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CATCHING THE MOOD 
OF THE NATION

Labour’s conference, held last month in Liverpool, 
was a huge success with Jeremy Corbyn showing 
real signs of a Prime Minister in waiting. That, 
surprisingly, was the general view of the British 
media, including most of the press. The Daily Mail, 
inevitably, described the policies as “lunacy” but 
admitted that voters could still be tempted. The 
Mirror, usually sympathetic to Labour, said that it 
“was singing the tune the country wants to hear.” And 
BBC Radio News summed it up saying that “Labour 
seems to have caught the mood of the nation.”

There were certainly clear signs that Corbyn has 
changed the narrative. With the Tories in disarray 
and lurching ever further to the right, the left  now 
occupies the centre ground in British politics. 
Labour’s economic policies, opposed by the right-
wing press, are, according to opinion polls, popular 
with voters. Although Corbyn himself has a lot of 
work to do to convince them he is a strong leader. But 
his performance at conference convinced delegates 
of his strength and sincerity. Conference was behind 
him and ready to fight an election.

Labour is now a united party after months of 
division and discourse over antisemitism. There 
were signs that it has now been put to bed. It was 
absent as an issue at conference, with no reference 
made to it by any delegate. (In his winding-up speech 
Corbyn made it absolutely clear that racism in any 
form had no place in the Labour party.) And now 
that the National Executive Committee has endorsed 
the full International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance definition of antisemitism, Corbyn’s critics 
in the parliamentary Labour party have no basis for 
attacking him. They have nothing left in their locker. 
Any further attempts to undermine him could result 
in deselection. 

With the hardline Tory Brexiters making the 
running, Labour have a golden opportunity to outfox 
the government on Brexit. A report by the right-
wing Think Tank the Institute of Economic Affairs, 
praised by Jacob Rees-Mogg, proposes wholesale 
deregulation of the British economy, purging the 
economy of workers’ rights, food standards and 
environmental protections. It was up to Labour to set 
out a clear position on the EU. The difficulty of this 
was experienced by Labour’s NEC which met for 
over 5 hours to put together a motion on Brexit out 
of the 150 submitted by Constituency Labour Parties. 

In his speech to conference Shadow Brexit 
Secretary Keir Starmer told delegates that in the 
event of a People’s Vote, Remain would be an option 
on the ballot paper. This was not Labour’s official 
position and seems to have been inserted into his 
speech by Starmer without consulting his colleagues. 
Labour insists that a final deal with the EU must meet 
its six tests, which include the protection of jobs and 
investment in the economy. Conference, like most 
party members, was enthusiastically in favour of a 
People’s Vote. 

There are however dangers in this. However it 
is dressed up it will be seen by Leavers in Labour 
constituencies as a second referendum on EU 
membership. The party’s preference is for a general 
election, but Theresa May has ruled this out. And 
in any case with fixed term parliaments a general 
election could only be called if two-thirds of MPs 
support a vote of no confidence in the government. 
An unlikely event as the Tories will go to any lengths 
to cling to power. And will look with horror on the 
prospect of a Corbyn Labour government.

Labour’s plans for the economy were laid out by 
Shadow Chancellor John McDonnell. In a highly 
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praised speech he told conference 
that a Labour government would 
take bold steps to tackle the 
inequalities and injustices in 
British society. Plans to return 
the railways and the utilities 
to public ownership inevitably 
drew a negative response from 
the current private owners, but 
Labour has the public on its side 
on this at least. It was probably 
these plans that the Daily Mail 
described as “lunacy.” He pointed 
out that the utilities receive more 
in tax credits than they pay in 
tax. An anomaly that Labour will 
address.

Taking a leaf out the Institute 
for Public Policy and Research 
report ‘Prosperity and Justice: 
a plan for a new economy.’,  
McDonnell promised that Labour 
would legislate to put worker 
representatives on the boards 
of companies employing over 
250 workers. The IPPR report 
proposed two representatives on 
the boards, but Labour has gone 
a step further and suggested that 
it should be a third of the total 
number of board members. But 
whatever the composition this 
is long overdue. TUC General 
Secretary Frances Grady, a 
member of the Committee that 
drew up the report, has been a 
strong supporter of industrial 
democracy. But she is a lone 
wolf howling in the wilderness. 
TUC affiliated unions have been 
decidedly lukewarm on this. 
McDonnell and O’Grady must 
press the unions to adopt Labour’s 
plans on this. Germany has shown 
that worker representatives on 
company boards is a key factor in 
its economic success.

The one downside of the 
conference was the speech by 
Emily Thornbury. The Shadow 
Foreign Secretary appears to 
be a liberal interventionist, 
keen to promote human rights 
throughout the world. How she 
will do it without intervention 
in the internal affairs of those 

nations with an appallingly bad 
record was not made clear. Mere 
tut, tutting at Hungary and Saudi 
Arabia for example will not make 
an ‘apporth of difference. Working 
through the United Nations is the 
traditional way, but so far this 
has had limited success. Orban 
in Hungary, an EU member state, 
has made it clear he will ignore 
all pleas to change his policies on 
immigration and the EU and UN 
are powerless to override him.

Thornbury’s one saving 
grace was her opposition to 
UK participation in military 
adventures such as those in Iraq 
and Libya. But only time will 
tell on this given pressure from 
Britain’s allies. It will take a bold 
government to reject pleas for 
future support. Harold Wilson did 
it in Vietnam, but Blair was willing 
to stand shoulder to shoulder with 
George Bush Jr over the invasion 
of Iraq in 2003. As we all know, 
and which Blair has only partially 
acknowledged since, it ended in 
the chaos which still affects the 
people of that country.

The next few months could 
decide Labour’s future. If it 
remains united and determined 
to hit the Tories hard on its 
economic record and its handling 
of the Brexit talks, nailing the lie 
that Labour governments are bad 
for Britain, and setting out its 
popular programme in detail, like 
the premier team in Liverpool the 
future will be red.

ANOTHER FINE MESS

How did the Labour Party
  get itself into this mess,
asks the BBC presenter?
  Have a guess:
The State’s dark forces,
  its mentor?
We’re all anti-Semitic now,
  except the plotters
who started this row?

WJ Haire.  5th September, 2018
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Editorials and older articles at our website, 
http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
 This also has old issues of Problems magazine.

RUSSIAN SUBJECTS 
(COMPULSORY RECRUITING). 

3 June 1918
Mr. KING asked the Secretary of 

State for Foreign Affairs whether he has 
received through the British diplomatic 
agent in Moscow a request from the 
Russian Government not to conscript 
any more Russian subjects in this 
country; and, if so, what answer has been 
returned?

The MINISTER of BLOCKADE 
(Lord Robert Cecil) The Russian 
People’s Commissary for Foreign 
Affairs has forwarded to His Majesty’s 
Government a request that the necessary 
measures may be taken to stop the 
compulsory recruiting of Russians in 
England. We are still considering the 
nature of the reply to be returned.

Sir H. NIELD asked the Secretary 
of State for Foreign Affairs whether the 
British Government claims the right to 
impress foreigners into her armies; if so, 
whether there is a corresponding right for 
Russia to call up British subjects resident 
in Russia; does the Soviet Government 
recognise exemption granted to British 
subjects resident in Russia; by whom 
are such exemptions being granted; and 
are there any and what corresponding 
exemptions being granted to Russians in 
this country, and by whom?

Lord R. CECIL The hon. Member is 
aware that, by the terms of the Military 
Service (Conventions with Allied States) 
Act, His Majesty’s Government have 
power to incorporate in the British Army 
citizens or subjects of an Allied State, 
with whom His Majesty’s Government 
have made a Convention or agreement for 
the purpose, if the persons in question do 
not elect within a certain period to return 
to their own country for service in its 
Army. The Military Service Agreement 
with Russia entitled His Majesty’s 
Government to make use of this power 
over Russian subjects, and gave the 
Russian Government a corresponding 
right to call up British subjects in Russia. 
I do not think that the question of the 
Soviet Government recognising or not 
recognising exemptions from military 
service issued to British subjects arises, 

since there is now no Army in Russia 
from service in which British subjects 
could be exempted. As regards the last 
part of the question, I would refer the 
hon. Member to the reply returned to 
the hon. Member for North Somerset on 
30th April last.

Sir F. HALL If these Russians are not 
going to be put into our Army, would it 
not be better in the circumstances that 
they should be deported to their own 
country?

Lord R. CECIL I will consider that.
Colonel THORNE Can the Noble 

Lord state whether there is any Soviet 
Government? Is he aware that anarchists 
do not believe in government at all?

Sir H. NIELD asked the Minister of 
National Service whether Ukrainians or 
Poles resident in the United Kingdom 
are being called up for national service 
in the British Army; and, in such event, 
whether, in determining the status of 
an alien-born subject and his liability 
for military service, Russian or British 
law should be applied, and in particular 
in deciding the question who is a 
Russian subject within the terms of the 
Convention with Russia of July, 1917?

The PARLIAMENTARY 
SECRETARY to the MINISTRY of 
NATIONAL SERVICE (Mr. Beck) 
Natives of the Ukraine or Russian 
Poland, who are resident in this country, 
and are of military age, as prescribed 
by the Anglo-Russian Military Service 
Convention, are being called up for 
service in the British Army in the same 
manner as other Russian subjects in this 
country. The latter part of the question 
appears to relate to the construction of 
an Act of Parliament, and if a case arose 
where the liability to military service 
was disputed, I assume it would be a 
matter for the Courts to decide.

Sir H. NIELD asked the Secretary of 
State for Foreign Affairs whether he is 
aware that Mr. Abraham Glucksmann, 
of New York, has been arrested by the 
London police and fined £20 for failing 
to report himself under the Russian 
Convention of 1917, he having received 
his first papers as an American citizen 
and having formally renounced his 

allegiance to Russia, and that his arrest 
has been effected notwithstanding that 
he had previously voluntarily offered 
to serve in the English Army but was 
refused acceptance; and if he will state 
what steps he proposes to take to remove 
the results of this action?

The UNDER-SECRETARY of 
STATE for the HOME DEPARTMENT 
(Mr. Brace) My right hon. Friend has 
asked me to reply to this question. I am 
advised that the fact that this man made 
a Declaration of Intention to become an 
American citizen, and purports to have 
renounced allegiance to Russia, does not 
confer American citizenship on him or 
affect his Russian nationality. I am not 
aware that he volunteered for service in 
the British Army and was refused. The 
information in my possession shows 
that after making several endeavours to 
leave this country for America in 1916 
he applied to go to Russia under the 
Convention in 1917, but failed to take 
the opportunity of doing so which was 
afforded him. I see no ground for taking 
any action in the case.

STATEMENT BY ATTORNEY-
GENERAL FOR IRELAND. 11 June 
1918

Colonel ASHLEY asked the Under-
Secretary of State for War whether, in 
view of the fact that it is the declared 
intention of the Government to give 
grants of land to young men in Ireland 
who may join His Majesty’s Forces 
before 1st October, he will state what 
recognition it is proposed to give to the 
men over forty-one in Great Britain who 
are now being called up under the last 
Military Service Act?

Mr. MACPHERSON I am told that 
when my hon. and gallant Friend hears 
the statement which is being made on 
behalf of my right hon. Friend the Chief 
Secretary, in reply to questions on this 
subject to-day, he will realise that his 
question is based on a misunderstanding.

Colonel ASHLEY asked the Financial 
Secretary to the War Office whether, in 
view of the fact that young men in Ireland 
between the ages of eighteen and twenty-
seven are being offered land in order to 
induce them to join His Majesty’s Forces, 
he will now state whether it has been 
decided to give the war bounty to time-
expired men above the age of forty-one 
years who have been compelled to serve 
on and to time-expired men between the 
ages of forty-one and fifty-one who are 
now being recalled to the Colours under 
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the Military Service (No. 2) Act of 1918, 
and who are excluded from the benefits 
conferred by Army Order 209 of 1916?

The FINANCIAL SECRETARY to 
the WAR OFFICE (Mr. Forster) The 
bounty will be given to men retained or 
recalled under the Act under conditions 
similar to those for previous Acts. The 
precise conditions will be published in the 
course of a few days.

Mr. KING asked the Prime Minister 
whether the Proclamation of Lord French, 
dated 3rd June, appealing for voluntary 
Irish recruits, was made after consultation 
with the Irish Department of Agriculture, 
and is to be taken as assuming that no more 
men can be released from Irish agriculture; 
whether the offers of land made are in 
addition to other and previous plans of 
the Government for settling soldiers on 
the land after the War; whether land to be 
offered to Irish volunteers is to be land 
in Ireland, in the Colonies, or elsewhere; 
and whether the legislation under 
consideration refers to the Emigration Bill 
and the Small Holding Colonies Bill or to 
other legislation not yet introduced?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE asked the Prime 
Minister whether the offer of land made 
to Irish Volunteers in the Proclamation 
issued by the Lord Lieutenant of Ireland 
is confined to Irishmen, or whether the 
legislation to give effect to the offer is 
to include the conscripted soldiers of 
England, Scotland, and Wales?

General McCALMONT asked 
the Prime Minister whether, under the 
Government’s proposals for the grant of 
land to Irish soldiers, the claims of those 
who enlisted in the early stages of the War 
will be dealt with first?

