure:
“Of 169 new general practitioners who
entered practice in under-doctored areas
between October, 1968, and October,
1969, 164 came from abroad ... If doctors
in industrial areas are to reach take-off
speed in reorganising their work and
giving it more clinical content, they must
be free enough from pressure of work
to stand back and look at it critically.
With expanding lists this will be for the
most part impossible; there is a limit to
what can be expected of doctors in these
circumstances, and the alcoholism that
is an evident if unrecorded occupational
hazard among those doctors who have
spent their professional lives in industrial
practice is one result of exceeding that
limit. Yet list sizes are going up, and will
probably do so most where a reduction is
most urgent ... The career structure and
traditions of our medical schools make
it clear that time spent at the periphery
in the hospital service, or at the bottom
of the heap in industrial general practice,
is almost certain disqualification for any
further advancement.”
BEVAN’S CONCESSIONS
That was in 1972. In 2012, by now in
his 80s, Hart gave a presentation to the
‘Bevan Commission’ set up by the Welsh
Government which was, to some extent
at least, holding out against the ‘reforms’
introduced in the NHS in England by
New Labour. He pointed to four ‘major
concessions’ Bevan had made when the
NHS was established:
“1. A right of consultant specialists
to conduct private practice within NHS
hospitals, as well as to continue trading
outside them, if they chose to work parttime rather than full-time for the NHS.
“2. A right of general practitioners
(GPs) to operate as independent
contractors to the NHS - private operators
of public service.
“3. As a concession to a large majority
in his own Party, he left Public Health
functions with Local Government. This
separated preventive from treatment
services, which progress in medical
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science had been bringing together..
“4. A tacit right of both medical
professionals and NHS administrators to
operate as judges of their own conduct
within extremely broad limits, with little
control from any elected body, local or
national.”
“Bevan”, he says, “believed his four
compromises could be rectified later,
when progressive forces were stronger.
They never were. Even by 1948, the tide
of anger expressed by Labour’s landslide
victory in 1945 was receding. The
socialising function of the NHS survived,
but his four compromises remained. They
eventually provided entry points for socalled ‘reforms’ of the NHS, back to the
marketplace ...
“Since control of the NHS was devolved
to Wales, Scotland, and Northern
Ireland in 1999, their administrations
have committed to elimination of the
purchaser-provider split. This was the
legal and economic foundation for NHS
‘reform’ from public service to a statesubsidised business, initiated by Margaret
Thatcher in 1983.
“Her project was reinforced by New
Labour governments after Blair’s first year
in office, despite an explicit promise in its
1997 manifesto to ‘restore the NHS as a
public service working cooperatively for
patients not a commercial business driven
by competition.’ The present coalition
government’s Health and Social Care Bill
[associated with the name of Andrew Lansley
- PB] has taken New Labour ‘reforms’ to
their logical conclusion by ending central
government responsibility for providing care,
nominally handing power to GPs (98% of
whom say they don’t want it), in fact offering
it to ‘any willing provider’ - in practice, to
corporate healthcare business. Labour’s
shadow minister Andy Burnham has done
his best to oppose the Lansley Bill within
the constraints of shadow cabinet policy,
but he evades any explicit commitment to
its eventual repeal, or to renunciation of
New Labour’s commercialising policies
when it was in power.” Julian Tudor Hart,
MB, BChir(Camb), honDSc (Glasg), DCH
(Lond), FRCGP, FRCP (Lond), honFFPH,
honDSc (St.Geo.Lond): A New path entirely How NHS Wales could lead the world, based
on a paper presented to a Bevan Commission
seminar, Cardiff, January 19, 2012. Published
by the Bevan Foundation, Cardiff (2012).
Accessible at https://www.bevanfoundation.
org/publications/a-new-path-entirely/
‘THE PLOT AGAINST THE NHS’
The process of ‘marketisation’ is described
in a book by Colin Leys and Stewart Player:
The Plot against the NHS, Merlin Books,
published in 2011, contemporary with the
Andrew Lansley reforms. But for Leys and
Player the main thrust occurred under New

No. 290 - September 2018

Labour, in particular under Alan Milburn and John Reid, not under
the Conservatives. They outline the immediate problems faced by
‘the chief marketisers in the government, especially Tony Blair and
his senior health adviser, Simon Stevens [currently head of the NHS
- PB]; Alan Milburn and his main adviser, Paul Corrigan; and Dr
Penny Dash, Head of Strategy and Planning in the Department of
Health’ in their ambition to open the NHS to private providers on
a significant scale: “First, openings had to be created for private
companies to provide health care - clinical treatments - for NHS
patients … “Second, NHS organisations had to be reorganised into
competitive businesses.
In the 1990s under John Major most NHS bodies had been
made into trusts, run by boards of governors and chief executives,
which ‘sold’ their services to ‘purchasers’ in a different part of the
NHS. But this so-called internal market was not a real market. The
contracts made between NHS hospital trusts and local Primary
Care Trusts (the so-called purchasers, or commissioners) were not
legally binding. There were no major penalties for hospital trusts that
failed to deliver all the treatments they had contracted to provide, or
underestimated what it would cost to deliver them. If they ran into
debt the management would be criticised, or might even be replaced,
but money would be found to keep the trust going.
“So the financial discipline that comes with the fear of going bust
was missing: the needs of patients could still be seen as more important
than the bottom line. If NHS hospitals and other NHS organisations,
from mental health trusts to ambulance services, were to be ready to
compete in a real market (and if private health companies were to be
willing to compete with them ), this had to change.
“Third, a growing percentage of the NHS workforce had to be
made ready to transfer - voluntarily or otherwise - to private sector
employment. All three steps were implicit in the NHS Plan. All of
them were put in hand by Alan Milburn, who ... presided over the
Plan’s drafting.” (all the extracts I’m giving in this article come from
Chapters two and three)
A FOOT IN THE DOOR FOR PRIVATE PROVIDERS
Part of the problem was that the existing private hospitals were
not commercially viable: “none of them could compete with NHS
hospitals at NHS prices ...They depended wholly on the part-time
work of NHS consultants, who demanded extremely high fees, and
their clientele of privately insured patients was limited, so there were
few economies of scale.”
The solution was “to ‘unbundle’ some of the most potentially
lucrative, standardised, high volume and low risk treatments
provided in NHS hospitals, and offer private companies extremely
favourable terms to provide them. Cataract surgery and hip and knee
replacements were the obvious treatments to start with.”
To achieve this a new ‘Commercial Directorate’ was established
within the Department of Health “with the brief of ‘introducing
independent sector providers to the NHS’ ... By mid-2009 the
Independent Sector Treatment Centre (ISTC) programme had got
some 30 privately owned surgical centres up and running throughout
England. The Department of Health’s formula was that they were
part of ‘the NHS family’. They were allowed to use the NHS logo,
so most patients were (and still are) not aware that they are private
companies.”
There was some resistance to this process from local Primary
Care Trusts: ‘The board of South-West Oxfordshire PCT, which had
refused to sign a contract for cataract removals that seemed bound
to lead to the closure of a highly regarded local NHS eye unit, was
told that ‘John Reid wanted a reversal of the decision on his desk
by 12 o’clock on the Monday.’ A survey of over a hundred NHS
chief executives found that this was not an isolated case: the ISTC
programme was forced through by bullying ...
“By August 2007 ISTCs were free to use NHS staff in most clinical
specialities, and were doing so. The programme’s dependence on
NHS staff made it clear that privatisation on a larger scale would
mean transfer of NHS staff to private employers.
“The ISTC programme also took funding away from the NHS.
In order to make it attractive to the private sector, the companies

concerned were paid for the number of treatments contracted for,
whether or not they were actually carried out, and at a significantly
higher price than NHS providers received. In effect it was financially
risk free. Clinical risk - the risk of law-suits for medical malpractice
if things went wrong - was also covered by the NHS. The money
involved - £5.6 billion over five years - involved a significant
subtraction from the NHS’s resources. Its main contribution was to
fatten the balance sheets of Netcare, Capio, Clinicenta and the other
new private providers, feather-bedding their initial entry into the
NHS-funded healthcare market.”
The policy was justified by a need to reduce waiting lists - which
could have been just as easily secured by passing the money spent on
ISTCs to local NHS providers - but “a second objective was to offer
patients ‘choice’, and to use competition to ‘drive up standards’ in the
NHS. Most patients don’t want a choice of providers if that means
for-profit providers. But you can’t have a market without people
choosing between different suppliers, so patients had to be induced
to choose, and GPs had to be induced to refer patients to private
providers. Some GPs were even paid a bonus for every patient they
referred to the local ISTC rather than the local NHS hospital.”
A BUSINESS MODEL FOR HOSPITALS
So much for introducing private providers into the system. The
second objective was to turn NHS hospitals into businesses. The
proposal was to establish a category of ‘Foundation Trust Hospitals’
which “would no longer be supervised by the Department of Health,
but by a new independent regulator called Monitor. Monitor would
license them to provide a specified number of services each year and
would have powers to ensure that they did so, while the Healthcare
Commission would check their care quality standards. Otherwise
they would be free to provide services as they saw fit. They would
be free to borrow on the private financial market, enter into joint
ventures with private companies and set their own terms of service
for staff. Foundation trusts would thus resemble private companies in
all but a few aspects. They could only sell assets with the permission
of the Secretary of State, and would not make profits for shareholders
(although Monitor would require them to make a ‘prudent’ surplus);
also, to ensure that they remained focused on treating NHS patients,
money earned from treating private patients could not exceed its
existing proportion of a foundation trust’s total income (the ‘private
patient income cap’).
“But the counterpart to their private sector-like freedom was that a
foundation trust could go bust. Its contracts would be enforceable in
the courts and it would not be able to turn to the department of Health
for help if it ran up unsustainable debts. In that event, Monitor could
step in and remove the management and invite another foundation
trust to take over. Or it could let the foundation trust hospital close,
simply ensuring that other providers were available to fill the gap in
services. In terms of incentives, this was all important: the bottom
line became the overriding measure of success.”
Alan Milburn told the House of Commons that “in no way”
could the bill “be reasonably described as privatisation or a step in
that direction.’ Foundation Trusts, according to the Department of
Health, “’have been created to devolve decision making from central
government control to local organisations and communities, so they
are more responsive to the needs and wishes of local people.’” But
“the reality was that foundation trust directors had to have the same
freedom as private company directors. Being financially independent
meant that every policy decision must be judged first and foremost on
its impact on financial viability, rather than on whether, for example,
it would meet the needs of this or that category of patient.”
The basis of funding for hospitals was changed: “Starting in
2004 with ‘elective’ procedures (such as knee replacements) and
for foundation trust hospitals only, hospitals would be paid per
completed treatment, and not with a lump sum for a given total of
cases. This was misnamed ‘payment by results’ - it should have been
‘payment by throughput’, since whether the treatments are successful
or not forms no part of the formula. It was also short of being a full
market system in that price competition was ruled out. All payments
were based on a national ‘tariff’ of fixed prices, adjusted for the
seriousness of each category of case ... The idea was that hospitals
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should compete for patients on the basis of the quality of care, not
price.
“By the end of 2010 about 60 percent of all NHS hospital care
was being paid for on this basis ... It already meant that hospitals
were more interested in some kinds of patients than others, because
they were more profitable, and that the success of one hospital in
attracting patients could mean destabilising the finances of another,
with knock-on effects on its ability to keep staff and provide other
services.
“But the full significance of ‘payment by results’ only became fully
apparent in December 2010 when the Coalition government let it be
known that in future providers could be allowed to offer prices below
the national tariff - in effect forcing others to compete on price. The
beginnings of a full healthcare market were thus coming into view.
“And so were some of its effects. In July 2010 the government had
also announced the scrapping of the private patient income ‘cap’.
From now on foundation trusts that are well placed to attract private
patients ... will be free to step up their private patient intake as much
as they wish if this will bring in more money than treating NHS
patients ...”
In the middle of the process, in June 2003, Milburn “left the
government, citing family reasons. He then became a paid adviser
to a clutch of private companies interested in cashing in on the
marketisation of the NHS: Bridgepoint Capital, a venture capital
company involved in financing Alliance Medical and other firms
seeking NHS business; Lloyds Pharmacy; Covidien, an American
manufacturer of orthotics [material such as ‘insoles, braces, splints,
callipers, footwear, spinal jackets and helmets which help people
recover from or avoid injury, or live with lifelong conditions’ - PB,
from the NHS England website]; and last but not least, PepsiCo ...”
The relevance of PepsiCo may be a little obscure but in 2010 they
were invited by Andrew Lansley “to join a ‘network’ of businesses to
help write government policy on obesity and diet-related diseases.”
DETACHING CLINICIANS FROM THE NHS
“the NHS Plan called for new contracts for consultants and
GPs. It didn’t call for new contracts for the rest of the NHS’s staff,
thousands of whom had already experienced being transferred to
private employers during the 1980s when Thatcher made the NHS
outsource cleaning, catering, laundry and other services. Over the
years 1981 to 1994 non-clinical employment in the NHS had fallen
from 260,000 to 120,000, and during that time those affected got
scant protection for their wages and benefits. The cost reductions
achieved by outsourcing, and the profits made by the outsourcing
companies, were made largely by paying workers less.”
Here a big role was played by Dr Penny Dash, Head of Strategy
and Planning in the Department of Health. Before being appointed to
this role in 2000, “Dr Dash had studied business administration in the
US and worked briefly for Kaiser Permanente, the largest US HMO
[Health Maintenance Organisation. In the US, a medical insurance
group that provides health services for a fixed annual fee - PB]; from
1994 until 2000 she had worked in the London office of Boston
Consulting, a leading US health consultancy.”
The strategy with regard to consultants is not easy to follow
because at first sight it seemed to be moving in the opposite to
the desired direction. “The NHS Plan said that more of them
would get the discretionary payments (usually known as ‘merit
awards’) that substantially increase the salaries of most senior NHS
consultants, but that in future such payments would depend on their
demonstrating increased ‘productivity’ with ‘proper job plans setting
out their key objectives, tasks and responsibilities and when they are
expected to carry out these duties’, and with ‘regular reviews’ of their
performance. In addition, newly qualified consultants would not be
able to do private work for ‘perhaps seven years.’”
The proposal was accepted by consultants in Scotland and Wales
but overwhelmingly rejected by consultants in England. Soon after
this rejection, Dash, who had left the Department of Health to
become an “’independent adviser’ to the NHS and other healthcare
organisations” published an article in The Guardian in which “she
now declared that the English consultants rejection of the contract
could ‘have positive and far reaching implications for the way NHS

care is delivered - not least because it may open the door to more
private sector provision of healthcare.’
“She went on to spell out various ways in which consultants might
escape control by NHS managers - the very control that the NHS
Plan had said was needed. Now she suggested that in reality ministers
might ‘want to encourage surgeons and indeed other groups of
doctors to form their own companies (or join existing private health
providers) to sell their services back into the NHS’.” In this way they
could be ‘freed from the stifling grip of the NHS...’ She suggested
that this may have been what ‘Messrs Blair and Milburn’ (her bosses
while she was working for the Department of Health) really wanted.
The implication is that burdensome conditions had been imposed
and now a means of escape was being offered. But if that was the
case, the strategy doesn’t seem to have worked. The immediate
upshot of the new contract was that after Milburn had threatened
to impose it on consultants against their wishes, his successor John
Reid apparently caved in to them, allowing the increase in pay but
removing most of the conditions, including the ban on newly qualified
consultants engaging in private practise - effectively a continuation
of the status quo.
With regard to GPs a new contract was introduced which entailed
“a bumper increase in payments to GP practices, linked largely to
demonstrating performance against a set of specific standards, the
so-called Quality Outcomes Framework (QOF)’ At the same time
‘out of hours’ cover became optional, with only a modest loss of
income for those who opted out. This provided ‘a useful entry-point
into primary care for private companies, as well as a stick to beat
GPs with (allowing them to be pictured as work-shy and overpaid).
Companies such as Serco and Take Care Now were quick to seize
the chance.”
At the same time, the government proposed a “new kind of primary
care contract - the ‘Alternative Provider Medical Services’ or APMS
contract” which “replaced the traditional contract with an individual
GP or a group of GP partners by one with a company employing GPs
on salary, and offered a more significant opening for the private sector.
It allowed Primary Care Trusts to commission primary care services
from large private companies such as UnitedHealth and Atos Origin
(both of which were controversially awarded practices in central
London), as well as from ‘entrepreneurial’ GP consortia and social
enterprises ... The great majority of APMS contracts highlighted the
fact that they would provide services 7 days a week and from 8am to
8 pm. [I’m wondering if that should read 8pm to 8 am, i.e. the out of
hours service not being provided by the GPs - PB] ...
‘By July 2010, 227 GP surgeries and health centres in England
were being run by private companies, with nine firms, including
Care UK and Assura Medical (now Virgin Assura) each holding 10
or more contracts. These are not all small beer. Virgin Assura now
claims to have 30 partnerships with over 1500 GPs catering for
over 3 million patients, while as the market expands various new
outfits such as Intrahealth, The Practice Plc, and Malling Health, are
joining the ranks of corporate providers of primary care alongside
multinationals such as UnitedHealth and Atos Origin.
Leys and Player outline a third plot, to outsource community
health staff - “health visitors, district and community nurses,
physiotherapists, speech therapists, occupational therapists,
podiatrists and others ...” but when this was proposed by Patricia
Hewitt as Secretary of State in 2005, there was an uproar and the
plans had to be cancelled. This, however, did not adversely affect Ms
Hewitt’s career:
“As for Hewitt, whose attitude and policies had antagonised
half the staff of the Department and almost all sections of the NHS
workforce, she left the cabinet in 2007 and became an adviser to the
private equity company Ciniven (which had recently bought BUPA’s
chain of 25 private hospitals) at a salary of £60,000 for 18 days’ work
a year. She also became a ‘special consultant’ to Alliance Boots, at an
annual salary of some £40,000, and a non-executive director of BT,
at a salary of £60,000 (for which she would be expected to attend
nine BT board meetings and possibly sit on committees covering
remuneration and corporate and social responsibility) ...”

To be continued
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

Hi Ho Hi Ho, Its Off To Work We Go!!
‘The race to the bottom is a socioeconomic phrase which is used to describe
government deregulation of the business
environment, or reduction in tax rates, in
order to attract or retain economic activity in
their jurisdictions’. Wikipedia
A recent experiment at a New Zealand
company, Perpetual Guardian, has attracted
considerable local attention and some
international media interest.
The company reduced the working week to
four days – but without cutting pay – over the
months of March and April. The experiment
was tracked by some academics.
The claimed results were dramatic.
It was according to The Guardian
newspaper, “an unmitigated success, with
78% of employees feeling they were able
to successfully manage their work-life
balance, an increase of 24 percentage points.”
(headline, date)
According to the New Zealand Fairfax
online news service Stuff, “The company
claimed productivity had increased by 20
per cent, and staff were more engaged and
enthusiastic.” Managing director Andrew
Barnes is to bring the results to his board for
further deliberation.
As it happens there was another jobs and
working conditions story that broke the same
week. It was mainly pursued by a daily RNZ
drive-time programme, Checkpoint with John
Campbell. It related to working conditions in
what is a significant business sector here, the
courier delivery companies.
These companies, including a New Zealand
Post subsidiary, CourierPost, do not employ
(most of) their delivery drivers. They are in
modern management parlance, ‘partners’.
The drivers buy their own vans (according
to the company’s spec), supply their own
uniforms (again as specified), purchase their
own mobile phones and scanners, pay their
insurances and petrol costs and taxes and
depreciate their vehicles.
They are at CourierPost (the only company
to openly explain the situation) required to
work 12 to 14 hours a day typically (with
a 5am start), must also work Saturdays and
are expected to do some Sunday shifts in the
course of any month.
When all is said and done it is now being
claimed by many of these ‘partners” that their
take-home incomes are less than the statutory
minimum wage NZD 16.50/hr. (about Eur
9.50/hr., GBP 8.25/hr.) The drivers are also
contracted exclusively to their ‘partner’
company whether CourierPost, Fastway,
PBT or whichever.
Many find aspects of the Campbell style
offputting, cringing, ingratiating. On the
other hand he is a campaigner – and it has
to my mind cost him. He had a nightly TV
prime time programme some years ago on
TV3 and used it to expose the mess made by
the then government in cahoots with builders