Mr. PENNEFATHER asked the Prime 
Minister whether the Proclamation just 
issued in Ireland is intended to convey the 
idea that men who volunteer in Ireland 
in 1918, and who only serve for the 
concluding period of the War, will obtain 
a preference over men who volunteered 
in England, Scotland, Ireland, or Wales 
in 1914, 1915, 1916, or 1917, and who 
have therefore already served for long 
periods, and have in many cases, been 
wounded and discharged; if that is not 
the idea intended to be conveyed by the 
Proclamation, will he state precisely what 
is meant by the implied promises in regard 
to land contained therein, how far the 
promises also apply to soldiers who have 
volunteered in the United Kingdom since 
the outbreak of war; and whether in any 
case effect can be given to such promises 
until Parliament has passed the necessary 
legislation

Mr. ANDERSON asked the Prime 
Minister whether it is the policy of 
the Government that soldiers enlisted 
from England, Scotland, and Wales 
shall receive land on the same terms as 
those enlisted from Ireland; whether the 

promises now being made to prospective 
recruits in Ireland will apply to those who 
have already served or are serving with the 
Colours; and if he will state the terms on 
which it is proposed that land should be 
given?

The ATTORNEY-GENERAL for 
IRELAND (Mr. A. Samuels) My right 
hon. Friend has asked me to reply to these 
questions.

The proposed legislation takes the 
form of an Amendment of the Irish Land 
Purchase Acts. The general effect of the 
proposed Amendments will be to secure to 
men who have served in the present War, 
but who are not tenants or proprietors of 
land, the same privileges with regard to 
the purchase of untenanted land as are 
already enjoyed by tenants or proprietors 
of holdings, and to extend the provisions 
as to the purchase and settlement of land 
for the relief of congestion to the case 
of any untenanted land which may be 
required in order to provide holdings for 
such men.

As elaborate machinery already exists in 
Ireland for the acquisition and distribution 
of untenanted land, the problem of 
acquisition in Ireland does not present the 
same difficulties as in Great Britain.

It is intended that the proposals should 
extend to all Irish soldiers who enlisted 
at any time during the War. Priority of 
enlistment and length of service will 
certainly be factors to be considered when 
applications for land from soldiers are 
being dealt with.

As regards the first paragraph of the 
question of the hon. Member for North 
Somerset (Mr. King), I may state that a 
Report was obtained from the Department 
of Agriculture in Ireland before the 
Proclamation was issued, but the hon. 
Member must not assume more than is set 
out in the Proclamation, which states that 
it is not expected that many of the rural 
population will be available at present for 
military purposes.

As to the question of the hon. 
Member for the Attercliffe Division (Mr. 
Anderson), the policy of settling ex-
Service men upon the land was initiated 
by the Small Holdings Colonies Act, 
1916. That Act applies to Great Britain 
only, and the proposed Irish legislation 
will extend the principle to Ireland, regard 
being had to the difference in Irish land 
legislation and tenure. I may add that the 
introduction of such legislation has been 
under consideration for a considerable 
period, and statements to that effect were 
made in reply to questions addressed to the 
previous Chief Secretary arid the Minister 
of Labour by members of different Irish 
parties.

Mr. KING Are we to understand from 
this that the offers made to voluntary 
recruits, whom it is now wished to bring 
in, will be offers which will be dealt with 

subsequently to all the demands for land 
from Irish soldiers who have already 
served?

Mr. SAMUELS The hon. Gentleman 
will understand from the reply which I 
read that “Priority of enlistment and length 
of service will certainly be factors to be 
considered when applications for land 
from soldiers are being dealt with.”

Mr. KING Does that not mean that the 
offer now made to induce men to come in 
voluntarily is a very vague and nebulous 
offer?

Mr. SPEAKER The hon. Member must 
draw his own conclusions.

Colonel ASHLEY Does that mean that 
the men who are to be conscripted under 
the Government policy shortly to be put 
into effect will be included or excluded? 
May I have an answer? It is a very 
important point.

Sir EDWARD CARSON May I ask 
my right hon. and learned Friend, or the 
Leader of the House, whether we shall 
have an opportunity of discussing this very 
vague Proclamation? Is he not aware that 
it has given rise to a great deal of anxiety 
and commotion in Ireland as to what it 
really means, and what men are to get it 
if they enlist?

The CHANCELLOR of the 
EXCHEQUER (Mr. Bonar Law) Of 
course, if there be any general desire for a 
discussion, I shall be glad to try to arrange 
it. The Chief Secretary has not been able to 
come from Ireland this week. Perhaps my 
right hon. and learned Friend will put this 
question again next week?

Mr. PENNEFATHER May I ask for 
an answer to Question 50, which has 
practically not been touched by the right 
hon. and learned Member?

Mr. SAMUELS I have nothing to add. I 
think it is quite covered

Mr. PENNEFATHER May I put the 
question down another day?

Mr. OUTHWAITE Does the reply 
mean that Irishmen who fight to save 
Ireland from German aggression will have 
to buy land from an Irish landlord who has 
done nothing?

Mr. SAMUELS The hon. Member 
should study the Irish Land Acts.

Major E. WOOD Can the right hon. 
and learned Member state whether it is 
proposed to pass this legislation before the 
House rises?

Mr. HOLT Is this Bill going to be 
introduced before or after the Home Rule 
Bill?

Mr. SPEAKER Some of these questions 
might be put on the Paper.
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Speeches by Gerard Kaufman on Gaza, Palestine & Israel
Gerard Kaufman served as a Member 

of Parliament from 1970 until his death on 
26 February 2017. First for Manchester 
Ardwick and then for Manchester 
Gorton. Knighted in 2004, he became 
Father of the House in 2015 and was the 
oldest sitting MP at the time of his death. 
Although brought up as an orthodox Jew 
and a Zionist he was a fierce critic of the 
state of Israel, much to the annoyance 
of  his Jewish Labour colleagues who 
were supporters of Israel. John Mann 
MP for Bassetlaw, told Jewish News that 
“Kaufman was a disgrace to Parliament 
and the Labour party.” If Kaufman was 
alive today his critics would brand him 
an antisemite.

Debate in the House of Commons 
on Gaza, 15 January 2009

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, 
Gorton) (Lab): I was brought up as an 
orthodox Jew and a Zionist. On a shelf 
in our kitchen, there was a tin box for 
the Jewish National Fund, into which we 
put coins to help the pioneers building a 
Jewish presence in Palestine.

I first went to Israel in 1961 and I have 
been there since more times than I can 
count. I had family in Israel and have 
friends in Israel. One of them fought in 
the wars of 1956, 1967 and 1973 and was 
wounded in two of them. The tie clip that 
I am wearing is made from a campaign 
decoration awarded to him, which he 
presented to me.

I have known most of the Prime 
Ministers of Israel, starting with the 
founding Prime Minister David Ben-
Gurion. Golda Meir was my friend, as 
was Yigal Allon, Deputy Prime Minister, 
who, as a general, won the Negev for 
Israel in the 1948 war of independence.

My parents came to Britain as refugees 
from Poland. Most of their families were 
subsequently murdered by the Nazis in 
the holocaust. My grandmother was ill in 
bed when the Nazis came to her home 
town of Staszow. A German soldier shot 
her dead in her bed.

My grandmother did not die to provide 
cover for Israeli soldiers murdering 
Palestinian grandmothers in Gaza. The 
current Israeli Government ruthlessly 
and cynically exploit the continuing guilt 
among gentiles over the slaughter of Jews 
in the holocaust as justification for their 
murder of Palestinians. The implication 
is that Jewish lives are precious, but the 
lives of Palestinians do not count.

On Sky News a few days ago, the 
spokeswoman for the Israeli army, 
Major Leibovich, was asked about 
the Israeli killing of, at that time, 800 

Palestinians—the total is now 1,000. She 
replied instantly that “500 of them were 
militants.”

That was the reply of a Nazi. I suppose 
that the Jews fighting for their lives 
in the Warsaw ghetto could have been 
dismissed as militants.

The Israeli Foreign Minister Tzipi 
Livni asserts that her Government will 
have no dealings with Hamas, because 
they are terrorists. Tzipi Livni’s father 
was Eitan Livni, chief operations officer 
of the terrorist Irgun Zvai Leumi, who 
organised the blowing-up of the King 
David hotel in Jerusalem, in which 91 
victims were killed, including four Jews.

Israel was born out of Jewish terrorism. 
Jewish terrorists hanged two British 
sergeants and booby-trapped their 
corpses. Irgun, together with the terrorist 
Stern gang, massacred 254 Palestinians 
in 1948 in the village of Deir Yassin. 
Today, the current Israeli Government 
indicate that they would be willing, in 
circumstances acceptable to them, to 
negotiate with the Palestinian President 
Abbas of Fatah. It is too late for that. 
They could have negotiated with Fatah’s 
previous leader, Yasser Arafat, who was 
a friend of mine. Instead, they besieged 
him in a bunker in Ramallah, where I 
visited him. Because of the failings of 
Fatah since Arafat’s death, Hamas won 
the Palestinian election in 2006. Hamas 
is a deeply nasty organisation, but it was 
democratically elected, and it is the only 
game in town. The boycotting of Hamas, 
including by our Government, has been 
a culpable error, from which dreadful 
consequences have followed.

The great Israeli Foreign Minister 
Abba Eban, with whom I campaigned 
for peace on many platforms, said: “You 
make peace by talking to your enemies.”

However many Palestinians the 
Israelis murder in Gaza, they cannot 
solve this existential problem by military 
means. Whenever and however the 
fighting ends, there will still be 1.5 
million  Palestinians in Gaza and 2.5 
million more on the west bank. They 
are treated like dirt by the Israelis, with 
hundreds of road blocks and with the 
ghastly denizens of the illegal Jewish 
settlements harassing them as well. The 
time will come, not so long from now, 
when they will outnumber the Jewish 
population in Israel.

It is time for our Government to make 
clear to the Israeli Government that their 
conduct and policies are unacceptable, 
and to impose a total arms ban on Israel. 
It is time for peace, but real peace, 
not the solution by conquest which is 

the Israelis’ real goal but which it is 
impossible for them to achieve. They are 
not simply war criminals; they are fools.

Debate on Gaza (Humanitarian 
Situation) in Westminster Hall,  
5 February 2014

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, 
Gorton) (Lab): I once led a delegation 
of 60 parliamentarians from 13 European 
Parliaments to Gaza. I could no longer 
do that today because Gaza is practically 
inaccessible. The Israelis try to lay the 
responsibility on the Egyptians, but 
although the Egyptians’ closing of the 
tunnels has caused great hardship, it 
is the Israelis who have imposed the 
blockade and are the occupying power. 
The culpability of the Israelis was 
demonstrated in the report to the UN by 
Richard Goldstone following Operation 
Cast Lead. After his report, he was 
harassed by Jewish organisations. At the 
end of a meeting I had with him in New 
York, his wife said to me, “It is good to 
meet another self-hating Jew.”

Again and again, Israel seeks to justify 
the vile injustices that it imposes on the 
people of Gaza and the west bank on the 
grounds of the holocaust. Last week, 
we commemorated the holocaust; 1.7 
million Palestinians in Gaza are being 
penalised with that as the justification. 
That is unacceptable.

The statistics are appalling. There is 
fresh water for a few hours every five 
days. Fishing boats are not allowed to 
go out—in any case, what is the point, 
because the waters are so filthy that no 
fish they catch can be eaten? The Israelis 
are victimising the children above all. 
Half the population of this country is 
under the voting age. What is being done 
to those children—the lack of nutrition—
is damaging not only their bodies and 
brains; it will go on for generation after 
generation.

It is totally unacceptable that the 
Israelis should behave in such a way, 
but they do not care. Go to Tel Aviv, as I 
did not long ago, and watch them sitting 
complacently outside their pavement 
cafés. They do not give a damn about 
their fellow human beings perhaps half 
an hour away. The right hon. Member 
for Banbury (Sir Tony Baldry) quoted 
the Prime Minister as saying that Gaza is 
a prison camp. It is all very well for him 
to say that, as he did, in Turkey—he was 
visiting a Muslim country—but what 
is he doing about it? Nothing, nothing, 
nothing!

The time when we could condemn 
and think that that was enough has long 



Labour Affairs  6

No. 291 - October 2018

passed. The Israelis do not care about 
condemnation. They are self-righteous 
and complacent. We must now take action 
against them. We must impose sanctions. 
If the spineless Obama will not do it, we 
must do it—even unilaterally. We must 
press the European community for it to be 
done. These people cannot be persuaded. 
We cannot appeal to their better nature 
when they do not have one. It is all very 
well saying, “Wicked, wicked Hamas.” 
Hamas is dreadful. I have met people 
from Hamas, but nothing it has done 
justifies punishing children, women and 
the sick as the Israelis are doing now. 
They must be stopped.

As has been pointed out, there is a 
time limit for what we are talking about. 
The idea that things can go on, while we 
wait for a two-state solution, is gone. 
Sooner or later, the Palestinians will say, 
“We are dying anyhow, so let us die for 
something.” Let us stop that: I do not 
want a war. I do not want violent action, 
but the action that the international 
community takes must be imposed, 
otherwise hell will break loose.

Statement in the House of 
Commons on Israeli Teenagers 
(Abduction and Murder),  
1 July 2014

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, 
Gorton) (Lab): I commend the Minister 
for his balanced response. May I ask him 
to send the heartfelt sympathy of, I am 
sure, every Member in the House—very 
much including myself—to the grief-
stricken families of these abducted and 
murdered youths? What has been done 
to them has no conceivable justification 
of any kind.

Will the Minister also send our 
sympathy to the families of the five 
Palestinians whom Israeli troops 
murdered during their search for the 
missing youths in a collective punishment 
which has involved hundreds of arrests 
and the looting and ransacking of 
houses? Nothing whatsoever can justify 
the murder of these Israeli youths, but it 
is very important indeed to see it in the 
context of a conflict that will go on until 
there is a fair settlement

Debate on motion on Palestine 
& Israel in House of Commons,  
13 October 2014

Motion: that “the Government should 
recognise the state of Palestine alongside the 
state of Israel”

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, 
Gorton) (Lab): There are 6 million Israeli 
Jews. There are 1,600,000 Palestinians 
in Israel, 2,700,000 on the west bank and 
1,800,000 in Gaza. The Palestinians now 

outnumber the Israeli Jews, and that is without 
taking into account the 5 million Palestinians 
in refugee camps and in the diaspora. The big 
difference, of course, is that the Israelis have 
a secure state and the Palestinians live under 
oppression day after day.