(including the country’s biggest builder,
Fletcher) and insurance companies of the
post-earthquake reconstruction of damaged
houses in Christchurch. Many people believe
his persistent pursuit and exposure of the
Christchurch scandal cost him his show and
job at TV3. It certainly attracted the loathing
of government ministers and the insurance
business.
On the couriers he makes a single simple
point: in the end these drivers are in a
servant/master relationship with the courier
companies. In any sensible interpretation,
they are employees. The ‘partnership’ is a
fiction that sweats the drivers and denies them
rights they would otherwise have (holidays,
sick leave and so on). Quite how IRD has
gone along with this is a mystery – if it even
knew about it. It is having its own staffing and
pay problems and that dread term, “network
upgrade issues” as a new computer system …
makes a mess of things.
To be fair to Kiwis they are not unique.
Every western economy including the UK
and Ireland has for perhaps twenty years or
more now experienced some version of this
phenomenon. It goes under various labels –
the precariat, casualisation, the gig economy,
flexibility, productivity. The scale does
vary from country to country and between
industries. Age and training and gender of
workers may also be aspects. The law of the
land in its definition or otherwise of “worker”
and “employee” for example, can be critical.
There are aspects to it all that tend to go
unreported by the mainstream media. For
example the links with poor health, fuel
poverty and the like. Central to it all though
has been the wide adoption by mainstream
politics and by public servants of liberal
market ideology in relation to workplace
and employment law. The buzz words were
‘flexibility’ and ‘productivity’. And no, none
of it would amount to a ‘race to the bottom’.
Yeah, right.
Actually politicians are now chasing their
tails as are tax departments, treasuries and
social protection agencies and departments.
In the latter case, for example, Ireland’s
Department of Employment Affairs and
Social Protection is stretching definitions to
the limit to extend elements and aspects of
the welfare (payments) system to hard up
and beggared sole traders and self-employed
contract workers. It is also pleading with
workers to blow the whistle on suspected
false self-employment. Tax collectors and
workers are lining up court cases (and
winning). Pimlico Plumbers and Uber are
British cases in point. It is always good and
interesting to read about an employer or
business that makes that extra effort, even
experimentally, that sees business beyond
getting the most (out of people) for the least.
Perpetual Guardian is in a line of business
that is highly professionally demanding –
trustee services, wills, estate and wealth
management. Maybe this business-cumprofessional milieu is what prompted
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Andrew Barnes to experiment and address
work/life balance and ideas of fairness at his
business. It is (by the way) a line of business
equally as competitive as courier delivery
(and as it happens has a state agency, the old
and respected Public Trust as a major player).
But clearly in this case at least we have an
outbreak of civilisation.
Meanwhile however, in too much of New
Zealand commercial life, it is still about
the race to the bottom. It is an approach to
business that hasn’t worked even in its own
terms for the Kiwi economy. New Zealand is
a low- and sporadic growth, low productivity
and low-wage economy, despite having
arguably the most liberalised labour market
in the developed world. Maybe Andrew
Barnes has spotted something – without John
Campell having to tell him.
Certainly, the new Labour-led NZ
government seems also to see the light. It is
proposing in effect to re-regulate the labour
market; reinstall collective bargaining rights;
and provide for a collective agreements
framework to be called Fair Pay Agreements
(FPAs). FPAs could ,depending on
circumstances, be national, industry-wide or
by an occupation. They would set minimum
terms and conditions for all workers covered.
The government is, of course, going about
all of this very cautiously, preoccupied with
keeping good relations with the business
sector and proving it is on the economy, a
‘safe pair of hands’ as they say. It fails to
recognise or refuses to admit publicly at least,
that it is loathed by business, regardless, that
there is nothing it can do about this hatred
and that the safe hands thing is a chimaera.
That said, there is now a working group that
will thrash out the micro details, bargaining
rules, dispute resolution procedures, the
precise scope of agreements and so on.
Employers have been roped in, the unions are
represented, there some academic and legal
types and chairing it all, a stroke of genius it
has to be said, a former National Party leader
and prime minister, Jim Bolger.
Bolger is a wily character, an old-fashioned
Irish Catholic believer in Catholic Social
Teaching, a Christian Democrat in effect. He
is out of line and tune with the current Nats
leadership and its continuing neo-liberalism.
He never did believe in it even though some
of the worse aspects were put in place while
he was prime minister. Jim Bolger is no Red
(he’s a farmer and his parents were Wexford
farmers). But he never believed in the free
markets in everything stuff – if he had to go
along with it. He has some scores to settle
with the National Party – and neo-liberalism
more generally. Nice one, whoever came up
with it.
“ They [neo-liberal policies] failed to
produce economic growth and what growth
there has been has gone to the few at the top…
that model needs to change.” Jim Bolger
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What Should Labour’s Defence Policy Look Like
Defence, like the foreign policy which
it serves, has always been difficult terrain
for the Labour Party. It will continue to
be a challenge for Labour under Jeremy
Corbyn’s leadership. Labour has inherited a
tradition of imperialism, with an admixture
of pacificism when thinking about defence
matters. But realism about defence and
foreign policy has nearly always been
in short supply, often with disastrous
consequences for our reputation overseas.
Ernest Bevin and to some extend Harold
Wilson can be seen as exponents of this
approach, but it has not been evident in the
party for many decades. One reason why
Britain continues to make such mistakes is
that defeats and humiliations abroad do not
have the same impact as defeats at home,
where the British civilian population is
directly affected. But disasters abroad are
no cause for celebration and a wise political
class would learn from them.
We have argued in this journal that the
security of our borders and seas should
be our defence priority, but should be best
guaranteed through collective security
arrangements with the rest of Europe and
Russia. We should not spend money on
defence against countries which are no
threat to us. We should cultivate good
relations with all countries wherever this
is possible, when they are not themselves
a threat to regional or world peace. We
should thus keep well clear of the foreign
entanglements of the United States and the
aggressive behaviour of Israel in the Middle
East which threaten to damage our interests
in those regions.
Labour’s defence policy over the last
30 years has been abysmal. Partly through
the influence of ‘liberal humanitarianism’,
partly through a base desire to curry favour
and influence with the United States, we have
either supported or engaged in calamitous
interventions overseas. These include the
breaking up of Yugoslavia (a multi-national
socialist state) in the early 1990s, the
destruction of the Iraqi state between 1990
and 2002, the long and pointless agony of
intervention in Afghanistan from 2001,
which like the Iraqi intervention, ended in
humiliation for British arms, the destruction
of Libya in 2011 with all the woes that
have flowed from that and the attempted
destruction of Syria, which was rescued
by Russia, albeit at a huge cost in death
and misery for its people. This is a truly
dreadful record of which Labour should be
thoroughly ashamed. The one mitigation in
all this is that Labour stood against overt
intervention in Syria, which probably helped
the country from complete destruction by
preventing the United States from carpet
bombing that unhappy country. But little
constructive has emerged from Labour to
help promote peace and reconciliation in
the region. One should also add that much
of the Parliamentary Labour Party has also

by Christopher Winch

been party to pointless aggression and
posturing against the Russian Federation,
a country which is no military threat to us
whatsoever and not even a trade rival. This
again is a pathetic attempt to curry favour
with the United States, which cannot abide
any independent power in the world acting
contrary to its own wishes and also an
attempt to exert moral hegemony over the
European Union.
At the time of writing, there is little ground
for optimism that Labour will change. The
July-August edition of Labour Affairs
reported a House of Commons debate on
defence policy. It was no surprise to learn
that the current government still intends to
conduct an imperialist foreign and defence
policy way beyond the country’s means and
irrelevant or even harmful to her interests.
Sadly, it was no surprise either to find
the Labour Defence spokeswoman, Nia
Griffiths, not only supporting this policy but
criticising the government for not spending
more on defence, particularly in view of
the Russian ‘threat’. We are sure that this
is not Jeremy Corbyn’s view, but he is to a
large extent a prisoner of his parliamentary
party on this issue. Only a change to the
composition of the PLP is likely to remedy
this situation.
However, Labour’s problems with
foreign policy and defence go deep. They
affect both the right and the left of the
party with few exceptions. The right of the
party is deeply affected by the messianic
neocon approach to exporting democracy
anywhere and everywhere, regardless of
the needs of peoples and nations. To do this
requires a ‘Tier One’ defence policy based
on the capacity to intervene all over the
world, in concert with the United States.
‘Humanitarian Intervention’ is the excuse
used in all the disastrous interventions from
Yugoslavia to Syria. The late Jo Cox MP was
a prime example of this mindset in action,
but there are many more like her in the PLP.
A ‘bleeding heart’ concern for the plight of
others leads to the destruction of nations
and the immiseration of peoples, usually on
the basis of false claims about the actions
of the governments of the states targeted for
intervention. The left of the party is often
little better. On the one hand there is the
pacifist tradition which has little going for
it intellectually and even less politically
and which is more of an emotional reaction
than a coherent defence policy. On the other
hand, is the left’s infatuation with identity
politics, which leads it to condemn the
actions of governments overseas, either for
oppressing self-publicists like Pussy Riot
or for refusing to allow the same latitude to
homosexual proselytization as is customary
in the UK. These reflexes play into the
hands of the neocon right of the party who
can always fabricate a cause overseas with
which to get the left joining the clamour for
intervention.
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There is one other difficulty for the
Labour Party. Much of its trade union
support is based in the defence industries
which, obviously, have a strong interest in
producing arms and ammunition, which
if they are used, bring more work to their
members. The unions in the defence
industries will resist any attempt to cut
defence spending back and will see a noninterventionist foreign policy as threatening
to do just that. When Labour has sorted out
its defence policy it will have a huge job to
do in persuading unions to adopt policies
that gradually wean British manufacturing
away from some of its reliance on defence
procurement. Labour proposals to revive
manufacturing in the north of the country
will need to take account of the need
to create and sustain good jobs for the
existing workforce, as well as creating new
ones. Sadly, it will have an even greater
job weaning the British working class
from its militaristic traditions. There is a
strong jingoistic strain to ‘humanitarian
intervention’ which allows the imperialists
to drum up quite deep support for disastrous
policies, over and over again.
Amazingly, although Jeremy Corbyn
comes out of the left-wing world of pacifism
and identity politics, he has consistently
been realistic about the limits of British
military power. He has spoken against all
the disastrous interventions mentioned
above and has actually had the audacity to
ask for evidence of Russian intervention on
British soil, to the fury of the imperialists
in both the Conservative and the Labour
Parties. He has the distinction of making
correct predictions on these issues which,
if they had been heeded, would have saved
hundreds of thousands of lives and saved
Britain’s reputation in many parts of the
world. He is in many respects, despite his
pedigree, a defence and foreign policy
realist who is prepared to stand up for his
beliefs, while those around him, who should
know better, like John McDonnell, quail at
the media and parliamentary onslaught on
a non-aggressive defence policy. Britain
needs a defence policy tailored to an
appropriate foreign policy. As we argued
in Labour Affairs in June, a British foreign
policy should concentrate on promoting and
defending national interests and in keeping
international conflict to a minimum. For
our part of the world, collective security
arrangements with Europe and Russia are
the best option, combined with the capacity
to defend the homeland and our coasts from
immediate threats. This entails a modest
but real defence policy and expenditure.
The nuclear deterrent has no role to play in
such a policy, neither does a navy capable
of intervention anywhere in the world apart
from our immediate surrounding seas.
Getting the Labour Party and the country
to see this will, however, be a monumental
challenge.
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Notes on the News
								By Gwydion M. Williams
Britons Voting For Their Own
Suffering
Baby Boomers as such are not a burden on
the young. We helped create the freedoms
and prosperity they now enjoy. But a morethan-millionaire class dominates political
thought and owns newspapers, magazines
and television channels. It has a strong
interest in diverting anger onto the wrong
people.
Most Baby Boomers are not better off than
they would have been had the politics of the
West not been twisted by Reagan, Thatcher
and the rest of the New Right. Maybe
worse, since they fear fraud and street crime
and fear for the future. Since it is often their
own children and grandchildren who suffer.
The big gainers have been a more-thanmillionaire class that now gets a much larger
share of social wealth than they used to.
In the USA, where 19% of the population
believe themselves to be part of the richest
1%, all of the increased wealth from the
1970s has gone to the real elite.
The crime of most aging Baby Boomers
is self-harming politics. As 1960s radicals,
they demanded sexual freedom and got it.
Demanded less hierarchy and formality, and
got it reduced. But most had a shallow antistate attitude that scorned the tax-and-spend
system that created them; that had given
them an easy life. They fell for the slick
rhetoric of Thatcher and Reagan.
Everyone has suffered. Britain’s quality
of life has declined massively. Nearly half
the population voted to hurt themselves
further with Brexit. The USA, guided by
New Right ‘wisdom’ neglected newly proWestern Russia in the 1990s and attacked
secular dictatorships in the Middle East.
Yet they do not blame themselves for the
massive failure of these ‘bright ideas’.
In Britain, a crisis created by speculators
was solved by picking up the gambling
debts of the speculators. It was called
‘Quantitative Easing’, and most people
were fooled. New Right ‘wisdom’ said that
it was vital the failed speculators should
not be inhibited from gambling again when
things got more normal.
To pay for it – since the threat was fancy
‘Financial Products’, probably worthless
unless backed by money given cheap by
the government – we had Austerity. Real
money was taken away from ordinary
people.
Often denying them life itself: “Britain’s
improvement in life expectancy has
slowed at the fastest rate of any leading
industrialised nation other than the freemarket citadel of the United States. Since

2011, the rate of improvement for men
has collapsed by over three-quarters; for
women, an astonishing 91%. For decades,
life expectancy steadily rose in Britain: and
then, suddenly, just as the Tories took power
and imposed austerity, this improvement
ground to a halt.”1
Tenants are promised help – but this
government has always made life harder for
them: “There are almost 1.2 million people
on the waiting list for social housing. As
they wait, people are forced to pay rent
they cannot afford, and as a consequence
they cannot afford to buy food. It is no
coincidence that the use of food banks in
Britain is soaring. But the government is
doing little to help. Experts say we need
between 70,000 and 90,000 new homes for
social housing a year to meet the need in
England. Last year fewer than 6,000 were
built – a record low. And there are no new
funds in the offing to increase supply.”2
Norman Tebbit played up resentment
among Council House tenants: things like
not being allowed to paint their front door
the colour they wanted. It was indeed
foolish. But many who then bought the
house they occupied now find it is almost
worthless. And people who would once
have got Council Housing are now stuck
forever renting. Dependent on landlords
who treat them much worse than the council
ever did.
But the rich have a firm grip on power:
“Incomes of almost all the rest of us, the
bottom 90%, have flatlined. And while
the whole of the top 10% has seen some
growth, the share of income taken by the top
1% has more than doubled since 1975, to
13.9%. But the incomes at the very peak of
the scale, the top 0.1%, have simply come
untethered from reality. Everyone, except
presumably the top 0.1% themselves,
expresses outrage. At annual general
meetings, shareholder activists withhold
approval (although there are rarely enough
of them to make a difference); politicians
protest; the prime minister commits to
action. In 2020, at last, top companies will
be obliged to publish their workplace pay
gap. That is an advance. But it is nowhere
near enough.
“Soaraway salaries for top bosses are a
marker of a winner-takes-all society. They
are the encapsulation of a world where
success can only be measured in hard
1 https://www.theguardian.com/

commentisfree/2018/aug/08/austeritykills-life-expectancy-standstill-britain
2 https://www.theguardian.com/

commentisfree/2018/aug/14/
tories-houses-build-landlord-crisis-league-tables
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cash and the state is expected to step out
of the way. They reward financialization,
where size of dividend is a proxy for value,
instead of more sustainable indicators
such as measures of productivity, worker
satisfaction or safety. They act as a
disincentive for a more productive use of
resources.”3
Will it be fixed? Maybe not. Polls are
disappointing.
We need a campaign to encourage voters.
‘If you don’t vote, you’ll be treated as if
you don’t exist’. Emphasise that it’s not
just about winning. All votes are carefully
weighed and weighted, to see if there’s a
trend.
Shed No Tears for Bomber McCain
One needs good reasons to bad-mouth a
man immediately after his death. There are
plenty.
I don’t exactly hate John McCain – it
wasn’t my people he harmed. But he was
part of appalling politics that has killed
hundreds of thousands all round the world.
Including the USA, where he was loved by
those he helped cheat. Those he pushed to
suffering and premature death.
John McCain is rated a war-hero for being
shot down while part of ‘Rolling Thunder’,
the illegal and ultimately pointless bombing
of North Vietnam. Bombing that killed at
least 50,000 ordinary Vietnamese: maybe
far more.4
People nowadays don’t ask how the West
would have developed had the USA won
that war. (Or not except Watchmen, which
is sheer lunacy.) Defeat helped ensure that
many social values of the radical anti-war
protestors became a New Normal in the
West.5
If McCain learned anything from
Vietnam, it was only to be careful deploying
US ground troops. Ordinary US citizens
were genuinely stoical up to and including
World War Two: since then they are mostly
stoical about other people’s suffering.
McCain was a late-bloomer with genuine
stoicism, but also adapted to the new reality.
In his campaign for the 2008 Presidential
3 https://www.theguardian.com/

commentisfree/2018/aug/15/soarawaysuper-rich-shame-british-politics-pay
4 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Operation_Rolling_Thunder
5 https://gwydionwilliams.com/history-and-

philosophy/the-left-redefined-the-normal/ and
https://gwydionwilliams.com/politics-variousarticles/how-the-vietnam-war-extended-freedomin-the-west/
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Nomination, he joked about bombing Iran.6
As Republican nominee in 2008, he had
a free hand to choose his Vice-President.
Chose a little-known woman called Sarah
Palin. She’d failed as Governor of Alaska and
was aggressively ignorant. Long before she
was heard of, Isaac Asimov knew the type:
“‘There is a cult of ignorance in the United
States, and there always has been. The strain
of anti-intellectualism has been a constant
thread winding its way through our political
and cultural life, nurtured by the false notion
that democracy means that ‘my ignorance is
just as good as your knowledge.’”
Palin paved the way for Trump. But
Trump is an experienced negotiator and
businessman, even if he inherited his vast
wealth from his brilliant and bigoted father.
Even if he’s made less with his ventures than
letting someone else invest it, as many claim.
I also think he’s cleverer than he lets on.
Intentionally plays to the Cult of Ignorance,
as did Ronald Reagan.
Had McCain been elected and then reelected, and had the strain of a much higher
and more demanding office killed him rather
sooner than it did, Sarah Palin could have
been President.
What he stood for was anyway bad. He
needed her to help sell policies that would
hurt most of those who might vote for him:
“The Republican primaries have turned
into a Ronald Reagan Adoration Contest…
“McCain repeatedly called himself a ‘foot
soldier in the Reagan revolution.’ He
declared that Republicans have ‘betrayed
Ronald Reagan’s principles about tax cuts
and restraint of spending.’”7
I’d see Reagan as the start of US decline.
Sometimes it takes time to see the real impact
of bad politics. Brezhnev is now despised,
but at the time was widely praised or feared.
Right-wing thriller-writer Frederick Forsyth
even has a Brezhnev-equivalent seen
positively in The Devil’s Alternative, with
Ukrainian nationalists as villains.
Reagan may eventually suffer as big a
fall as Brezhnev, but not soon. Back in
2008, despite the developing financial crisis,
McCain was part of the pro-rich politics
that played on the anti-state foolishness of
Middle-America. Unlike Britain, I don’t
think the Centre-Right said ‘you’ve never
had it so good’ – yet it was true. And once
the fools started voting against taxes and
government power, they had it very bad
again. The more-than-millionaire elite took
everything, yet are still widely admired.
McCain was born into the higher ranks of
the Military-Industrial Complex. His father
and grandfather were US Navy admirals. His
McCain ancestors were Mississippi slaveowners with a 2000-acre plantation.8 They
kept it till 1952, with blacks officially free but
6 http://www.washingtonpost.com/

wp-dyn/content/article/2007/04/19/
AR2007041900962.html
7 http://www.washingtonpost.com/
wp-dyn/content/article/2008/01/31/
AR2008013102154.html
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Early_
life_and_military_career_of_John_
McCain#Family_heritage

still viciously exploited.
McCain himself managed in 1980 to
replace his fairly ordinary first wife with
an extremely rich heiress.9 Heir to a beer
business with revenues of hundreds of
millions a year. This got him involved with
the Keating Five scandal. He was one of five
senators accused of trying to intimidate the
people investigating a man involved in the
massive looting of the USA’s Savings and
Loans companies, their equivalent of our
Building Societies. An aspect of authentic
US conservatism, until they were lured by
promises of profit and found that millions
had been spirited away: “After a lengthy
investigation, the Senate Ethics Committee
determined in 1991 that Cranston, DeConcini,
and Riegle had substantially and improperly
interfered with the FHLBB’s investigation
of Lincoln Savings, with Cranston receiving
a formal reprimand. Senators Glenn and
McCain were cleared of having acted
improperly but were criticized for having
exercised ‘poor judgment’.”10
Even if he was as innocent as his fellow
Senators chose to believe, he helped spread
destructive social habits. And aggressive
bungling overseas after the Soviet collapse:
“He also served on the Indian Affairs
Committee where, as a keen gambler himself,
he pushed through new laws that allowed
native Americans to generate revenue from
casinos…“In the early 90s, the new senator
was involved in a corruption scandal [Keating]
after he and four Democratic senators were
accused of trying to intimidate regulators on
behalf of a campaign donor who eventually
served prison time for corrupt management
practices…“After the 9/11 attacks he
supported Bush’s war in Afghanistan and
the invasion of Iraq, although as the latter
operation dragged on, he began to question
the Bush strategy and the policies of the US
defence secretary, Donald Rumsfeld.”11
His merits? In a widely-featured incident,
he chose to be nice about Obama. But why
not? The Clinton and Obama years were a
victory for Reagan’s authentic behind-thescenes values, giving money to the rich
and ignoring the needs of the genuine nonrich conservatives who voted for them.
Trashing their social values. It was much the
same in Britain with Blair, except Thatcher
was a genuine conservative with shallow
understanding, and I doubt Reagan was.
And now it is all coming apart: “In
McCain’s last days, he offered a full-throated
defence of the idea that an internationalist,
engaged American nation could serve as a
guide to friends and a bulwark against foes
- and railed against the man, Donald Trump,
who campaigned against this world view.
“McCain exits the stage at what is, perhaps,
the twilight of the American century, when
the nation has focused inward, concerned
about potential dangers of immigration, the
entanglements of multilateralism and the
9 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/