The right hon. and learned Member for 
Kensington (Sir Malcolm Rifkind) wove 
a fantasy that the Jews were reunited when 
the state of Israel was created and that 
the Palestinians were split, and we have 
just heard again about the wickedness of 
Hamas—I do not condone what Hamas 
does, and I realise that it is a useful tool for 
those who wish to portray the Palestinians as 
divided and unreliable. His fantasy was that 
all was harmonious when Israel was created, 
but the Israelis were divided into three 
warring factions at that time: the Hagenah, 
representing the official Jewish agency; the 
terrorist organisation Irgun Zvai Leumi; and 
the terrorist Stern gang. Israel nearly broke 
out into civil war immediately after it was 
founded because Irgun insisted on having its 
own army in an independent state, so the idea 
that Israel was somehow born in a moment 
of paradise and that all that surrounds the 
Palestinians is stress and damage is a fantasy.

Where are we now? The situation was 
not ideal for Israel then, and it is not ideal 
for the Palestinians now, but divided Israel 
survived and survives even though it is still 
divided. Look at the amazing divisions in the 
Israeli Government, with the extraordinary 
extremism of the Yisrael Beiteinu party, 
which makes the UK Independence party 
look like cosy internationalists, yet it is part 
of the Government.

The Israelis are harming the Palestinians day 
after day. Last week the US State Department 
denounced a settlement expansion of 2,600 
that the Israelis are planning. Last week the 
new president of the New Israel Fund, Talia 
Sasson—Jewish and pro-Israel—denounced 
the expansion of settlements again in the west 
bank. The Israelis, with the checkpoints, the 
illegal wall and the settlements, are making a 
coherent Palestinian state impossible.

It is essential to pass this motion, because it 
would be a game changer. The recognition of 
Palestine by the British House of Commons 
would affect the international situation. This 
House can create a historic new situation. I 
call on right hon. and hon. Members on both 
sides of the House to give the Palestinians 
their rights and show the Israelis that they 
cannot suppress another people all the time. 
It is not Jewish for the Israelis to do that. 
They are harming the image of Judaism, and 
terrible outbreaks of anti-Semitism are taking 
place. I want to see an end to anti-Semitism, 
and I want to see a Palestinian state.

Motion carried by 274 votes to 12.

Debate on motion on 
Palestine in Westminster Hall,  
1 December 2014

Motion: that “This House has considered 
an e-petition relating to ending the conflict in 
Palestine”

Sir Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, 
Gorton) (Lab): We debate in cosy 
Westminster, with tea and muffins down the 

stairs and the Christmas lights coming on, 
so let us hear from a Palestinian friend of 
mine, who e-mailed me a few days ago. He 
said: “Clashes are daily occurrences now in 
Jerusalem. A week ago, things were about to 
calm down when a Palestinian bus driver was 
tortured and hanged in his bus. It instigated a 
lot of anger which mounted after the Israelis 
suggested that the man committed suicide, 
although Palestinian doctors who examined 
him produced evidence of torture on his body. 
As you may guess, the doctor who produced 
these evidence is summoned to questioning 
by the Shabak now.

A day after the incident, two men have 
committed a terrible act of killing four Jews 
in a synagogue near where the incident took 
place. Unfortunately, many Palestinians do 
not see a difference between civilians and 
militants in Jerusalem. They have started to 
consider even those who incite…the killings 
as fair targets even if they were civilians. And 
now on daily basis you hear about incidents 
of stabbings and lynchings all over the city. 
The Palestinians in Jerusalem are feeling 
hopeless, and since the torture and murder of 
the young boy Abu Khdeir in summer, clashes 
did not stop. More than 1,000 Palestinians 
in Jerusalem have been arrested in the past 
4 months. Houses, especially in Silwan, are 
being captured by settler groups. Family 
houses of Palestinians taking part in any of 
the stabbing or killing incidents are being 
demolished, or will be demolished. Israeli 
officials and Israel police officials have given 
public orders to their men to execute any 
Palestinian who is involved in any incident 
on the spot.

This situation will only escalate. I’ve never 
seen that amount of fear and despair among 
Palestinians in Jerusalem before. Economic 
situation is on the low, settlement movement 
escalating, attacks on Al-Aqsa mosque is on 
the rise, and no one sees any hope. So I’m 
afraid that this will lead to the escalation of 
desperate acts. And more citizens will be 
seeking vengeance on their own and as they 
see fit.”

This is a man who is living it, 24 hours a 
day, seven days a week. It is a living hell. 
We rightly talk about the horror of Gaza, 
on which the Israelis have imposed a total 
blockade. After killing 2,000 people and 
demolishing huge amounts, they are not 
permitting any real rebuilding. We pay too 
little attention to what is going on in the west 
bank and East Jerusalem. It is a living hell 
for the people who dwell there and want to 
live peaceful, decent lives. We are doing 
nothing about it. We get clichés from the 
Government. We get minor condemnations, 
but nothing is being done. Barack Obama 
could have backed up John Kerry when he 
made a proper effort to bring peace about, but 
he sat in the background.

Grahame M. Morris: My right hon. 
Friend is, as always, making an excellent 
contribution, but does the lesson of history 
tell us anything? When George Bush senior 
applied economic sanctions in 1990, that led 
to some progress at Madrid and at Oslo.

Continued On Page 7



Labour Affairs  7

No. 291 - October 2018

Sir Gerald Kaufman: My hon. Friend is absolutely right. You cannot appeal to the Israelis’ 
better nature, because they do not have one. You can, however, threaten them financially. When 
£10 billion of loan guarantees were withheld by George Bush senior, the Israelis scuttled off 
to Madrid. It is only sanctions and an arms embargo that work. The anticipation of a two-
state solution, which we all support as a cliché, is bogus, because there will not be a two-state 
solution. The Israelis have the fourth largest military force in the world and nuclear weapons. 
They believe that they can get away with anything, but they had better take a look at how 
the Berlin wall fell. They had better take a look at how apartheid in South Africa crumbled 
overnight. They had better take a look at how peace was brought about in Ireland. They do not 
have time on their side. There are now more Palestinians than Israeli Jews—

Mark Pritchard (in the Chair): Order.
The question was put and agreed to.

Continued From Page 6

The problem of antisemitism in the Labour Party.
by Eamon Dyas 

This piece was originally submitted 
to the Facebook page “Jeremy Corbyn’s 
Labour Party Forum” on 3rd September in 
advance of the following day’s meeting of 
the NEC where the adoption of the IHRA 
code on antisemitism with all its examples 
was due to be discussed. It was blocked 
by the administrators of that social media 
site. Despite several attempts to procure 
an explanation as to the reasons why it 
had been blocked the only response was 
that there is no rule that compels the 
administrators to provide an explanation 
in these circumstances. In the context of 
the emerging ethos within the Labour 
Party and the new sensitivities associated 
with that ethos is this kind of rejection to 
become commonplace on Labour Party 
social media sites?

A mass political party elects a leader 
who has shown throughout his career to be 
a consistent and principled opponent of all 
kinds of racism and fascism, has a record 
of speaking out against foreign militarist 
adventures that have destabilised whole 
regions of the planet to the detriment of 
the welfare of its populations, and has 
consistently sided with the oppressed and 
downtrodden. 

In the Spring of 2016, in advance of 
the May local government elections 
some opponents of the leader of the party 
embarked on a campaign which sought to 
show that anti-semitism was rife within the 
party. 

In response to these claims the leader of 
the party established an inquiry which was 
to be led by a barrister and well-known 
civil rights advocate. 

The report of the Inquiry was published 
on 30 June 2016 and included the following 
recommendations and conclusion: 
•	 Abusive references to any particular 

person or group based on actual or 
perceived physical characteristics 
and racial or religious tropes and 
stereotypes, should have no place 
in Labour Party discourse. These 
epithets includes terms such as 
“Zio” and “Paki.” 

•	 Labour members should resist the 
use of Hitler, Nazi and Holocaust 
metaphors, distortions and 
comparisons in debates about Israel-
Palestine in particular.

•	 There should be procedural rule 
changes to improve the party’s 
disciplinary process and the 
adoption and publication of a 
complaints procedure.

•	 The appointment of a general 
counsel to the Labour Party to 
give advice on issues including 
disciplinary matters and to take 
responsibility for instructing 
external lawyers.  

•	  The party should increase the ethnic 
diversity of its staff. 

The report rejects the idea of a lifetime 
membership ban from the party for anyone 
deemed to have used racist language, and 
suggests a moratorium on retrospective 
comments. 

Crucially the report also found that:  the 
party “is not overrun by anti-Semitism, 
Islamophobia, or other forms of racism,” 
but has suffered from an “occasionally 
toxic atmosphere” and “too much clear 
evidence [of] ignorant attitudes”. 

Professor David Feldman, the director 
of the Pears Institute for the study of 
antisemitism welcomed the report and 
went on record to state: “This is an 
important document at a time, when more 
than ever, we need to stand firm against all 
forms of racism and intolerance. The report 
marks a positive step towards ensuring that 
the Labour Party is a welcoming place for 
all minority groups. It recommends steps 
to ensure that members act in a spirit of 
tolerance and respect while maintaining 
principles of free speech and open debate. 
The recommendations are constructive and 
provide a sound basis on which the Party 
can move forward.” 

That the party does not have a 
disproportionate problem with antisemitism 
was confirmed later in 2016 when in 
October the House of Commons all-Party 
select committee published its findings on 

the wider problem of antisemitism in the 
United Kingdom. That report concluded: 
“. . . there exists no reliable, empirical 
evidence to support the notion that there is 
a higher prevalence of antisemitic attitudes 
within the Labour Party that’s in any other 
political party.” 

And yet the charge persists that the party 
constitutes a hot-bed of antisemitism and 
in fact poses an existential threat to the 
Jewish people in Britain - a change that 
has become the focal point around which 
the leading strands of opposition to Jeremy 
Corbyn have coalesced. 

There is obviously a problem of 
perspective at work here and we get an 
insight into what this might be when we 
look at the reaction to the Chakrabarti 
report in 2016. On 30 June, while 
discussing the content of the report, the 
party leader Jeremy Corbyn, told activists: 
“our Jewish friends are no more responsible 
for the actions of Israel or the Netanyahu 
government than our Muslim friends are 
for those various self-styled Islamic states 
or organisations.” 

These comments offended the 
sensibilities of the Chief Rabbi, Ephraim 
Mirvis, who described them as “offensive”, 
and said that rather than rebuilding trust 
among the Jewish community, are likely to 
cause greater concern.” In other words the 
Chief Rabbi was determined to confront 
any criticism of the actions of the state of 
Israel with the charge that such criticism 
would alienate the Jewish community.  

This is symptomatic of the problem the 
Labour Party now has with antisemitism. It 
is not that that the party suffers from what 
is generally recognised as antisemitism on 
a scale disproportionate to any other party. 
It is rather that the charge of antisemitism 
has become synonymous with legitimate 
criticism of the actions of the state of Israel 
in its policies towards the Palestinian 
people - the plight of which Labour Party 
members are more likely to sympathise 
with than any other major political party.  

So the choice for the party is a simple 
one. Either the party adopts policies that 
effectively curtail criticism of the actions 
of the state of Israeli for fear that such 
criticism will be construed as antisemitism 
- or it remains confident in the fact that it 
is not an antisemitic party and does not 
pose an existential threat to the Jewish 
community. The adoption of one choice 
will constitute not only a betrayal of the 
Palestinian people but make the party 
complicit in future actions of the state of 
Israel. The adoption of the second choice 
will ensure that the party remains true to 
its sense of justice and contribute towards 
a solution to the Palestinian question that 
is in the long-term interests of the Jewish 
people of Israel themselves. 
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

New Labour – 
the Timid Tendency Fades
Chuka Harrison Umunna could easily 

have been Britain’s first non-white 
Prime Minister.  He’s a man of singular 
origins, with a Nigerian father from the 
Igbo people.1  On his mother’s side, his 
grandfather Sir Helenus Milmo came 
from Catholic Ireland, but was a wartime 
member of M15.  On the prosecution 
team at the Nuremberg trials.

The similarity to Barak Obama was 
noted in 2015.2  But the world changed, 
and he failed to change with it.

I’d suppose he thinks the elite know 
what they’re talking about.  Fails to 
grasp the significance of the 2008 crash. 
Or how little they ever knew: only clever 
at working a system whose deep logic 
they misunderstood.

The Centre-Left in 2008 could have 
said that the wonderful Mixed Economy 
system that they created in the 1940s had 
been foolishly twisted by Reagan and 
Thatcher.  Said ‘throw out the New Right 
deviation from Common Sense’.

Why was something so simple and 
natural beyond them?

Most began as naïve leftists, thinking 
that ‘capitalism’ would soon be replaced 
by socialism.  When this failed in the 
1980s, they lost confidence.  They 
decided that ‘capitalism’ must be obeyed 
under all circumstances.

They also didn’t understand real 
economics, based on work and 
knowledge.  Were overawed by a mass of 
pseudo-science that has infested it.  That 
has been dignified by a ‘Nobel Prize’ that 
a Swedish bank purchased for just that 
purpose back in 1968.

This ‘science’ has been bad at 
predicting anything useful.  It ignores 
the awkward fact that people in a market 
often make massive errors.  That ‘sharp 
operators’ can easily fool them.

Amazingly enough, a ‘science’ that 
starts from a dogmatic belief that 
markets are perfect ends up ‘proving’ 
that markets are perfect.  Repeats a trick 
used by Adam Smith in The Wealth of 
Nations: if you can’t prove what you 

1 The people behind the failed Biafra secession, 
and then known as Ibo
2 https://www.irishcentral.com/news/irishvoice/
the-british-obama-and-hes-irish-too 

want to argue, pretend it’s true and hope 
that no one notices.3

‘Garbage In, Garbage Out’ is a phrase 
used in Computer Science.  Sometimes 
elsewhere.

Not often enough.
It should have been glaringly obvious 

in 2008 that New Right promises had 
failed, if they were even sincere.  The 
substance was a gigantic grab for wealth 
by a more-than-millionaire class.  People 
who never believed in the official line 
about state power being ineffective.  
They had enough of a grip on politics 
to ensure that banks that should have 
crashed were bailed out, but not 
permanently nationalised, nor mostly 
broken up.  Given cheap credit under 
the meaningless buzz-word Quantitative 
Easing, but not required to lend it on to 
small businesses facing ruin.

Obama was persuaded that money 
given to giant banks mysteriously 
multiplied to generate extra wealth.  This 
was a garbled version of Fractional-
reserve banking, in which banks lend out 
a lot more money than they possess in 
terms of real wealth.  This only works for 
as long as major depositors in the bank 
think their money is safe despite the 
bank being over-extended.  

Because banks had to reassure rich 
depositors that their bank would not 
crash, they hung on to the sound money 
the state had given them.  They ignored 
the needs of struggling small business 
that would not look like a good asset to 
super-rich experts checking the balance 
sheet.

A state can also invent money that it 
does not possess – that does not match 
the real material wealth of the society.  
But people with vast sums to use for 
speculation will downgrade the currency 
of any state they see doing this.  So states 
chose austerity, to satisfy the very rich.

An alternative was to prevent currency 
speculation.  China has continued to do 
this, despite being warned against it by 
the experts.

The West continues to suffer, and to 
trust those ‘experts’.  Didn’t notice that 
such expertise as they had is just about 

3 https://gwydionwilliams.com/48-economics/
the-core-falsehood-of-capitalist-economics/ and 
https://gwydionwilliams.com/48-economics/
adam-smith-on-productive-labour/ 

advising a greedy more-than-millionaire 
class about how to flourish while others 
suffer.

A return to the successful economic 
balance of the 1950s and 1960s was 
possible.  There was no longer the 
problem of militant trade unions, which 
blighted the 1970s and might alternatively 
have been resolved by extended Workers 
Control.  But both New Labour and the 
Clinton Democrats felt they had to obey 
the well-paid servants of a global more-
than-millionaire class.  That’s why I call 
them the Timid Tendency.  They had an 
open goal and they missed it.

They did do a lot of social liberalisation, 
which the business and financial elite 
mostly wanted.  Which Tories had to 
drag their heels on, needing the votes 
of genuine conservatives.  It has been 
useful – but nothing like enough.

Chuka Umunna himself rose with Ed 
Miliband, who lost the 2015 General 
Election by remaining overawed by the 
Tories.  In 2015, Umunna was a serious 
candidate for leader, but withdrew for 
reasons that remain puzzling.4  But when 
that election unexpectedly gave victory 
to Jeremy Corbyn, he treated it as a 
blip and kept his distance.  Continued 
to believe this after the 2017 General 
Election, even though Labour under 
Corbyn made its first increase in seats 
since 1997.  Got almost as many votes as 
Blair with his first re-election.

Umunna has now ‘burnt his boats’ 
with Labour:

“Labour MP Chuka Umunna has 
accused leader Jeremy Corbyn of driving 
centre-left MPs like himself out of the 
party.

“The MP – a leading member of the 
cross-party People’s Vote for a second 
EU referendum - urged Mr Corbyn to 
‘call off the dogs’.

“In a speech, the MP said so-called 
moderates face a ‘clear and present 
danger’ of being run out of the party by 
hardline factions.”5

But it was long-standing Labour 
activists who voted in Corbyn.  Most 
of the 400,000 new members are not 

4 https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/politics/
labour/11610529/The-tragic-past-haunting-Chuka-
Umunna.html 
5 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
uk-politics-45453807 
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conventional leftists. 
Umunna fails to see that Corbyn is a 

return to the normal, after a generation 
of New Right aberrations.  Right-wing 
governments that did very little while 
1960s radical ideas triumphed socially.  
Helped a more-than-millionaire class 
engross most of the society’s increasing 
wealth, generating a dangerous Hard-
Right populism in response to their 
failures.

Rumour has it he hopes to lead a new 
Centre party.  Unlikely to be called 
‘Biafra’, the name of the tragic failed 
secession from Nigeria that his father’s 
people were responsible for.  But under 
any name, it is unlikely to flourish.  The 
big gainers are either renewed anti-
capitalist leftists or the racist and anti-
immigrant right.

If he had had the sense to line himself 
up with the successful Labour-Right 
tradition of Attlee and Ernest Bevin, he 
could have had a grand career, and been 
a plausible successor to Corbyn.

The same option is open to other 
Labour MPs who have not so far 
insulted the membership.  The recent 
Conference shows Labour back on track.  
A supposed acute problem with anti-
Semitism vanished as mysteriously as it 
had appeared.  Any sensible person must 
know that Labour is the only effective 
anti-Racist party.

Hurricanes – 
Abnormal is the New Normal
September saw two unusual hurricanes.  

Hurricane Florence hit the USA north of 
Florida.  Typhoon Mangkhut battered 
the Philippine, Hong Kong and South 
China.6

Mangkhut was abnormally large.  
Florence was unusual for where it hit:

“Most hurricanes that follow the path 
of Florence usually veer north away 
from the East Coast.  Florence – like 
Hurricane Sandy in 2012 – has continued 
straight because of a ‘blocking high’ 
that has spun off from the jet stream, 
the strong winds that influence much of 
Earth’s weather.”7

Meantime Hurricane Helene followed 
the normal track, and passed over Britain 
in mid-September without anything 
too wild.  Only tropical hurricanes 
that stayed further south then hit the 
Caribbean – at least that was the normal.  
Storms dangerous to Britain mostly form 
north of Spain, like the Great Storm of 
6 Typhoon is just another name for hurricane, and 
it would be good if we started using just the one 
word
7 https://www.newscientist.com/article/2179377-
global-warming-is-amplifying-hurricane-
florences-destructive-power/ 

1987.  
It has been a bad year generally:
“Typhoons are fairly common in Japan 

at this time of year, although they rarely 
cause serious damage.  Jebi’s arrival 
followed a summer of extreme weather 
in the country, including floods and 
landslides in July in which more than 
200 people died, and a record-breaking 
heatwave that killed dozens of people 
and sent tens of thousands to hospital.”8

Yet the world in 2018 had cooled a 
little, with the ending of the most recent 
El Nino event.  Another may be starting 
soon.

All caused by Global Warming?  Bad 
weather has always happened, but worse 
weather was forecast.  Worse weather 
has come.

Politicians seem to think they can 
negotiate down or evade warnings given 
by climate scientists, as if it were a 
normal demand from a typical interest-
group.  But climate scientists are only 
marginally an interest-group.  They 
respond to hard facts of natural science.  

The price of doing too little about 
greenhouse gases is being paid by 
everyone.

Times Are Changing
“A radical overhaul of Britain’s 

economy as far-reaching as Labour’s 
post-war reforms and the Thatcherite 
revolution in the 1980s is needed to 
address the UK’s chronic failure to raise 
the standard of living of millions of 
workers since the 2008 financial crash, 
according to a major report.

“In a damning verdict on the state of 
the UK economy, the IPPR commission 
on economic justice, which includes the 
Archbishop of Canterbury Justin Welby, 
senior business leaders and economists, 
found that the UK is being held back by 
a business culture dominated by decades 
of short-term profit taking, weak levels 
of investment and low wages.  Among 
the report’s 73 recommendations are: 
a £1 rise in the minimum wage; the 
replacement of inheritance tax with a 
£9bn-a-year ‘lifetime gifts’ tax; and 
greater economic devolution across the 
UK.

“It argues that the shareholder-driven 
model of capitalism is outmoded and 
partly to blame for Britain slipping down 
international league tables for investment 
and productivity, which measures the 
output per hour of each worker and is 
seen as the cornerstone of economic 
progress because it drives up wages.”9

8 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/
sep/05/typhoon-jebi-thousands-stranded-at-island-
airport-in-japan 
9 https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2018/

“Britain should limit the windfall gains 
of landowners by freezing the value of 
plots newly designated for housing…

“Calling on the government to pursue 
land market reforms similar to the 
German model, the Institute for Public 
Policy Research said planning authorities 
should be given new powers to zone land 
for development and freeze its price.”10

“Tax havens concentrate 8% of global 
private financial wealth and that this 
reduces global tax revenues by about 
$200 billion annually.  Several scandals 
have highlighted the role of banking 
secrecy in tax evasion.”11

The Chinese Example
I’ve said for years that post-Mao China 

never accepted Capitalism.  It copied the 
East Asian version of Europe’s so-called 
Keynesian system.  Recently, I’ve noted 
how similar things are now being said in 
mainstream media, as New Right dogma 
loses its status.  Here’s another instance:

“If you were seeking an example 
of Keynesian government today you 
wouldn’t look first to the West, but to 
China, where a Communist Party that 
brooks no opposition presides over a 
technocratic regime par excellence.  Not 
only are China’s economic managers 
hard-headedly pragmatic in their 
approach to the politics of the market, 
but the deeper impetus for the policy-
makers in Beijing is, in Mann’s sense, 
truly Keynesian.  What is at stake is the 
post-Tiananmen compromise: accept 
and support the regime in exchange for 
growth and social transformation.  Much 
has been made of the role of neoliberal 
thinkers in launching Deng’s market 
revolution in the 1980s.  But when the 
going gets rough, the Chinese turn 
Keynesian.  Beijing’s response to the 
2008 crisis was the most dramatic work-
creation stimulus in history.  When in 
2009 the governor of the People’s Bank 
of China proposed a new global currency 
system, he explicitly invoked Keynes’s 
proposals at Bretton Woods.  Beijing’s 
successful management of China’s 
growth involves exchange controls, 
guidance of the exchange rate and direct 
regulation of bank lending – techniques 
reminiscent of 1950s Keynesian fine-
tuning.  And President Xi’s current 
personal priority is the elimination of 
the final residuum of absolute poverty 
by means of large-scale resettlement and 
investment.”12

sep/05/thinktank-calls-for-major-overhaul-of-
britains-economy 
10 https://www.theguardian.com/business/2018/
aug/28/call-to-stop-landowners-making-huge-
profits-from-speculation 
11 https://voxeu.org/article/banks-defy-gravity 
12https://www.lrb.co.uk/v40/n17/adam-tooze/
tempestuous-seasons 
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Labour should cite the world’s most 
successful large economy.  No need to 
copy most of its ideas, though execution 
for rapists and drug dealers would be 
popular in some circles, mostly Tory.  
But emphasise that the Chinese never 
accepted Capitalism as Thatcher and 
Reagan understood it.  They opted for a 
Western invention, the Mixed Economy, 
also called Keynesianism.

No, There Is No International Law
It is a great pity that the victors of 

World War Two pretended they were 
doing more than punishing the worst 
of the defeated.  It was never likely 
that people from strong states would be 
punished unless their own government 
repudiated them.  But many thought 
otherwise.

Now at last, things are out in the open:
“The US has threatened sanctions 

against the International Criminal Court 
(ICC) if it goes ahead with prosecutions 
against Americans.

“The court is currently considering 
prosecuting US servicemen over alleged 
detainee abuse in Afghanistan.

“National Security Adviser John 
Bolton called the court ‘illegitimate’ and 
vowed the US would do everything ‘to 
protect our citizens’.

“The US is among dozens of nations 
not to have joined the court.

“The court investigates and brings to 
justice people responsible for genocide, 
crimes against humanity, and war crimes, 
intervening when national authorities 
cannot or will not prosecute.

“The ICC was established by a UN 
treaty in 2002, and has been ratified by 
123 countries, including the UK.

“However several countries, including 
China, India, and Russia, have refused to 
join.

“Some African countries have called 
for withdrawal from the court over 
perceived unfair treatment of Africans.”13

Trump is abandoning the phony New 
World Order of the 1990s.  The USA was 
never going to allow any power superior 
to itself, so why pretend?

Sport Polluted By Money
“Sports movies, like history, tend to be 

written by the victors.  The Hollywood 
canon is packed with stories about 
winning – against all odds, at all costs, 
when it’s all on the line, in as noble 
and ruggedly masculine a fashion as 
possible.  It’s the domain of guys like 
Burt Reynolds, Kevin Costner, Sylvester 
13 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-us-canada-45474864 

Stallone and Dwayne Johnson.  But films 
such as … The Rider are showing us the 
flipside of this mentality, which is not only 
that somebody has to lose, but that this stuff 
can really mess you up.  You could call that 
more of an anti-sports movie, but given the 
cliches of the genre and a certain instability 
in ideas of American masculinity, there’s 
often a more interesting story.”14

The film is about professional rodeo 
cowboys in the USA.  The review fails to 
notice that sport becomes something very 
different when money dominates it.

It’s not quite ‘money as the root of all 
evils’ – bad behaviour has many causes.  
But where money is the main motive for 
‘insiders’, there is always a pull towards 
bad behaviour.  What some would call evil.

A much worse pull when the difference 
between winning and losing is very large.  
And where young men (and occasionally 
young women) get vast incomes, but are 
discarded when they age.