Cindy_McCain
10 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Savings_and_loan_crisis
11 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-us-canada-40705362
Labour Affairs 17

challenges of a global economy.”12
Reagan and McCain were never functional
conservatives. Right-wing nihilists.
Snippets13
Trump Guilt of Sex!
“Those payments to women were
unseemly. That doesn’t mean they were
illegal” (Washington Post.14)
Did Trump approve hush-money for two
ex-mistresses as part of campaign expenses?
The source is hardly reliable: “The thought
that must keep Michael Cohen up at night
as he contemplates the possibility of facing
federal charges for $20 million in bank fraud is
the knowledge that it’s almost inconceivable
he would be facing prosecution if not for the
fact that his former boss got himself elected
president of the United States… “Ten years
ago, it seemed remarkable that America had
gotten so soft on corporate crime that nobody
was prosecuted for the banking malfeasance
that crashed the world economy in 2008.
Today we have a White House awash in
scandal and criminal associations. We can
only hope that if Trump’s rule comes to an
end, we won’t get complacent about the dirt
that Mueller has only begun to scratch.”15
He did a deal that included accusing
Trump. Enough for impeachment? Probably
not.
***
Fifty Years On From
Russia Crushing Czechoslovakia
20th-21st August were the anniversary.
Almost ignored by the Western media.
Surely it was grist to the anti-Russian mill?
But it also ended the chance of the
Soviet system transforming into Moderate
Socialism. Something like the Chinese
system, the main rival to New Right values.
Perhaps someone decided it was not good
to let the public think about the matter.
***
A Deadly Bridge In Italy
The Morandi Bridge was a bad and a rare
design. It could collapse suddenly, without
the usual warning signs.16
But it was also part of corrupt and shoddy
development: “Buildings and roads in
southern Italy are at higher risk, and experts
agree this is no coincidence. Construction
firms, many of which colluded with the
mafia for decades, used ‘unfortified cement’
– comprising a disproportionate amount of
sand and water, and very little concrete. Profit
for every pylon or kilometre of road was
guaranteed, but over time these roads and
12 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/

world-us-canada-44009916

13 Previous Newsnotes at the Labour Affairs

website, http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/pastissues/. Also https://longrevolution.wordpress.
com/newsnotes-historic/. I blog occasionally at
https://gwydionmw.quora.com/.

14 22nd August 2018 edition
15 https://www.vox.

com/2018/8/21/17757636/
cohen-manafort-white-collar-crime
16 New Scientist, 22 August 2018
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bridges began to fall apart… “In 1959 in Palermo, Vito Ciancimino,
a mafia boss from the Corleonesi clan, became the head of public
works.”17
Will it be fixed? Just now, Italians are self-wounding. Voting for
right-wing politicians who hate regulation and state spending.
***
Getting Tough With Turks
Trump’s tariffs have worked for some industries, including USrefined aluminium.18
Turkey is one target. Picked on because of a US preacher held for
involvement in the attempted coup. You don’t need to like Erdogan to
suspect it was another Made-in-USA coup.
Oddly, anti-Trump papers approve of hostility to Erdogan’s Illiberal
Democracy.19 Think he will be forced to back down.
I’d expect the exact opposite. He has an excuse for an economic
crisis that he partly caused.
And ‘getting tough’ with Turks is the last thing you should do. Not
unless you are ready to shed blood, and quite a lot of blood.
As a left-winger, I am hugely amused by the USA insulting and
alienating what was one of its best allies.
***
Living In Peace
“Herders in east Africa 5,000 years ago lived in peaceful communities
that shunned social hierarchies, communicated intensively and worked
together to build massive cemeteries, new research by archaeologists
has revealed.
“Early communities did not inevitably develop powerful elites or
compete violently for scarce resources, but may have worked together
to overcome challenges instead.”20
Which is not unusual. In ancient West Asia, some people left behind
the dead of battles even before agriculture started. Others got as far as
villages and small towns with no signs of war for thousands of years.
Sadly, once war got started, it was impossible to return to a peaceful
decentralised life. A social disease with no easy cure. Only a powerful
centralised state could restore peace of a sort.
***
Another Suffering Minority
“India has published a list which effectively strips about four million
people in the north-eastern state of Assam of their citizenship.
“The National Register of Citizens (NRC) is a list of people who
can prove they came to the state by 24 March 1971, a day before
neighbouring Bangladesh declared independence. “India says the
process is needed to identify illegal Bangladeshi migrants. “But it has
sparked fears of a witch hunt against Assam’s ethnic minorities.”21
Like Britain and Windrush, but much larger.
***
Brains Hurt?
“Claims that US diplomats suffered mysterious brain injuries after
being targeted with a secret weapon in Cuba have been challenged by
neurologists and other brain specialists.
“A medical report commissioned by the US government, published
in March, found that staff at the US embassy in Havana suffered
concussion-like brain damage after hearing strange noises in homes
and hotels, but doctors from the US, the UK and Germany have
contested the conclusions.”22
***
Wrecked Syria

“If we want to get married, there are no girls left.”
That was a man from Syria’s ancient Assyrian Christians. Assad’s
survival lets them go home – but would they ever be safe?
“A local Assyrian militia patrols the area to keep out looters, but Mr.
Youkhanna said he no longer trusts the Arabs in the nearby villages
since he assumed they had helped the Islamic State.
“‘In the old days, we would see each other on the road and greet
each other,’ he said. ‘Now, no one says anything.’
All down to Western ‘help’.
***
It Wasn’t Only Catholics
When the rules on sex relaxed, it took time to replace them. To
establish that the young were off-limits, and that politeness and respect
were still needed. The tricky transition has been used to attack a Pope
who dared speak against the rich and greedy.
Yes, some Catholic clergy were guilty. And at least as many
Protestant priests and Puritan preachers. Not to mention Jimmy
Savile, and a reasonable belief that some of the rich and powerful have
got clean away with it.
And it seems the Pope chose to investigate and establish truth, after
getting accusations of senior misbehaving clergy.
And yes, Catholic charities were unsympathetic to unmarried
mothers. Acting on doctrine that said they needed to be saved from
hell. Were non-Catholic charities any better?
Another case of New Right fog and darkness, mostly using honest
people as their tools.
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17 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/aug/17/
italys-crumbling-infrastructure-under-scrutiny-after-bridge-collapse
18 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/22/business/trumps-tariffs-centuryaluminum.html
19 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/10/world/europe/turkey-united-statestensions.html
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21 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-asia-india-45002549
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

murraymicha@gmail.com
Facebook: Michael Murray London- a
commentary/digest of political and general
interest news for busy people.
Dictionary definition of foot soldier: “…a
dedicated low-level follower.”
In this issue:
(1) Thought for the game-changing month
ahead:
(2) Silk purses and sows’ ears: Labour’s
Code of Practice on anti-Semitism
(1) Thought for the month
“The truth becomes almost impossible to
communicate because total frankness, relayed
in the shorthand of the mass media becomes
simply a weapon in the hands of opponents.”
(Tony Blair, The Times, 24/11/1987)
“Our job is to create the truth.” (Peter
Mandelson, n/a)
Both quoted in “The Rise of Political
Lying,” Peter Oborne, The Free Press, 2006)
(2) Silk purses and sows’ ears: Labour’s
Code of Practice on anti-Semitism
There is an anti-Semitism issue in the
Labour Party - but not where the contrived
“wrath” of the mass media and the antiCorbynist backbench MPs say it is. Jonathan
Cook explains: “. .this anti-Semitism crisis
is not chiefly about respecting Jewish
sensitivities or even about Jewish identity. It
is about protecting the sensitivities of some
Jews on Israel, A STATE OPPRESSING AND
DISPOSSESSING THE PALESTINIAN
PEOPLE.” (my emphasis, MJM). The hopes
engendered in the rise of Corbynism for
a British Labour foreign policy based on
peace and justice are what’s at stake here.“
(Jonathan Cook Blog 19/08/18)
The official Labour Party position on its draft
Code of Practice on anti-Semitism is: “These
are the most detailed and comprehensive
guidelines on anti-Semitism adopted by any
political party in the country. They adopt
the IHRA definition and contextualise and
add to the working examples to produce a
practical code of conduct that a political party
can apply in disciplinary cases.” (Guardian,
11/08/’18). But not all the Party leadership
and MPs agree with this, ready now to accede
to the vociferous demand that the Labour
Party abandons its own Code of Practice and
adopts the IHRA definition.
But Cook (- and others) warn: “The full
adoption of the IHRA definition of antiSemitism will be a major victory both for
Israel and its apologists in Britain, who
have been seeking to silence all meaningful
criticism of Israel, and for the British
corporate media, which would dearly love to
see the back of an old-school socialist Labour
leader whose programme threatens to loosen
the 40-year stranglehold of neoliberalism
on British society.” That’s the opinion of
the respected Nazareth-based prize-winning

journalist, Jonathan Cook, on the antiSemitism row that has proved so paralysing
to the Labour Party over the past two years.
“Corbyn’s been abandoned,” Cook writes,
“his allies … have largely lost the stomach
for battle.” (Jonathan Cook Blog, 19/08/18)
That seems to be true of the backers and
heavy financers of the Party, the trade unions.
But it is not the whole truth, as shall be argued
in this Diary entry. Three of the heaviest
hitters, Dave Prentis of Unison, Tim Roache
of the GMB and Len McCluskey of Unite
have weighed in to push for the full adoption
of the IHRA definition in place of Labour’s
draft Code of Practice briefly summarized
above.
McCluskey, a staunch supporter of Corbyn
from day one, has said, for once publicly
disagreeing with Corbyn: “It would be for
the best if all eleven (examples) were now
agreed, so the party can move on.”(Daily
Express, 17/08/18)
Prentis, while expressing wholesome
support for Corbyn as Leader of the Party,
and for the Labour 2017 Manifesto, said he
was not buying the claim that following the
IHRA definition of anti-Semitism would
prevent criticism of Israel. (Huffington Post
09/08/’18)
Roache takes the same line. “It is
abundantly clear, he said that Labour has to
accept IHRA examples of anti-Semitism in
full, while agreeing that criticizing the Israeli
government and supporting our Palestinian
brothers and sisters is not being anti-Semitic.”
(Huffington Post, 09/08/18)
But this issue has become so ‘weaponised’
it is not an option to argue, as the
spokespersons for the Unions urging support
for the IHRA definition are doing, that one
can “work around” the ambiguities of some
of the eleven “examples” in “good faith.”
That’s something that Union negotiators
have to do from time to time. For example
when negotiating a grievance and disciplinary
procedure, or other substantive agreements
in the local branch of a multinational that
has a corporate template which may contain
clauses that are ambivalent or contrary to
local culture, custom and practice, or even
trade union policy positions.
Acceptance of an unfavourable draft
agreement might be successfully argued
for with the members in a high trust
environment, to get on with the rest of the
substantive agenda, taking a calculated risk
that management would never selectively
invoke hostile clauses in an otherwise
acceptable collective agreement. (In the case
of the Labour Party the parallel would be its
wider social and political agenda, which all
three union leaders fully support, and towards
which they want to move).
But we are not in a high trust situation
- in the UK’s toxic politics in general
and certainly not in the disunited Labour
Party with its Kafkaesque dog’s dinner of
disciplinary rules, procedures and structures.