Racism in Sweden
“The Social Democrats have been 

embedded in government to a greater 
degree than elsewhere, as has an attachment 
to egalitarianism. But that began to erode in 
the 1980s, just as it did throughout Europe. 
Sweden remains a more equal country than 
most. Yet the rise in inequality over the 
past 15 years has been the steepest of all 
OECD nations.”15

This has led to a steep advance by the 
‘Sweden Democrats’.  Originally a front 
organisation for Neo-Nazis: but people 
who believed in the surface values spotted 
and threw out the Nazis.  Repudiated 
Nazism and fascism.16

They have gone from strength to 
strength, rising from 5.7 to 12.9 to 17.6% 
of the vote since 2010.  From 20 to 49 to 63 
seats in a Parliament of 349.

The successful Mixed Economies of 
the 1950s and 1960s saw the nation as a 
family.  Undermined when the elite let in 
large numbers of strangers, and let the rich 
run out of control.

Strangers are mostly needy, and will 
improve the culture by broadening it.  But 
don’t be surprised if it causes stress.

Inequality is a social evil, caused by the 
Centre-Left losing its nerve as the rich 
got more aggressive and the Soviet Union 
declined.

On the left, a party dominated by the 
former Swedish Communists has risen a 
little.  From 5.6% and 19 seats in 2010 to 
7.9% and 29 seats now.

Sweden needs a Corbyn.
14 https://www.theguardian.com/film/2018/
sep/10/pull-no-punches-how-sports-movies-
swapped-triumph-for-truth 
15 https://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2018/sep/09/
sweden-elections-far-right-tolerance 
16 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Sweden_Democrats 

Snippets
Wider Anti-Semitism Acknowledged?
“Conservatives condemned by British 

Jewish leaders after MEPs vote to defend 
Hungary’s far-right Orban government…

“The full statement from the Board of 
Deputies president, Marie van der Zyl  
said: ‘I note with disappointment that 
Conservative Party MEPs have voted in 
defence of Hungary’s populist, right-wing 
government of Viktor Orban.”17

Maybe they are responding to all the 
criticism they’ve been getting from left-
wing Jews.  Defending their dubious claim 
to speak for Jews in general.

***
Dangers of Alcohol
Should moderate drinkers worry about a 

report that suggests they risk their health?  
Not really.

“For each set of 100,000 people who 
have one drink a day per year, 918 can 
expect to experience one of the 23 alcohol-
related problems in any year. Of those who 
drink nothing, 914 can expect to experience 
a problem. This means that 99,082 are 
unaffected, and 914 will have an issue no 
matter what. Only 4 in 100,000 people who 
consume a drink a day may have a problem 
caused by the drinking, according to this 
study.

“At two drinks per day, the number 
experiencing a problem increased to 977. 
Even at five drinks per day, which most 
agree is too much, the vast majority of 
people are unaffected.”18

***
Brexit
Suppose Mrs May is doing exactly what 

she was supposed to do on behalf of the 
more-than-millionaire class?  Upholds by 
tricky methods the interests of the global 
more-than-millionaire class that this 
vicar’s daughter married into?

Before the Referendum, she was a 
lukewarm Remainer. 19  Suppose her role 
was or became to replace Cameron and 
nominally support Brexit?  But to make 
sure it is unendurable?

Just a thought.
***

Websites
Previous Newsnotes at the Labour Affairs 

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

17 https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/
politics/conservative-orban-hungary-jewish-
deputies-board-antisemitism-tory-british-meps-eu-
vote-latest-a8535846.html 
18 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/08/28/upshot/
alcohol-health-risks-study-worry.html 
19 https://www.euronews.com/2016/07/12/
what-is-theresa-may-s-view-on-brexit 
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

murraymicha@gmail.com
In this issue
(1)“A month is a long time in politics” 
(2)The Full British Brexit
(3)The Democratisation of the Labour 

Party
(4) A word on the Conference debate 

on Palestine
(1)“A month is a long time in politics”
I know. A week is a long time in 

politics is what the man said. After re-
reading the final paragraph of the last 
entry of this Diary, to get my bearings 
on the approach to the present one, I’ve 
decided to share it: to show how far 
we’ve come in a month. 

“Following after Mike Gapes’ 
threatened resignation over anti-
Semitism (Mail, 31/08/’18) coup 
number three has begun to take off 
with the weekend speeches of Gordon 
Brown and Margaret Hodge at the 
Jewish Labour Movement conference 
- and Emily Thornbury, independently 
- all deciding the original IHRA anti-
Semitism definition, warts and all, 
must stand. Hodge (now on a fig roll) 
went further, declaring that even if the 
IHRA definition issue was resolved, that 
wouldn’t be enough. Jeremy Corbyn 
must go, she said, to applause. 

And the terrible beauty of it is: the 
Right, milking the “anti-Semitic” card 
can seriously challenge Jeremy Corbyn’s 
leadership, without even having to 
mention his radical, and popular, 
social and economic programme – or 
own the 2017 Manifesto based on it 
which helped them all gain 1,000s of 
additional votes in the General Election.  
A veritable carte Blaire for a return to 
the way we were.” 

And now, only a month later, a 
journalist of a paper often critical of 
Corbyn writes:  “Could Corbyn solve 
Brexit and save Britain? I can almost 
imagine it now.” This, in a paper wobbly, 
to say the very least, in its support for 
him in the past. “It’s a strange thought,”  
he continues, summarizing the 2018 
conference, “ but it may have fallen to 
Corbyn to save the country.” (Martin 
Kettle, Guardian, 27/09/2018)

This has been Jeremy Corbyn’s third 
conference as Labour Leader. And 
this foot soldier’s third successive 
conference, also, since rejoining the 
Party in 2015, having retired from 
Ireland to London the previous year. 

The first conference, Liverpool, in 
2016, was, in truth, a virtual coronation 
after Jeremy’s second successive 
leadership victory. Not that we felt like 
“subjects” – rather brothers, sisters and 
comrades. And that comradely feeling 
permeated the Conference attendees 
– and the host city of Liverpool. A 
reminder: the membership turnout for 
that contest was 77.6% and Jeremy’s 
share of the vote 61.8%. There was 
a temporary acceptance by the PLP 
“Corbynsceptics”  of his legitimate 
claim to the leadership of the Party and 
it started all over again: the plotting 
against him – and the morale-sapping 
negativity. Then Theresa May called 
a snap General Election. The skeptics 
began to speculate on the election 
result and rehearse the arguments for 
why Corbyn would have to go in the 
aftermath of the expected Labour Party 
wipe-out.  But, as we know that’s not 
how things turned out.

The Brighton conference, the 
following year, was off the chart as a 
celebration of Labour’s unpredicted, 
historic General Election performance.  
This year’s conference, back in 
Liverpool, was different. People came 
to Conference with trepidation, after 
a morale and energy sapping summer 
under extreme pressure from right-wing 
media, aided and abetted by a large 
section of the Parliamentary Labour 
Party. Having shown all the signs of a 
likely split, or, at least, some high-level 
resignations the scene was set for a 
possible game changing Conference.   

And, perhaps, history will show it as 
a game changer. Certainly, the thinking 
person’s media is already accepting 
that it is, as we’ve already noted. While 
The Express, The Mail, The Telegraph 
declaim the end of the world as we 
know it, Polly Toynbee of The Guardian 
opines: “Labour is winning the battle 
of ideas.” (27/09/2018).  Some will 
permit themselves a wry smile as they 
remember the early stages of Polly’s 
“Anyone But Corbyn” stance. But that 
was then. 

Sebastian Payne in The Financial 
Times wrote:, “Jeremy Corbyn is getting 
the hang of this leadership lark… (He) 
delivered his most accomplished speech 
yet … It offered a coherent analysis 
of the challenges facing the nation. It 
echoed the demands for radical changes. 
The prescriptions may be populist and 
anti-business … but it succeeded in 

making radicalism look like the new 
normal.”  All this is said – and echoed in 
all the right-wing press - in the context 
of warning the Conservative Party to up 
their game at their conference next week 
if the challenge posed by Corbynism is to 
be headed off.  Repeating a warning in a 
recent FT Editorial, Payne continues: “.. 
for now Mr Corbyn has confirmed he is 
in total control of  Labour’s destiny. The 
Party is fully behind him.  And judging 
by this week is fully convinced that 
destiny will soon be in Government.” 
(FT, 26/09/2018) That’s the “Heads Up” 
for the Tories from the Financial Times.  

(2) The Full British Brexit
Martin Kettle, in the Guardian, in his 

summing up of Conference goes a long 
way to explain the significance of the 
key decisions reached in Conference 
– and the underlying process: “The 
important thing to grasp about the 2018 
Labour Party Conference is that the 
two generalisations, Labour as Left 
Party and Labour as a broad church, 
have not yet become incompatible. 
… If the party of today was the fully 
Corbynised body that some claim, there 
would be little room or appetite in it 
for habits of pragmatism, compromise 
or experimentation. Yet there is still 
that appetite.” (Martin Kettle, Gdn 
27/09/2018) 

The “compromise and 
experimentation” of a larger, more 
participative and democratic party were 
seen in the way the highly divisive 
Brexit issue was handled. Faced with 
a flood of resolutions representing the 
whole gamut of opinion on Brexit, 
from a large section of Constituency 
Labour Parties – and trade unions, 150 
delegates spent 5 to 6 hours reconciling, 
or, compositing if preferred, all the 
motions down into one to be presented 
to the floor of the Conference for a final 
decision.  

Two days after that composite motion, 
Keir Starmer was at the Conference 
microphone. In the course of his speech 
on Brexit, hardly raising his voice, he 
intoned  “If Parliament votes down the 
Prime Ministers deal, and if she can’t 
reach a deal … Labour must step up 
and shape what happens next…Our 
preference is clear. We want a General 
Election to sweep away this failed 
government. (APPLAUSE) 

“Having swept them away we want 
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to install a radical Labour government 
capable of transforming this country. 
And that’s what should happen after two 
years of (Brexit) negotiations ending 
in failure. But if that’s not possible, we 
must have other options, and they must 
include campaigning for a public vote.” 
(MORE APPLAUSE) 

“It’s right that Parliament has the first 
say… But if we need to break the impasse 
our options must include campaigning 
for a public vote and nobody is ruling out 
“Remain” as an option.”  

(LOUD AND PROLONGED 
APPLAUSE, in the old Soviet cliché) 
But veteran left- wing MP Dennis 
Skinner wasn’t clapping, I saw later on 
the televised clip of Keir’s speech, but 
few at the conference weren’t, it has 
to be said. His constituency, Bolsover, 
voted “Leave” by a whopping two and 
half to one.  

Zoe Williams later wrote, “ Starmer 
committed to a second referendum 
with a “Remain” option on the ballot. It 
was all anyone wanted: not to erase the 
Referendum decision but to revisit it in 
the light of the disaster of its unfolding. 
(Guardian, 25/09/2018)

(3) The Democratisation  
of the Labour Party

Reselection and Party Leader 
elections was another area where the 
agreement and compromise of the new, 
enlarged Labour Party was severely 
tested.  “The Left (Momentum) reined in 
by the unions” might be some people’s 
verdict. “One person’s negotiated 
compromise is another’s fudge,” might 
be another. There was also the growing 
perception of an over-weighted Trade 
Union vote vis-à-vis the Constituency 
Labour Parties vote in deciding policy. It 
told in the pre-meetings on Reselection, 
Party Leadership candidacy rules - 
and was also to be seen in the Brexit 
compositing process, the two biggest, 
and most controversial, issues before 
conference. 

It remains an organizational issue 
going forward. But despite activists’ 
anger at a large number of MPs 
continuing to undermine the activists’ 
work for the Party by their maverick 
and disloyal conduct, it is probably 
better parked until we’re further down 
the road with Brexit, a possible General 
Election – and/or  a “People’s Vote” on 
the outcome of Brexit negotiations. The 
point about the need for democratizing 
the structures has been made and 
members have attained an enhanced 
sense of, and commitment to, the kind of 
democratic structures, rules, structures 
and procedures a Democratic Socialist 

party ought to have. That organisation 
learning should not be under-estimated.

(4) A word on Palestine
Brexit and Reselection of MPs were 

the two big issues threatening to split 
the party at, or in the aftermath of the 
Conference. Anti-Semitism was another. 
When a delegate took the podium to 
support a resolution on Palestine and 
proceeded to bring the house down with 
a powerfully emotive speech I wasn’t 
ready for what happened next. Seemingly 
out of nowhere the now distinctive flags 
of Palestine appeared and were waved 
in the air by delegates and observers in 
their hundreds.  It was an astonishingly 
well-organized display of support for the 
Palestinian cause from every section of 
the Conference floor.

In Haaretz, an Israeli paper which had 
reported the support Jeremy Corbyn 
enjoyed amongst Arabs and Jews 
in Israel the Conference display of 
Palestinian support was described as: 
“Empty gesture politics within a party 
tearing itself to death.” Anshel Pfeffer, 
Haaretz, (26/09/3018. 

In The Times of Israel, Richard 
Philpot, former editor of the “left of 
centre” Progress magazine, said the 
Labour Party has become an anti-Israel 
protest group. He writes:  “ Nothing 
better illustrates Labour’s journey from 
credible party of government to a bastion 
of hard-left activism than the image of 
Luciana Berger, a Jewish MP who has 
led the effort to call out anti-Semitism in 
its ranks, accompanied by a policeman 
as she walked around the Liverpool 
conference.”  

Now, the less said of Luciana Berger’s 
histrionics, the better.

Dan Hodges, ex Labour “centre 
left” MP, called the show of support 
for Palestine a taunt to Britain’s Jews 
to say to them: “We are anti-Semitic 
and there’s nothing you can do about 
it.”  He continues: the Labour Party is 
the “political wing of the Palestinian 
Solidarity Committee” and the “anti-
west and Israel-phobic Stop the War 
Coalition.”   

The question is: why did this happen?  
I suggest it was a primal scream at 
the unfair and unjust venom aimed at 
Corbyn over a prolonged period; blatant 
psychological warfare against someone 
who stood up for peace and justice in the 
world, including Palestine. In one recent 
research study a database search was 
reported on Jeremy Corbyn and anti-
semitism newspaper coverage. 