Labour Affairs 19

The latter are themselves the vestigial
remains of previous internal party power
struggles, to which experienced senior trade
union negotiators contributed within the
Labour Party leadership, by commission and omission. Yes, I have a bee in my bonnet
about union leaders letting the rule changes
past them that were subsequently used in a
low trust environment to disenfranchise 100s
and 1,000s of members over the last two
to three years. They of all people involved
should know that it’s not the text of an
agreement, per se, that causes strife, it’s the
interpretation of the agreement.
A well published article on Labour and
anti-Semitism nicely illustrates the point.
It was published simultaneously, on the
front pages, by three, rival, Jewish papers:
the Chronicle, Telegraph and News on July
25th 2018. This was talked about across the
media as being unprecedented and irrefutable
evidence that Corbyn’s Labour had got it all
wrong and were out of touch.
It talked about the “existential threat”
to Jewish life in this country that would be
posed by a Jeremy Corbyn-led government.
It continues: “The stain and shame of antiSemitism has coursed through Her Majesty’s
Opposition since Jeremy Corbyn became
leader in 2015. Last week’s stubborn refusal
to adopt the full IHRA definition …. was the
most sinister yet.”
And here we come to the crux of the article:
its interpretation of Labour’s draft Code of
Practice. And it’s an eye-opener for those
who want to see – and that seems to exclude
most of the journalists in the country’s media.
Because none of them mentioned it.
“Labour has diluted the IHRA definition,”
said the Chronicle, “…deleting and amending
four key examples of anti-Semitism all
relating to Israel .... In so doing Labour
makes a distinction between racial antiSemitism (unacceptable) and political antiSemitism targeting Israel (acceptable).”
(Jewish Chronicle, 25/07/’18)
Len McCluskey, in the press statement cited
above said: “The problem of anti-Semitism
in Labour had been ‘wildly exaggerated,”
saying “he could not understand the
motives of Jewish groups.” (Daily Express,
17/08/18) Well, here they are, Len, at least
the motives of the Jewish groups associated
with the Chronicle. As they see it, with
the full IHRA definition - IHRA examples
relating to Israel included: “HUNDREDS,
IF NOT THOUSANDS OF LABOUR AND
MOMENTUM MEMBERS WOULD NEED
TO BE EXPELLED.” Note well, not “need
to be investigated” but “need to be expelled.”
The end-game isn’t bringing people to a
clearer understanding of anti-Semitism, or
investigation according to the principles of
natural justice. The wholesale expulsion of

Continued On Page 20
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Notes

Future Relationship Between the
UK and the EU 18 July 2018
The opening speech by Dominic Raab,
Secretary of State for Exiting the EU, has
been omitted to enable inclusion of Keir
Starmer’s reply for Labour.
Keir Starmer (Holborn and St
Pancras) (Lab) The Prime Minister
insists that her Brexit plan will deliver
a “smooth and orderly” exit from the
EU. Anyone looking in over these past
few weeks will be bound to conclude
that nothing could be further from the
truth. The Chequers agreement took two
years to reach and two days to unravel
and, even in the past hour and a half,
the Secretary of State for Exiting the
European Union has said that we should
get behind it. The right hon. Member
for Uxbridge and South Ruislip called
it the “miserable permanent limbo of
Chequers” to great cheering from that
part of the Chamber.
A White Paper that should have been
published before article 50 was invoked

Dick Barry

arrived late for the statement last week
and, after this week’s votes, lies in tatters.
There have been daily resignations
and knife-edge votes, and we see a
Government clinging on literally vote
by vote by using, as I understand from
last night, threats of no-confidence votes
and of a general election to achieve a
result and, it seems, by breaking pairing
arrangements with an MP on maternity
leave. I listened carefully to what the
Prime Minister said about that earlier,
but I ask the Secretary of State to explain
how the Tory party chairman, the right
hon. Member for Great Yarmouth
(Brandon Lewis), accidentally voted
on two crucial votes and yet managed,
presumably deliberately, to abstain on
the others as agreed.
Now the Secretary of State is trying to
sell a White Paper that he had not seen
until last week and in which, in many
respects, it is hard to believe he really
believes. It is already dead in the water.
That is before he has even had the chance
to meet Michel Barnier.

Although some Brexiteers predicted
that the negotiations with the EU would
be the easiest in history—that was the
Secretary of State for International
Trade—and that new trade agreements
would be signed by March 2019
with countries totalling 10 times the
geographical size of the EU, which was
the corker from the former Secretary
of State for Exiting the European
Union, most of us recognised that, in
honesty, the Brexit process would be
very complicated and very difficult. I
have always accepted that negotiating
Brexit would be a challenge for any
Government.
What we have seen in the past few
weeks is not just a weak Government
struggling
with
the
inevitable
complexities of Brexit; this is simply
the latest battle of a political party at
war with itself. A war once contained in
the Conservative party now threatens to
engulf the country. For 30 years or more
the Conservative party has been engaged

Continued From Page 19
pro-Corbyn activists is the end-game. The interested parties are the defenders of Israel and the opponents of Corbynism.
Dave Prentice, cited above, said: “If you’re not capable of criticizing Israel without being anti-Semitic, then you’re an anti-Semite – and we
should make no special exceptions for you.” (Huff Post, 09/08/18)
Clearly, Dave hadn’t read the Jewish Chronicle front-page on 25th July, or seen the Al-Jazeera award-winning documentary “The Lobby” (catch
it on YouTube Al-Jazeera: “The Lobby”– 4 X 30mins episodes). It is an investigation of alleged Israeli interference in British party politics mostly
concentrated on the Labour Party and the Labour Friends of Israel.
Amongst a lot of revealing stuff about what’s going on in the Labour Party, there is a full coverage of London Labour MP Joan Ryan’s argument
with a Labour member at the 2016 Annual Conference in Liverpool. The member is asking about Labour Friends of Israel’s current line on the
Palestine/Israel “Two State Solution,” given the continued occupation (I’d call it an annexation, at this stage), the ongoing settlements, etc. She
ends up getting shopped for anti-Semitism on the basis of a lying misrepresentation by Ryan of what the member actually said.
I mention it here as a timely “example” how the existing IHRA definition of anti-Semitism can be used to rid the Party of “hundreds if not
thousands.” By the way, complaints were made to Ofcom by five individuals exposed and named in the documentary. Their complaints were not
upheld. Joan Fitzpatrick, the only named “anti-Semite” was exonerated. But I don’t know if she continued her interest in “Democratic Socialism”
thereafter. And I don’t know if Joan Ryan MP has been spoken to for bringing the Labour Party into disrepute – or wasting its officers’ time with
a vexatious and injurious complaint against a fellow Labour Party member.
“You can’t make a silk purse out of a sow’s ear,” writes George Wilmers of the Jewish Voice for Labour in the magazine “The Palestinian,”
01/8/18. The sow’s ear is the IHRA definition of anti-Semitism. The silk purse is Labour’s Code of Practice. This is in an article on Kenneth
Stern, former US Attorney General, the author of the IHRA definition. Stern, himself a conservative and avowed Zionist, protests at the use of the
definition, intended to be no more than a “working definition” for the limited purpose of standardizing comparative data collection on the incidence
of anti-Semitism, Stern watches it being put to the wider use of limiting and controlling free speech, particularly in Third Level education and
research and strongly protested.
Wilmers continues: “Despite a general belief to the contrary and its “adoption” by the `UK government, the IRHA definition has no legal status
in the UK, and for very good reason…not only is it not a proper definition for legal purposes, but its legal adoption by any public authority would
conflict with existing protected rights of free expression for legal purposes. BUT its legal adoption by any public authority would conflict with
existing protected rights of free expression guaranteed by Article 10 of the European Convention on Human Rights.” His main legal sources for this
are Hugh Tomlinson, Q C. and Sir Stephen Sedley. (Can I say I found the former’s legal explication more accessible to a non-legally-trained mind.)
On September 4th the NEC meets to decide on the anti-Semitism definitions to adopt . On Sept 5th the Parliamentary Labour Party meets to put
down a motion on the same issue, needing only 50-odd MPs’ support. I’ve just heard there is to be a members’ lobby of the NEC meeting on the
4th, details to follow. Too little too late? One thing on which I can agree with the Jewish Chronicle: “September is finally make or break.”
Labour Affairs 20
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in a civil war over Europe, and the national
interest has been the collateral.
The European question has brought
down the Conservative party’s last three
Prime Ministers, and it could well bring
down this one. Margaret Thatcher was
completely at odds with her Cabinet on
the exchange rate mechanism, and it
eventually led to her downfall. John Major
grappled with his Maastricht rebels, and
we know how he referred to them. Indeed,
that accidental recording of John Major’s
comments has resonance today: “The real
problem is one of a tiny majority…a party
that is still harking back to a golden age
that never was, and is now invented.”
Then we had David Cameron, the man
who told his party to stop “banging on
about Europe” before calling a referendum,
losing it and then riding off into the sunset.
While the Tory party fights with itself
over Europe, as we have seen in the past
couple of days, inequality continues to
grow, the housing crisis spirals out of
control, our NHS and public services groan
under the cuts to their budgets, and any
principle to guide our foreign policy has
fallen by the wayside.
Frankly, most people are sick and tired of
this Tory war. Whether they voted to leave
or remain, most people look on aghast at
the mess the Government are making of
Brexit; we have all had those comments
made to us in the past few days.
People are aghast at the threat that that
approach poses to jobs, the economy,
peace in Northern Ireland and our place in
the world. So I have a simple message to
the Prime Minister and to the Government:
this has got to stop. The Tory party has no
right to risk the wellbeing of our country
in this way or to plunge our politics, our
Parliament and the wider country into
the kind of chaos we have seen in recent
weeks.
Anybody who has looked in on the past
two days and seen the infighting on the
Conservative Benches would question
whether that process cannot start with
the Tory party. I have laid out the history
because this is a deep divide, which has
been at the heart of the Conservative party
for decades. It has been waiting to break
out since the referendum result. It has been
contained time and again, but now it has
broken out. Now it more than risks the
Conservative party; it risks the future of
our country, and that is why it has got to
stop.
The flaws in this White Paper and the
mess the Government find themselves
in do not just stem from the history of
Conservative party splits over Europe—
there are mistakes of this Government, too.
After the referendum, we needed decisive
leadership to bring a divided country
together—to honour the result, but also
to speak for those who voted remain. We
needed a vision where everybody could
see their future, and we needed to ensure