In all his previous political life pre-
May 2015 Corbyn/anti-semitism got 
18 media mentions, and none accusing 
him of anti-semitism.  After May 2015, 

when he became a contender for Labour 
leadership and future Prime Minister he 
had 6,133 newspaper mentions – and we 
know what that coverage has been like.   

And I think some of the anger was 
directed at the NEC and others who 
foisted the IHRA definition of anti-
Semitism on the Party, with its conflation 
of an anti-Israeli political stance and 
anti-Semitism, instead of standing by 
its own Code of Practice, dubbed the 
“Gold Standard” of such thing by people 
who forsook it under, God knows, what 
pressure within the NEC. 

I don’t know if I’m going too far with 
this if I add that it was also a declaration 
that the IHRA definition or its notorious 
“examples” of anti-Semitism had not 
better be used to suspend or expel 
members in the future. I’d like to think 
it was.

So, I would say the attackers of the 
“anti-Semite” Corbyn haven’t gone 
away, and aren’t going away anytime 
soon. 

One point made by Pfeffer in his 
article, above, with which one would 
have to agree, is that Palestine was not 
discussed in the context of a focused 
look at Defence issues at conference.  
In many ways, against the background 
of the impact on UK defence of Syria, 
the Yemen, foreign policy debate was 
the elephant in the room. Pfeffer also 
has a point when he says a conference 
such as Labour’s in Liverpool should 
have some regard for how it is perceived 
by the outside world. Certainly, this 
spontaneous demonstration on the floor 
of the conference was a far remove from 
the stage-managed Labour conferences, 
of not too long ago, as you could get. But 
there is a real distinction to be learned, 
and made, between protest politics and 
truly problem-solving politics.  

Finally, the last word from John 
McDonell, The “engine-room” of 
the new Labour Party.  One of the big 
worries of Brexit and the on-going 
austerity cuts is that, in the event of a 
change of government, Labour would 
be handed a poisoned chalice which, 
in turn, as has happened in the past, 
lead to its being quickly voted out and 
left in the wilderness for years. In his 
powerful address to Conference he dealt 
specifically with this fear. “I tell you this 
(a favourite expression of his) the greater 
the mess we inherit, the more radical 
we have to be; the greater the need for 
change the greater the opportunity we 
have to create that change and we will.”  

Fighting talk. And, judging from 
the mood of this year’s Conf, the foot 
soldiers are ready, willing, able and 
confident in the battle plan. 
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Review of ‘Prosperity and Justice: a plan for a new economy
Institute for Public Policy Research (IPPR) Commission of Economic Justice

By Christopher Winch
The IPPR is a well-established left 

of centre think tank which in recent 
years has made a point of drawing on 
the opinions and expertise of non-left-
wingers and establishment figures. This 
particular commission, set up to develop 
a counter to the prevailing market 
economics and commitment to austerity, 
includes the Archbishop of Canterbury, 
business people, an investment manager 
as well as academics and the General 
Secretary of the TUC, Frances O’Grady.

Although packed with establishment 
figures the commission’s report 
advocates policies that the Corbynite 
Labour Party ought to feel comfortable 
with. If these policies were implemented 
by the Labour Party in power, it would 
be the most radically reforming Labour 
government since the Attlee government 
of 1945-51. It is a measure of the 
disillusion with liberal economics in 
the country that such recommendations 
do not now seem all that controversial 
even though, when someone like Corbyn 
suggests them, the media make out that 
the sky is about to fall in. 

The Financial Times and the 
Conservative MP Jesse Norman don’t 
disagree about the diagnosis, but whinge 
about the remedies even though they 
don’t have any plausible counter-
proposals. The public mood, including 
among a section of the elites, is fast 
moving away from the liberal economics 
that were the orthodoxy just a few years 
ago. The tide of public opinion is flowing 
in Labour’s direction and the mild social 
democracy advocated by the renewed 
Corbynite Labour Party is an attractive 
prospect to many. For the media, mild 
social democracy is tantamount to 
revolutionary reform. Hence the frantic 
attempts by opponents (including the 
liberals in the PLP) to distract attention 
from this uncomfortable fact through the 
anti-semitism hoax.

The diagnosis of the commission is 
that Britain’s economy is unbalanced, 
regionally and also in terms of the 
weakness of the manufacturing sector 
relative to an over-mighty financial 
sector. Firms take a short-term view 
of their interests which is based on the 
legal entrenchment of the primacy of 
shareholder value. Other stakeholders 
such as workers and consumers are given 
short shrift. There are too few incentives 
to improve productivity through better 
training, job design or investment in 
plant. The weak bargaining power of the 
employees leads to a decline in wages 

which in turn leads to a happy go lucky 
attitude on the part of employers, who 
don’t have to worry about productivity 
per worker as they have an abundant 
supply of cheap labour to draw on and 
little incentive to invest in increasing 
productivity, either through training 
the workforce or investing in plant. A 
business model which relies on low 
wage, low skill inputs to produce low 
value-added cheap products is attractive 
in such a climate. Workers are disengaged 
from their firms through having no say in 
how they are run. 

Addressing the reluctance of firms 
to invest entails a greater involvement 
of the state in financing and directing 
investment. The report advocates a 
national investment bank which can 
direct funding to the regions, particularly 
to areas where local universities can help 
stimulate high value-added businesses. 
The bank should make good use of local 
knowledge in deciding where to allocate 
investment. The focus should thus be 
on moving up the value chain, drawing 
on areas of activity where the UK is 
relatively strong.

Elimination of fiscal deficits should 
focus on current, not investment 
expenditure and should aim at a balance 
over a rolling five-year cycle. Anti-social 
rent-seeking behaviour by oligopoly 
businesses such as the energy and 
internet firms should be curbed through 
legislation. Vocational education 
funding should be reformed to ensure 
that it is directed towards productivity 
and should not be fixated on increasing 
the number of apprenticeships merely to 
reach government set targets. Generally 
speaking, the commission is in favour 
of a ‘productive economy’ approach, 
involving the building up of productive 
powers, the revival of economically 
moribund regions through targeted 
intervention and a rebalancing towards 
high-value manufacturing and away 
from financial services. 

The commission does not make the 
mistaken assumption that a mere change 
in government policy will be sufficient 
to make the changes that they advocate. 
One of the persistent problems that they 
identify is that the balance between 
labour and capital in Britain, in favour 
of the latter, has led to an unbalanced 
low productivity economy. As already 
noted, the share that labour takes in the 
national product has declined, leading to 
a lack of purchasing power and regional 
imbalances as firms can easily relocate 

to locations where labour costs less and 
investment brings greater short term 
returns than in the hard slog of reviving 
manufacturing. There are insufficient 
incentives either to change the design of 
jobs or to make capital investments to 
increase productivity. Better job design, 
built on a better trained workforce has 
the potential to increase productivity 
through greater efficiency and the 
stripping back of layers of management, 
not to mention a move towards higher 
value-added goods and services.  There 
has to be a rebalancing of power between 
labour and capital and this can be secured 
through repealing anti-union legislation 
and promoting measures to encourage 
trade union membership. 

Here are the specific proposals on this 
matter:

A target of doubling collective 
bargaining coverage to 50 per cent of 
workers by 2030, with a focus on the 
lowest paid sectors. 

 A new ‘right to access’ that would give 
unions stronger rights of physical access 
to workplaces, combined with a ‘digital 
right of access’ to reach remote workers 
and a new ‘right to join’ for workers. 

A trial of auto-enrolment into trade 
unions within the ‘gig’ economy, on the 
model of auto-enrolment into workplace 
pensions. 

A WorkerTech Innovation Fund to 
support unions to innovate and use digital 
technology to recruit and organise.

It is a measure of how worried some 
establishment figures are about the 
imbalance of power between capital 
and labour that they can put their weight 
behind such measures. There is still a 
view amongst liberal minded economists 
and politicians that trade unions lack any 
legitimacy as participants in economic 
decision making and should be excluded 
from any significant influence. This 
in effect was the view of the Cameron 
government. The IPPR argues that the 
trade unions are an essential component 
of economic revival.

In addition, the Commission is keen on 
worker participation in the running of 
companies:

Public and private companies of more 
than 250 employees should have at least 
two workers, elected by the workforce, 
on their main board.

Continued On Page 14
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These are all policies that should please the Labour Movement and Frances O’Grady 
deserves a lot of credit for persuading so many establishment figures to promote workers’ 
and trade unions’ rights. If the trade union movement took its rightful place as one of the key 
components of the economy then the commission’s recommendations would not look utopian at 
all, but would be within the grasp of a new Labour government under Corbyn. 

This brings us to the role of the trade unions in economic reform. Forty-one years ago, the trade 
union movement turned away from the recommendations of the Bullock Report that workers 
should have a significant place on boards of directors of large companies. Despite the continuing 
hostility from business, the issue simply won’t go away. This is because, like it or not, worker 
engagement is necessary to business success. Even if Britain’s trade union leaders wish to avoid 
the issue, the fact remains that the involvement of the workforce is an economic factor of great 
importance. Enlightened capitalists as well as enlightened trade unionists can see that. The class 
struggle can still go on, but in a way that does not bring about the ruin of the contending classes. 
It takes place in the boardroom but backed by industrial strength to be used if necessary. But 
taking responsibility for the well-being of their companies in this way is, unfortunately, alien to 
the traditions of British trade unionism, which in a mirror image of employers, focus on a limited 
number of short-term interests of their members.

The danger is, as the Financial Times has pointed out in its commentary on the Report, 
that a restored trade union movement would behave in 1977 mode, exercising power without 
responsibility. Of course, it is not surprising that the FT would take that view, but unless British 
trade unionism changes its focus from reacting to capital to seeking to control it, then the danger 
is there. British trade unionism has a choice. It can acquiesce in the slow decline of Britain’s 
economy in the low paid and insecure nature of the work that is available to its members or it 
can help take control. 

Continued From Page 13

A Letter from Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O’Raghallaigh

One thing you quickly learn on arriving 
in New Zealand: pubs generally are the 
pits. Even the term ‘bar’ doesn’t fit. New 
Zealand ‘hostelries’ don’t ‘do’ atmosphere, 
ambience, comfort or décor. Actually 
they don’t do much other than booze and 
betting.

Yes, betting. In Aotearoa British or Irish 
style bookies are illegal. Instead there is 
a government monopoly the TAB, whose 
outlets are bars and drinking clubs. Some 
even go to having an ATM as well – just 
to facilitate.

I was reminded last month, on a short 
visit to Ireland, of just how wide the chasm 
is between the British and Irish pub of 
today and the pit that is the Kiwi whatever 
you want to call it. Sure, there are awful 
hostelries to be found anywhere in Ireland 
or Britain as there are little gems to stumble 
upon in New Zealand. By and large though 
the contrast holds and is truly striking.

I think the explanation has to be, in a 
word, ‘Protestantism’ – specifically that 
version of Prod that swept England from 
the mid-nineteenth century in particular, 
the Evangelical movement. In a way 
New Zealand is in this and some other 
respects, a kind of England of another era 
(Victorian) in aspic. The two great shapers 
of (Pakeha) New Zealand historically were 
the Anglican missionary movement in the 
shape of the Church Missionary Society 
(CMS) and the colonisation companies, 
particularly those associated with Edward 
Gibbon Wakefield. The CMS, a decidedly 
low church and evangelical outfit, and 
Wakefield’s New Zealand Company (and 
related ventures)were arguably more 

important even than the Crown and its 
colonial administration: it handed over 
power to a settler Parliament in 1852.

However rakish Wakefield and his 
associates might have been their colonial 
grunts shipped out voyage after voyage in 
their thousands were of a different, striving 
and carving-out outlook, making new lives 
for themselves in a new world, pioneers 
with their camp ovens, beating and burning 
their way into and through empty (as they 
saw it) bush and settling where and when.

The CMS project was different, anti-
colonialist, a dream of a Maori community, 
natives made Christian in its English 
image, heathens converted in the image 
of the Anglican God and his project and 
civilisation in the South Pacific.

Even with large Irish (Catholic) and 
Scottish (Presbyterian) elements in the 
colonial population the official national 
culture is essentially a sober-sided 
low church Anglican with Baptist and 
Methodist leavening. Stir in some Ulster 
Prods and smatterings of Danish and 
German New World-seekers and it all 
makes for a culture rich in intemperate and 
ill-tempered temperance.

To fully over-determine the culture 
add in an almost prohibitionist police 
attitude (despite a very large Irish Catholic 
component historically) and a system of 
public administration that puts licensing (of 
both bars and off-licenses or ‘bottleshops’) 
and opening hours in local council hands.

Today the country has possibly the most 
liberal opening-hours legislation in the 
world. Still though, councils regularly 

froth on the question of how far into the 
wee small hours drink should be served. 
It is on its face always an argument over 
money versus public order.

A much hotter issue is the opening of new 
premises – whether on- or off-licenses with 
the latter particularly contentious (usually 
on grounds of temptation of youth).

In truth the morality play, temperance and 
prohibition, is never far from the surface. 
Fifty years ago much of the country was 
‘dry’ with going ‘wet’ a local referendum 
issue. Pubs and hotel bars where they 
existed closed at six in the evening, 
giving rise to that famous anthropological 
phenomenon, the daily heaving mass of 
concentrated mad male humanity, the ‘six 
o clock swill’.

The Kiwi bar in the official national 
culture is an occasion of sin, a dispenser 
of devil’s milk, a blot on the landscape. 
Drink, its dispensing and consumption 
then is not to be encouraged and certainly 
not in conditions of luxury, comfort 
and warm ambience. Thus the stand-up 
tables, sparseness of décor, general lack 
of atmosphere, the awfulness of ambience. 
Drinking is devil’s work and thus not to be 
undertaken in comfort.

Things are changing. Comfort is more 
than creeping in, the quality of (food) 
fare is improving (beyond the gargantuan 
steak sandwich with all trimmings in equal 
loading). Décor is even an issue; craft 
brewer tap rooms (a new pub) are actually 
attractive – if also very pricy (‘banker’s 
piss’ my partner labels the phenomenon).

It is still though a long way away 
from the familiarity, warmth and simple 
civility of the pub in its Irish and British 
and indeed European guises – just as 
they are disappearing under the weight of 
speculative money and profit-seeking.

And the betting? It is truly awful: the room 
in the corner with its wall of TV screens 
all streaming horse and doggie tracks from 
around the world with a temptation-bank 
of ‘pokies’ as well, together eating up and 
spreading … addiction really. The policy 
seems to be one of putting all sin under one 
grubby roof.

Modern New Zealand has one of the 
worst records in the world for family 
violence, wife-beating, abuse of women. 
It has a level unequalled almost, of 
incarceration and recidivism - and it is 
all worst in the Maori population with 
Pakeha running a close second. It is a 
Victorian capsule upholding almost all of 
Foucault’s theories of humanity, modernity 
and our ills. And yet it is as every Kiwi 
says, paradise and as the northern winter 
descends, in the south Sumer is icumen in. 
The asparagus and strawbs beckon.  
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THE ‘NEW LABOUR’ PLOT AGAINST THE NHS Part two: 
BEFORE NEW LABOUR - THE NATIONAL HEALTH SERVICE AND THE “INTERNAL MARKET”

by Peter Brooke
My previous article, based on the book 

NHS for sale by Colin Leys and Stewart 
Player, was an attempt to understand how, 
under New Labour, market principles 
were insinuated into the National Health  
Service. But before going any further 
along this line something should perhaps 
be said about what the NHS was prior to 
this process beginning. In what follows 
I am drawing on three chapters (2-4) 
of Stephen Harrison’s book National 
Health Service Management in the 
1980s as reproduced on the website of 
the Socialist Health Association.

FIRST PRINCIPLES
Chapter 2 provides an ‘Overview, 

1948-82’.
The basic principle of the NHS was 

of course the provision of a free service 
which would be paid for out of general 
taxation. To quote Julian Tudor Hart (A 
New Path Entirely - how NHS Wales 
could lead the world, paper presented 
to a Bevan Commission seminar, 2012), 
‘Nye Bevan seldom let principles get in 
the way of a better life, either for his 
fellow citizens or for himself ... [His 
strategy was] to end trade in healthcare 
as a profitable commodity, and develop 
an organised gift economy, paid for by 
everyone according to their wealth and 
given to everyone according to their 
need. Sickness was a matter of chance so 
in a just society, costs of care should be 
borne by everyone, sick or well.’ 

The 1948 NHS had a ‘tripartite’ 
structure - primary care, community 
services and hospital centres.

‘In the case of primary care, General 
Medical Practitioners (GPs), General 
Dental Practitioners, Pharmacists, 
and Opticians were self-employed 
practitioners whose contracts were 
administered by Executive Councils 
upon which the four professions were 
themselves heavily represented. This 
arrangement differed little from that 
made following Lloyd George’s National 
Insurance Act of 1911. The staff of the 
Executive Council, whose role was to 
maintain GPs’ lists of patients and to 
receive practitioners’ claims for payment, 
was headed by an Administrator with 
managerial control only over the staff, 
not the practitioners.’

Community services were provided by 
County Councils and County Borough 
Councils which ‘lost their former 
duties and rights to provide hospital 
services, remaining responsible for 

preventive services, maternal and child 
welfare, health visiting, home nursing, 
ambulances, and the school medical 
service. Such local authorities appointed 
a health committee of councillors, to 
whom the Medical Officer of Health 
(MOH) was responsible for the above 
services.’ Julian Tudor Hart (who was 
introduced in the previous article), 
regretted  that these services had been left 
with local government: ‘This separated 
preventive from treatment services, 
which progress in medical science had 
been bringing together.’

As for hospitals: 
‘Hospital authorities constituted 

the third part of the structure. Great 
Britain was divided into nineteen (later 
twenty) Regions, each containing a 
medical school and each controlled 
by a Regional Hospital Board (RHB) 
responsible to the Minister of Health. 
Groups of hospitals (occasionally 
single large hospitals) within each 
Region were presided over by Hospital 
Management Committees (HMCs) 
or Boards of Governors in Scotland. 
Groups of English hospitals with medical 
undergraduate teaching functions were 
run by Boards of Governors, who, 
unlike HMCs, were responsible not to 
the RHB but directly to the Minister of 
Health. The membership of Boards and 
Committees was part-time, honorary, 
and appointed rather than elected: 
doctors were heavily represented. 
Boards and Committees employed a 
chief administrative officer (often known 
as the Group Secretary), and individual 
hospitals were normally managed on 
a day to day basis by a triumvirate 
consisting of Hospital Secretary, Matron, 
and Medical Superintendent or medical 
administrator.’

The perceived problem with this 
was the power and independence of 
the doctors, one of the conditions for 
getting the support, or acquiescence, of 
the BMA, but also a deeply held belief 
that ‘it was neither appropriate not 
practicable to seek managerial control 
over doctors ... the 1944 Coalition 
government White Paper on a National 
Health Service stated that “whatever 
the organisation, the doctors taking part 
must remain free to direct their clinical 
knowledge and personal skill for the 
benefit of their patients in the way in 
which they feel to be best.”’ And this 
view was not challenged by Bevan.

As a result there was very little 
co-ordination between the different 

responsible bodies and very little scope 
for overall planning. Harrison calls the 
administrators in the system ‘diplomats’, 
primarily concerned with smoothing 
relations between the professionals, and 
comments (quoting a report he himself 
had written in 1979): ‘In the context of 
diplomacy there is rarely a meaningful 
overall objective; more often there is a 
set of partially, or sometimes completely, 
contradictory objectives held by groups 
or individuals.’

In 1974 there was a reorganisation 
begun by the Conservative government 
but continued by Labour when the 
existing Regional Boards were 
reorganised, or renamed ‘Regional 
Health Authorities’ which then 
supervised 90 Area Health Authorities, 
which in turn supervised 2,015 District 
Health Authorities (reduced by 1979 to 
199). At the same time the ‘Executive 
Committees’ responsible for primary care 
(GPs, dentists, opticians, pharmacists) 
were replaced by ‘Family Practitioner 
Committees’, appointed, not elected, by 
various concerned bodies including the 
Area Health Authority and the Local 
Authority. Harrison comments that:

‘In hospital medicine too, doctors 
were not challenged by the formal 
organisation, which ... remained 
collegial in character throughout the 
period under examination. The clearest 
manifestation of this was the creation 
in 1974 of consensus teams: a means 
of providing the formal right of veto to 
a group which possessed it in practice 
anyway. Although the post-1974 Health 
Authorities had a smaller medical 
membership than their predecessors, 
this was more than compensated by the 
formal involvement of doctors elsewhere 
in the management structure. It is 
significant that consultant contracts of 
employment remained at RHA  [Regional 
Health Authority] level, (except in the 
case of Authorities responsible for 
undergraduate medical education), and 
that no attempt to introduce American 
models of hospital management by 
clinical ‘chiefs of service’ was made. 
Indeed, hospital beds were allocated 
to individual hospital consultants in 
a form of quasi-ownership, giving the 
individual virtually unilateral control 
over their use and utilisation. Moreover, 
the right to engage in private practice, 
a major source of uncertainty for 
managers, was retained, and indeed was 
enhanced in 1980 (when it was extended 
to include consultants who were full 
time employees of the NHS - PB).



Labour Affairs  16

No. 291 - October 2018

A MANAGERIAL REVOLUTION
This apparently rather laid back 

‘consensus’ system was challenged 
in 1983 by the ‘Griffiths Report’, 
commissioned by the Thatcher 
Government. The Griffiths Report is 
often presented as the beginnings of 
the process by which the NHS adopted 
a business model but it seems clear that 
the existing model was far from perfect 
and that in particular it was weak where 
a Socialist would want it to be strong - 
in planning. The chapters I am using 
from Harrison’s book are available 
on the website of the Socialist Health 
Association yet he does not address the 
issue raised by Julian Tudor Hart - the 
problem of the ‘inverse care law’: ‘The 
availability of good medical care tends 
to vary inversely with the need for it in 
the population served.’ (In fairness it 
should be said that Harrison is mainly 
concerned with hospitals, Tudor Hart, 
here at least, with GP practises).

Tudor Hart was writing in 1971 
after over twenty years of the NHS. 
He continues: ‘the general conclusion 
must be that those most able to choose 
where they will work tend to go to 
middle class areas and that the areas 
with highest mortality and morbidity 
tend to get those doctors who are least 
able to choose where they will work ... 
Of 169 new general practitioners who 
entered practice in under-doctored areas 
between October 1968 and October 
1969, 164 came from abroad ... The 
process of redistribution of GPs ceased 
by 1956 and by 1961 had gone into 
reverse; between 1961 and 1967 the 
proportion of people in England and 
Wales in under-doctored areas rose from 
17% to 34%.’

These of course were not the terms 
in which the problem was understood 
by the Thatcher government. They 
were concerned mainly with the need 
to cut public expenditure. The freedom 
of doctors was a freedom to spend, 
with policy makers and administrators 
having little powers of resistance, or to 
evaluate or monitor the effectiveness of 
the profession. It was a system based on 
trust. In 1982, however, Norman Fowler, 
as Secretary of State for Social Services 
‘announced arrangements to “improve 
accountability” in the NHS. There were 
two elements to these arrangements: a 
review process and a set of performance 
indicators. The review process was 
intended to secure greater adherence 
to national policies and priorities than 
had previously been the case: “Each 
year Ministers will lead a Departmental 
review of the long-term plans, objectives 
and effectiveness of each Region with the 

Chairmen of the Regional Authorities 
and Chief Regional Officers. The aims 
of the new system will be to ensure 
that each Region is using the resources 
allocated to it in accordance with the 
Government’s policies – for example 
giving priority to services for the elderly, 
the handicapped and the mentally ill – 
and also to establish agreement … on 
the progress and development which 
the Regions will aim to achieve in the 
ensuing year ...”

‘Unlike earlier attempts to use 
comparative data, the new indicators 
were ... to be compulsory.’

Later in the year he announced ‘the 
experimental use of private firms of 
accountants to audit the accounts of 
health authorities … 

‘On 7 October 1982 it was announced 
that a firm of chartered accountants were 
to study the possibility of cash-limiting 
Family Practitioner Committee budgets 
[the Family Practitioner Committees 
administered the distribution of 
government funds to GPs in any given 
area - PB]. On 19 January 1983 central 
control of NHS manpower numbers 
was announced and on 4 February 
came the first public suggestion 
that the Government was seriously 
considering restrictions on doctors’ 
rights to prescribe; in November 1984 
the withdrawal occurred from NHS 
prescriptions of a range of proprietary 
drugs which had been previously freely 
available. On 8 September 1983, health 
authorities were instructed to engage 
in competitive tendering for laundry, 
domestic, and catering services.’

This last has been widely blamed for 
a decline in the quality of these services, 
including ‘the spread of “superbugs” 
being attributable to the cleaners no 
longer forming part of integrated 
care teams on wards.’ (Jessica 
Ormerod: Legislation, Privatisation 
and the NHS, https://www.sochealth.
co.uk/2018/06/13/34928/)

THE GRIFFITHS REPORT
But the most radical move came with 

the announcement in February 1983 
of an Inquiry Team: ‘to examine the 
ways in which resources are used and 
controlled inside the health service, so 
as to secure the best value for money and 
the best possible services for the patient; 
‘to identify what further management 
issues need pursuing for these important 
purposes.’

According to Harrison this had not 
been the original intention of the inquiry 
which was to deal with ‘manpower’. 
The change in terms of reference had 
been imposed by Roy Griffiths (soon to 

become Sir Roy Griffiths) as a condition 
of accepting the chairmanship: ‘Griffiths’ 
objections, which were to the terms 
of reference proposed, were twofold. 
Firstly, being aware of the political 
saliency of the NHS ‘manpower’ issue, 
he did not wish to be cast in the role 
of ‘hatchet man’, cutting NHS staff, 
especially in what was almost certain 
to be an election year. Secondly, he 
took the view that the terms of reference 
were too restricted; logically enough, 
his perspective was that to inquire 
into the ‘manpower’ of an overstaffed 
organisation was to confine inquiry 
to a second order problem. Rather, the 
first order problem was ‘a management 
problem, or general problem’. Hence, 
only if the proposed terms of reference 
for the inquiry were modified to include 
this wider concern would Mr Griffiths 
accept.’

Griffiths was deputy to Sir John 
Sainsbury, who had recommended him 
as a major architect of the Sainsbury 
supermarket chain’s success.

‘The first meeting of the inquiry team 
was over dinner at Sainsbury’s. Early in 
the discussion, one member of the team 
described his view of the task before them 
simply as “gauleiter versus consensus”. 
Asked if a gauleiter model would mean 
that doctors had to be in charge, another 
member replied, “If so then we should 
all go home now”.’

Harrison summarises the report’s 
findings as follows:

‘Firstly, the team were concerned 
that individual overall management 
accountability could not be located: 
“it appears to us that consensus 
management can lead to ‘lowest 
common denominator decisions’ and to 
long delays in the management process. 
The absolute need to get agreement 
overshadows the substance of the 
decision required. In short, if Florence 
Nightingale were carrying her lamp 
through the corridors of the NHS today, 
she would almost certainly be searching 
for the people in charge.” ...