that the social and economic causes of the
referendum were addressed. Instead the
Prime Minister set out, in October 2016,
impossible and extreme red lines: no
customs union; no single market; having
nothing to do with a European Court;
having no common EU agencies. She
also had no plan to avoid a hard border in
Northern Ireland. In addition, she pushed
away Parliament. There was a moment
when she could have sought its backing,
but she pushed it away and avoided
scrutiny. None of the speeches she has ever
made on Brexit—the “House speeches”—
have been put to a vote in this Parliament
to see whether they would be approved.
She has rejected sensible amendments
and proposals from across the House to
make Brexit work. What is the result? It
has taken two years to produce this White
Paper and it has lasted less than a week.
I turn to the facilitated customs union
arrangement, because it demonstrates
how unworkable the White Paper is. It is
based on the idea that traders can reliably
distinguish at the border between goods
intended for the UK and goods intended for
the EU. Paragraph 16a of the White Paper
says that “where a good reaches the UK
border, and the destination can be robustly
demonstrated by a trusted trader, it will pay
the UK tariff if it is destined for the UK and
the EU tariff if it is destined for the EU.”
The idea is that, at the border, someone
can safely distinguish between goods that
are going on to the EU and those that are not
and then apply different tariffs and different
regimes to them. Whatever “robustly
demonstrated” means is not set out, but it
is a complicated two-tier system, which is
why business has been so concerned about
it. It involves the idea that we will account
to the EU for the tariffs that are collected.
If the destination of goods is not known,
the higher tariff is paid at the border and
recouped at some later stage. That is a
hugely complicated two-tier system, with a
third system overlaid for goods the destiny
of which is not known.
I have heard it said that, happily, for 96%
of goods, the destiny will be known on the
border. The reference for that is footnote
6 on page 17 of the White Paper. I do not
know whether the Secretary of State has
chased that footnote, but I have. I challenge
him to explain on some occasion—now, if
he can—how that 96% figure is arrived
at, because it is not at all clear from that
footnote. However, the important point
is this: whether it is 96%, or some lesser
percentage, there will need to be checks to
ensure the integrity of the system and to
avoid abuse.
The solution that the Government have
put forward is the tracking mechanism that
was floated last summer. It is an interesting
idea; it is a shame that it does not yet exist.
It is no good Ministers on the Front Bench
shaking their head. If the position is that
there will be no checking at all after the
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event to see whether the right tariff was
indeed paid, to avoid abuse or to protect
the integrity of the scheme, I will let the
Secretary of State intervene on me to say
that the proposal is that, as goods pass the
border, that is it—no check. If that is not
the case, he must accept that, as with any
system, whatever the percentage, rightly
designated or not at the border, there will
have to be tracking systems to check that
the correct tariff was paid; otherwise, it is
very obviously open to gross abuse.
Alex Chalk (Cheltenham) (Con)
The right hon. and learned Gentleman is
giving, as one would expect, a forensic and
detailed scrutiny of these proposals, but the
end point of his argument must be that there
should be a customs union. I understand
the point, but has he made any assessment
of the extent to which, in the country, there
would be a sense of betrayal, which would
place the disquiet that has taken place in
this House into a cocked hat? Does he have
any assessment of that?
Keir Starmer The referendum answered
the question, “Do you want to stay in or
leave the EU?” We are now grappling with
the question of what the future arrangements
should be. We have to safeguard the
manufacturing sector and we have to keep
to the solemn commitment that there will
be no hard border in Northern Ireland.
Anybody who has looked at the issue has
accepted that the only way to keep to that
solemn commitment on Northern Ireland is
to have a customs union with the EU.
The second half of the intervention by
the hon. Member for Cheltenham (Alex
Chalk) implied that anybody who voted
leave would not countenance a common
rulebook on goods; well, that is in the
White Paper, because we have all had to
work through the practical consequences
of the referendum. It is no good to take
such an extreme interpretation of Brexit
that we wreck the manufacturing sector,
abandon the service sector and abandon
the solemn commitment to Northern
Ireland. We have all been grappling with
those issues for two years and we have to
stop this suggestion that to put forward any
practical arrangement for moving forward
and safeguarding our country is somehow
to frustrate or betray the referendum.
Let me go back to the facilitated customs
arrangement. It is a complicated, two-tier
arrangement that involves different tariffs
being charged at the border and, if it is
not known what tariff should be taken, it
involves the tariff being reimbursed later if
it was wrong.
It is no good the Secretary of State
shaking his head, because that is what it
says in paragraph 16 of the White Paper.
It is complicated. It is no wonder that
businesses have said that they are sceptical
about it and it is no wonder that the EU has
said that it does not think it can operate such
a system. It is no doubt for that reason that
paragraph 17(a) says, after a description of
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the arrangement:
“However, the UK is not proposing that the
EU applies the UK’s tariffs and trade policy
at its border for goods intended for the UK.”
There is no reading of that other than,
“This is so complicated and bureaucratic that
we know the EU will not be prepared to do it
and we are not going to ask it to.” There is no
other reading of that sentence.
Enter Monday’s European Research
Group new clause 36, which says: “Subject
to subsection (2), it shall be unlawful for
HMRC to account for any duty of customs
or VAT or excise duty collected by HMRC
to the Government of a country or territory
outside the United Kingdom”, unless
“arrangements have been entered into by Her
Majesty’s Government and that government
under which that government will account to
HMRC for those duties and taxes collected in
that country on a reciprocal basis.”
In other words, it will be unlawful for us to
collect and account for taxes at our borders
unless other countries and territories—the
EU27—collect tariffs and account for them
for us. It will be unlawful. The White Paper
says that we are not going to ask the EU to do
it, but new clause 36 says it will be unlawful
if the EU does not.
Dominic Raab indicated dissent.
Keir Starmer I invite the Secretary of
State to intervene if he wants to quibble
with that analysis. By that amendment, the
Government have cut across their White
Paper and inevitably made it more difficult
for the Secretary of State to negotiate with the
EU when he goes there tomorrow, because
the EU has said, “This is not attractive to us
and we don’t want to do this.” The White
Paper says that we will not ask the EU to—
presumably, as part of that discussion, that
makes sense as the logical next move—but
Monday’s new clause, which was a wrecking
amendment, has now made it unlawful for a
sensible way to be found through.
This is not just a forensic challenge to
the White Paper; it is fundamental. Absent
a workable customs arrangement, the
Government have no answer to the question
of how they would protect the manufacturing
sector. Absent a workable customs
arrangement—
Dominic Raab The right hon. and
learned Gentleman’s analysis is not that
forensic, because—inadvertently rather than
deliberately, I suspect—he omits the key
words from the White Paper:
“The UK and the EU should agree a
mechanism for the remittance of relevant
tariff revenue. On the basis that this is likely
to be the most robust approach, the UK
proposes a tariff revenue formula”.
That, of course, will be agreed as well; that
is what the negotiations are for. It is set out
plainly and squarely in the White Paper, and I
think he knows that.
Keir Starmer I anticipated that challenge,
and I anticipated that sentence. Let us read
the sentence:
“The UK and the EU should agree a
mechanism for the remittance of relevant
tariff revenue.”

Will it be reciprocal, or not? If it is not
reciprocal, it will be unlawful; that is the
difficulty. If it is intended to be reciprocal,
what is the point of the sentence reassuring
the EU that
“the UK is not proposing that the EU
applies the UK’s tariffs and trade policy at its
border for goods intended for the UK”?
Whatever the arrangement is, we know
one thing about it: it will not involve the EU
applying UK tariffs and trade policy at its
border. Otherwise, what is the point of that
qualification?
Dominic Raab I am afraid that the right
hon. and learned Gentleman is making a false
distinction. The key line in the paragraph
is that “the UK proposes a tariff revenue
formula, taking account of goods destined
for the UK entering via the EU and goods
destined for the EU entering via the UK.”
That is the most explicit statement of
reciprocity. What more could he expect?
Keir Starmer I invite the Secretary of
State to intervene just one more time. What is
the point of the sentence that follows the one
that he has just read out?
Dominic Raab It is the exception to
those arrangements, which is that we are not
requiring the EU to levy the tariffs.
Keir Starmer This must be my failure
to comprehend. There is an arrangement
whereby tariffs are applied at the border and
accounted for. The UK is not proposing that
the EU applies the UK tariffs and trade policy
at its border for goods intended for the UK, so
how is it going to account for them?
Unless there is a customs arrangement
that works for manufacturing, there is not an
arrangement that works for manufacturing.
The Government last night voted down
an amendment to say, “If we cannot make
something else work, we will have a customs
union.” So if this does not work, there is
nothing for manufacturing. Equally, if this
does not work, there is nothing for Northern
Ireland.
The Secretary of State shakes his head,
but if this does not work, what is the plan?
If he wants to intervene, that is fine. If this
plan does not work—if this facilitated
customs arrangement is not acceptable—the
default, according to the Government, is not
a customs union. What is the plan?
Dominic Raab This model will work. I
gently say this to the right hon. and learned
Gentleman: if he cared about it that much,
why did the Labour party go into the last
election committed to having an independent
trade policy, which can only mean leaving the
customs union?
Keir Starmer I really do not like the
Secretary of State saying, “if he cared about
it that much”. The suggestion that we are not
both engaging in a difficult analysis of the
White Paper with the interests of our country
at heart is not fair. I care about this greatly,
because without the right arrangement, I
genuinely believe that manufacturing in this
country will be at risk. Having worked in
Northern Ireland for five years, I genuinely
believe that, without a working arrangement,
the solemn commitment to no hard border in
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Northern Ireland may not be kept. It is really
serious, and point scoring about whether one
is serious about it or not does not help; doing
so demeans the Secretary of State in his role.
It is not the way to conduct such debates.
It is not just the manufacturing sector; the
White Paper’s proposals on services reveal a
huge black hole. Likewise, the proposals on
rights and protections are simply inadequate.
On social rights, employment rights and
environmental rights, there is a nonregression approach: we will not necessarily
keep up and we will not necessarily improve,
but things will not necessarily get worse.
There is no clarity on the role of the
European Court of Justice. [Interruption.]
The Secretary of State says, “It ends”, but
it clearly does not end. The European Court
has two different primary jurisdictions: first,
dispute settlement; and secondly, reference.
That is the jurisdiction that it has had, as
he very well knows, with his experience.
The second of those is being preserved for
everything in the common rulebook. That
is why it has caused such difficulty within
his own party. The jurisdiction of the Court
would exist on reference procedure for that
wide range of issues, and he well knows it.
It will operate, I should imagine, in precisely
the same way that it operates now. That is,
there will be a reference to the Court, the
Court will decide the question before it, it
will give a ruling and an interpretation, and
that interpretation will be binding, because if
it is not, there is no point in that reference
procedure, as he knows.
Dominic Raab indicated dissent.
Keir Starmer Well, if the Secretary of
State is going to suggest that the reference to
the Court is for a ruling that is not binding,
I will be very interested to hear about it,
because there is not much point in referring
something to a court for a ruling and then
saying, “Well, it’s very nice but we’re not
going to apply it.” The whole thing only
works if the ruling of the European Court can
be binding.
The proposal for the labour mobility
framework says things about business trips
and tourism, but is completely silent on the
terms under which EU citizens will be able
to live and work in the UK and UK citizens
in the EU.
The grim reality is this: it has taken two
years to get to this point, yet, on analysis,
there is nothing there—or, more accurately,
there is nothing that the warring Conservative
party can agree on. The Prime Minister’s plan
is exposed as unworkable and unacceptable to
her own party, but she cannot move forward,
as Monday night showed, and she cannot
move backwards, as last night showed. That
is not taking back control; it is no control—
stalemate. But the country cannot keep
paying the price for these divisions in the
Conservative party. We need a Brexit plan
that can unite the country and protect jobs
and the economy, and I am sorry to say that
this White Paper is not it.
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GAZA
run
don’t run
run
the sky moves
doesn’t move
moves
the sky moves
the ground moves
an F16
firing something, the F16
dropping something, the F16
a generator
sounds like a generator
generator
only sounds like a generator
a generator
drones sound like generators
sounds like a generator
a tank shell
plops like a tank shell
it’s a tank shell
intense bright lights
out at sea, those lights
intense bright lights
blinking now, those lights
out at sea, intense bright lights
the sand spurts
spirals, the sand-column spurts
curtain of sand, opens, spurts
run
don’t run
hide, then run
nowhere to run
nowhere to hide and run
fight
can’t run, fight
can’t hide, fight
fight
Wilson John Haire. 30th July, 2014

GAZA ON MY MIND
You thought you were free to think,
to distinguish, to judge,
when on to your mind they erected
a fence
of barbed chain-link,
you thought from the truth
you couldn’t be budged
but with this cacophony of tin
pots
you lost the knack.
One, or was it two, brave souls
launched
their fire-kite, the slingshot, the
catapult
at that border
then, from the watchtowers there
winged
origami planes to order
as media pulp.
Up to your waist now in it,
apologising, suspending,
expelling
those who go near the edge,
when it should be up with your
mitts.
While brave Gazans
expire in their prison land-wedge.
W.J, Haire. 1st August, 2018.

Continued From Page 24
their hands. Arancini, (cone-shaped
rice balls), they said, are a symbol
of welcome. The Church, politicians
from other parties, Cgil the Trade
Union and many others protested.
Roberto Fico, the M5S President of the
Chamber of Deputies also protested.
Salvini attacked in response: “You are
the President of the Camera, I am the
Minister of the Interior”.
The Public Prosecutor of Agrigento
(the
local
jurisdiction)
Luigi
Patronaggio made an inspection, saw
cases of scabies, a hunger strike and
opened an enquiry into the illegal
imprisonment of the migrants. This will
lead to a formal enquiry into Salvini’s
actions. Salvini is totally unrepentant,
and has attacked Patronaggio and
the magistrates acting against him.
Of Patronaggio, Salvini said:“ a few
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GAZA CITY 7th AUGUST 2014
Be reminded of Israeli atrocities
don’t let the years ease the pain
through your liberal generosity
though you watched it
through glass
without the putrid smell
via the box of the mass
the nostrils not blocked
from dust berserk
from enemy incoming
shells
nor do you feel the heat
from the burning rubble
but from under it
you heard the cries
didn’t see six blackened bodies
a mother and baby welded together
a father smothered by his three young
sons
in panic
lies
on tin stretchers
one alive
a nine year old girl legs flailing
unconscious trying to
run
then silence
she thinks she dies
they who did it
plead anti-Semitism
plead Holocaust
take out writs
plead military hardware
from the land
of burger and fries
Wilson John Haire 7th August, 2017

Continued From Column 2
months ago he said to me that there is a
high risk of terrorists aboard (migrant
boats). Has he changed his mind?”.
And later: We will soon reform the
judiciary”
Silvio Berlusconi has given his
support to Salvini. Di Maio has said
that “Salvini....remains at his post and
doesn’t violate the ethical code of the
M5S”. On 28 August Viktor Orban the
Hungarian Prime Minister, with equally
firm views on migrants, visited Italy to
meet Matteo Salvini.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

SALVINI RUNS ITALY
In late Summer Italy was
preoccupied both by the collapse of
the Morandi viaduct in Genova and
the Dicotto migrant boat controversy.
Both issues received immediate
positive, blunt responses from the
joint Deputy Prime Minister Matteo
Salvini and little from Luigi Di Maio
– the other Deputy. The handling
of the issues also highlighted the
tensions between the two ill-suited
parties currently sharing government
– the majority Five Star party, M5S,
of Luigi Di Maio who should be
leading policy decisions, and the
minority partner Salvini’s Lega.
The Morandi bridge killed 42
people, including two workmen who
unluckily were working underneath
pylon 9 when it, and part of the
roadway, collapsed. The tragedy
was widely reported in the UK. The
Italian press relayed with disdain
the callous British ITV news report
which started with a jokey remark
about being frightened when crossing
such elevated structures.
The collapse was shocking but the
Italian press was quickly full of local
hearsay and actual evidence that the
tragedy was not unexpected. Antonio
Brencich of the University of Genova
had said that the cost of maintaining
this elegant but failing structure had,
by 2016, begun to exceed the cost of
building anew.
Brencich says that Morandi’s
structures were initially viewed as
innovative and exciting. Riccardo
Morandi had built the first bridge
of this type in Venezuela, after
winning the commission to cross
the 8.5-kilometre Maracaibo Bay. A
tanker hit one of the pylons two years
after completion and five people
were killed, although the damage
was limited to the area around the
impact. It is said that the structure is
not currently maintained.
In 1971 a much shorter bridge was
built in Libya but concerns about its
integrity closed it last year. Reasons
for the Genova collapse feasibly
include substandard concrete. A

senior engineer working on the bridge
speculated that the maintenance itself
could have contributed to its failure.
However, in the late 50s and 60s
Morandi did not have the technology
to model and test his new structures,
and the stresses and deformations of
steel and reinforced concrete were
uncalculable. Brencich summed
him up, “He was an engineer with
enormous intuition but without the
available means to calculate at the
same level.”
Brencich had been appointed to
the collapse’s commission of enquiry
along with the senior engineer
mentioned above. The engineer was
removed because of his conflict of
interest and Brencich left at the same
time.
Immediately after the collapse
Matteo Salvini, also Minister for
the Interior, issued a statement.
He condemned the EU for the
collapse. He based his reason on
their stipulation that Italy must cut
expenditure to control its budget
surplus. He also said that all the
households necessarily displaced
by their proximity to the remaining
structure would be rehoused by the
end of the year.
And Di Maio? Or even Prime
Minister Conte? (a paper PM). In
contrast there was little from either
of them. Paolo Giordana, part of
the Turin mayoral administration,
said that he had decided to break
his silence about the M5S and Luigi
Di Maio in particular, (La Stampa
24 August). Giordana had worked
closely with the M5S Mayor of Turin,
Chiara Appendino, and he knows
Di Maio. He sees him as a “type of
schoolboy....it isn’t possible to entrust
our nation to the hands of someone
this deficient (i.e.: unformed) who
lacks the tools to understand what
surrounds him”. Giordana doesn’t
see him as either a politician or a
statesman. He also sees the M5S as an
“ignorant, superficial and slovenly
mess”, and has recently resigned
from his post as Cabinet Chief.
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Italy’s second pressing issue
came after the coastguard ship
Dicotto picked up 177 migrants
from what is the Maltese zone in the
Mediterranean. This is a nominal
zone and is in international waters
rather than actual territorial waters.
Ships have a duty to rescue craft in
distress. Malta disputed that it was in
distress. They denied responsibility
as Lampedusa, in Italian waters, was
the nearest port. Dicotto disembarked
a small number of very sick migrants
there and set off for Catania, a
major Sicilian port with facilities
for handling migrants. Danilo
Toninelli, Minister for Infrastructure,
gave permission to land. Salvini
contradicted him a few minutes later.
Technically Toninelli is responsible
for the boat and the Interior Minister
is not responsible until the migrants
set foot on the dock.
Some unaccompanied children
were given leave to disembark, plus
a few more sick adults. Salvini took
charge and refused to allow any further
disembarkation. In June Salvini had
refused permission of the Aquarius
to land with 600 migrants. He forced
for the first time what had been the
previous Pd (Partito Democratico)
government’s unrequited aim, that of
distributing migrants around Europe.
Five countries took an equal share of
the refugees. Now Salvini said: “In
the spirit of European solidarity, of
27 countries, ….we have welcomed
more than 700,00 arriving by sea,
we have done our bit”. Also, he said:
“immigration has changed and is the
business of the Mafia”.
The Dicotto moored in Catania
harbour and waited for developments.
Salvini tweets as do his supporters.
Many used Twitter to support his
stance. One commented that migrants
don’t arrive with papers but they all
seem to have mobile phones. But
the pro-humanitarian anti-Salvini
pressure grew. A group of Catanians
demonstrated with 177 arancini in
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