‘The second aspect of the team’s 
diagnosis was that ‘the machinery of 
implementation is generally weak’: “there 
is no driving force seeking and accepting 
direct and personal responsibility for 
developing management plans, securing 
their implementation and monitoring 
actual achievements …. certain major 
initiatives are difficult to implement 
[and] above all lack of a general 
management process means that it is 
extremely difficult to achieve change. 
[A] more thrusting and committed style 
of management is implicit in all our 
recommendations.”
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‘Thirdly, the inquiry team drew 
attention to lack of an orientation 
towards performance in the Service: “it 
lacks any real continuous evaluation 
of its performance. Rarely are precise 
management objectives set; there is little 
measurement of health output; clinical 
evaluation of particular practices is 
by no means common and economic 
evaluation of these practices is extremely 
rare.”

‘Finally, the team identified a lack of 
concern with the views of consumers 
of health services: “Nor can the NHS 
display a ready assessment of the 
effectiveness with which it is meeting the 
needs and expectations of the people it 
serves. Whether the NHS is meeting the 
needs of the patient, and the community, 
and can prove that it is doing so, is open 
to question.”’

The core of the recommendations was 
that the previous ‘consensus teams’ (who 
might or might not reach a consensus) 
should be replaced at all levels by 
general managers (who might or might 
not be qualified clinicians - generally 
speaking, in the event, they weren’t) who 
should have full responsibility over the 
management function.

THE IMMEDIATE EFFECT
Harrison finishes by suggesting that 

actually Griffiths’ reforms had little 
immediate effect. Discussing a survey 
conducted in two different District 
Health Authorities (one in London 
and one in the North) he says: ‘Few of 
the respondents in either district held 
the view that, in general terms, the 
introduction of general management 
had led to any substantial shift in the 
balance of influence between managers 
and doctors.’ To quote another source: 
‘“The NHS has such a strong culture, 
and a range of subcultures, and I think 
Griffiths probably underestimated that. 
I worked with two general managers 
who had come in from the private sector, 
one from Unilever and one from Metal 
Box, and they both left after about a year 
and a half because they couldn’t cope 
with the clinicians, particularly medics, 
not doing what they said they would.”’ 
Mike Cooke, in 2014 chief executive 
of Nottinghamshire Healthcare Trust, 
quoted in Claire Read: The Future of 
NHS Leadership: unpicking Griffiths’ 
complex legacy, https://www.hsj.co.uk/
future-of-nhs-leadership/the-future-
of-nhs-leadership-unpicking-griffiths-
complex-legacy/5072855.article).

Since the main concern was cost 
cutting, it certainly didn’t work to the 
benefit of patients. Harrison quotes one 
Ward Sister in the Northern District 

Health Authority: ‘A patient is the last 
person that managers can think about. 
My ward was temporarily closed to save 
money and the nurses felt so guilty and 
aimless that they had to be counselled by 
the hospital chaplain.’ Or a consultant 
surgeon in London: ‘Our unit managers 
can’t worry about patients. All they can 
do is balance the books.’

So budgeting was the major area in 
which here was an immediate effect:

‘doctors were increasingly aware 
that managers would detect “creeping 
developments”: changes in clinical 
practice – whether in terms of ‘hardware’ 
such as more expensive prostheses, or 
practices such as admission policies – 
which had financial consequences for 
the organisation visible to managers 
only in retrospect. Doctors’ perceptions 
of managers’ concerns in this area, 
combined with slowly improved 
information and budgeting systems, led 
many to be more circumspect than before 
and to consult managers in advance of 
changing practice. It was no longer easy 
to obtain even relatively small amounts 
of money by informal means, even 
though consultants in Northern District 
Health Authority retained the right of 
direct access to the District General 
Manager:

‘I can’t take the administrator out for a 
beer and get a new cystoscope anymore 
(Consultant Neurologist, Northern 
DHA).’

But probably the most important 
consequence of the Griffiths reform 
was that doctors no longer possessed 
sovereignty within the NHS. As 
Harrison points out, doctors enjoyed a 
high level of public support and respect, 
while administrators and managers 
- ‘bureaucrats’ - were regarded with 
disdain (and this was of course part of 
the Thatcher ideology). Fowler had 
been reluctant and slow to announce the 
transfer of power to general management 
as Government policy. So even if the 
effects were not felt immediately it 
was a shift in culture that prepared the 
way for the next major development, 
the introduction, under Kenneth Clarke 
as Secretary of State for Health (1988-
90.) The Department of Health was 
newly separated from Social Security) 
of the ‘producer-purchaser split’ - the 
introduction into the NHS of a fake 
‘internal market.’

MORE ‘BUREAUCRACY’
Here I’m relying on the House 

of Commons Briefing Paper (cbp 
05607, 23rd September 2016) NHS 
Commissioning before April 2013 by 
David Turner and Thomas Powell.

They begin with an account of NHS 
financing from the early days:

‘Contractual terms for independent 
practitioners were determined 
nationally, but their contracts were with 
Executive Councils (ECs), local NHS 
bodies which were directly answerable 
to the Minister of Health ...  they received 
set fees according to the number of 
registered patients for whom care was 
to be delivered ... The fact that funding 
for primary care services was open-
ended (being driven entirely by levels 
of demand from patients) proved to be 
a major source of NHS cost inflation. 
This was particularly so in respect 
of the budget for drugs prescribed by 
GPs, especially as the “pharmaceutical 
revolution” which gathered pace in the 
1950s saw the introduction of a wide 
range of new (and effective) drugs.’

With regard to hospitals:
‘Many of the hospitals taken over by 

the NHS were small “cottage hospitals”, 
run by GPs in smaller towns and rural 
areas. At first, capital expenditure was 
negligible, with services being provided 
in the (often already very aged) estate to 
which the NHS had become heir in 1948. 

‘The 1962 Hospital Plan envisaged 
District General Hospital (DGHs), 
housing a range of specialisms, as the 
mainstay of a comprehensive national 
network of modern hospitals, fully 
integrated with the other parts of the 
NHS ...

‘At first, hospitals submitted claims for 
funding and were paid on a basis that 
has been described as “what you got last 
year, plus an allowance for growth, plus 
an allowance for scandals” [sic - PB] 
(with new facilities funded according to 
average costs) ... 

‘Financial planning and control in 
the NHS (in relation to those services 
with fixed budgets, i.e. hospital and 
LHA services) initially took place in 
the context of the “estimates” system. 
Under this arrangement, government 
departments were required to submit 
annual estimates of their likely cash 
expenditure in the coming financial year, 
which were then voted on by Parliament.

 ‘From 1961, spending plans were 
required to cover a five-year period. 
And they were expressed in constant 
price terms – meaning that, in the event 
of price inflation and/or pay increases, 
additional cash would be made available 
so that the planned volume of expenditure 
could still be delivered.’ 

We have seen something of the 
reforms introduced to the system in 1974 
and 1984.

‘In 1990 the constitutions of both 



Labour Affairs  18

No. 291 - October 2018

District Health Authorities and Regional 
Health Authorities were changed 
significantly. They now had substantially 
fewer members and the principle was 
introduced of “executive” (i.e. senior staff) 
and “non-executive” (i.e. lay) members 
sitting together. The Authorities came 
thereby to resemble (in this respect at least) 
the Boards of commercial companies. 
There was no longer, as there had been, 
a “separation of powers” between 
professional managers (the “executive”) 
and a lay Board (the “legislature”) which 
made policy and held the managers to 
account. 

‘In RHAs non-executive members were 
appointed by the Secretary of State. In 
DHAs the Chairman was appointed by 
the Secretary of State and other non-
executive members by the RHA. There 
was now no provision for the involvement 
of local authorities or the representatives 
of healthcare professions, NHS staff and 
trade unions in RHAs and DHAs.’ 

[...]
‘A new GP contract, introduced in 1990, 

placed fresh demands on General Medical 
Services, with payment being more related 
to performance in meeting targets. At the 
same time, the budget for GP practice staff 
and premises was made cash-limited (the 
first application of cash limits to any part 
of the primary care budget).

‘Following the introduction of the 
contract, it became increasingly common 
for GPs to join practices on a salaried 
basis rather than as partners. ‘

The Briefing Paper covers fields I 
haven’t been discussing such as dental 
services and opticians. We may note in 
passing that the days of entitlement to free 
spectacles ended in 1988.

THE PURCHASER / PROVIDER 
SPLIT

The paper then goes on to discuss 
the ‘internal market’ and the purchaser/
provider split:

‘Hospital and Community Health 
Services providers, which had previously 
all been run by DHAs as Directly Managed 
Units/District Managed Units (DMUs), 
became (progressively, in a series of 
“waves” of applications, over several 
years) separate organisations, called NHS 
Trusts. 

‘Different Trusts were established to 
provide acute hospital, ambulance, mental 
health and community services. Each Trust 
had its own management and “sold” its 
services to NHS “purchasers” as part of 
an “internal market” ...

‘Trusts were not accountable to their 
local District Health Authorities; they were 
accountable (through the Regional HAs) to 
the Secretary of State, but not in respect of 
detailed operational matters. 

‘The role of purchaser in this system fell 

to some GPs, and to DHAs and FHSAs 
[Family Health Services Authorities, 
which, in 1990, replaced the old Family 
Practitioner Committees], as well as RHAs 
in some respects’ ...

‘Under a scheme called GP Fundholding, 
volunteer GPs (in successive waves of 
development) were given cash budgets with 
which to buy a range of elective inpatient 
(admitted patient) treatments, as well as all 
outpatient hospital visits, for the patients 
on their lists. 

‘In addition, Fundholders were 
responsible for buying outpatient 
diagnostic tests, drugs prescribed by their 
practices (effectively placing a cash limit 
on the previously open-ended, demand-led 
GP prescribing budget), and (from 1993) 
community health services and outpatient 
mental health services. Fundholding 
practices also effectively controlled 
budgets for ancillary practice staff, since, 
unlike non-Fundholding practices, they 
were not required to seek approval when 
they employed staff. 

‘Fundholding thus added financial 
responsibility to the GP gatekeeper role 
[The GPs were ‘gatekeepers’ of the 
hospitals since patients were normally 
only admitted on their recommendation 
- PB]. Fundholders were incentivised in 
this by being able to retain any surpluses 
they generated, to use in their practices (to 
the benefit of patients) as they saw fit [i.e. 
they were discourage from recommending 
hospital treatment since it cost them money 
- PB]. 

‘Over several years, substantial numbers 
of GP practices volunteered to become 
Fundholders, either singly or in groups. 
Fundholding practices (which apparently 
tended to be in rural and suburban 
areas) eventually covered over half the 
population. ‘

The reason for acceptance of the 
fundholding scheme lies partly in a re-
organisation of the administrative structure 
that took place in 1996. Regional Health 
Authorities were abolished and replaced 
by regional offices of the NHS Executive, 
now the central management of the NHS. 
The District Health Authorities were 
replaced by Health Authorities, whose 
non-executive members were appointed by 
the Secretary of State.

‘Purchasers (Fundholders and District 
Health Authorities/Health Authorities) 
entered into (primarily bulk-purchase) 
contracts with Hospital and Community 
Health Services providers – although the 
contracts were not enforceable by law, 
being only internal NHS Service Level 
Agreements. These arrangements were 
drawn up locally, there being no standard 
national contract. The lack of a national 
pricing system meant that providers were, 
in theory at least, able to compete with 
each other on price. 

‘In the original model of the NHS, where 
there were no such contracts, clinicians 

had been entirely free to refer patients 
wherever they thought fit ... It had been an 
important founding principle of the NHS 
that patients should be able to access care 
anywhere in the service, as appropriate, 
untrammelled by the artificial boundaries 
which had existed between different 
healthcare providers in the “patchwork” 
pre-NHS system. 

‘The need for contracts with providers 
led some GPs to conclude that, in order 
fully to retain their clinical freedom of 
referral, they must become Fundholders. If 
they did not do so, they would be bound by 
whatever contractual arrangements their 
local DHA/HA saw fit to make. ‘

But there was a continued strong 
opposition in principle to fundholding 
and the  ‘commercial opportunities and 
financial incentives’ it brought. It was 
‘abolished in 1999 by the then Labour 
government. The purchaser/provider split, 
though, remained ... in a modified form. 
It was now described as a split between 
the planning and provision of care; and 
the purchasing aspect of the purchaser/
provider split was increasingly referred to 
as “commissioning”.’

Which brings us back to the New Labour 
policies outlined in the first article and in 
NHS for sale. This fake internal market, 
with the people who had previously simply 
administered funds made available from 
central government now pretending to 
be buyers and sellers of services, and 
therefore to a limited extent having to 
think in market terms, might ring a bell. 
That is if any of my readers happen to be 
familiar with the BICO pamphlet Marxism 
and Market Socialism. For is this not what 
was done in the Soviet Union and Eastern 
Europe in the sixties under the influence 
of ‘revisionist’ economists such as Oskar 
Lange and Ota Sik? Kenneth Clarke, 
incidentally, who introduced the system, 
claims that he was simply trying to avoid 
worse, since Margaret Thatcher was keen 
to introduce a US style health insurance 
system:

‘The best jobs he ever had, he says, were 
as health secretary and chancellor – “both 
fascinating stuff” where he had a long stint 
that gave him the chance to “deliver my 
own agenda”. His first challenge at health 
was heading off Thatcher, who “wanted to 
go to the American system”, he reveals. 
“I had ferocious rows with her about it. 
She wanted compulsory insurance, with 
the state paying the premiums for the less 
well-off. I thought that was a disaster. The 
American system is hopeless … dreadful.”

‘He prevailed on her to take a different 
route by introducing more competition into 
the NHS. It became known – in a phrase he 
didn’t like – as “the internal market”. Ever 
since then, successive governments have 
pushed in broadly the same direction.’  
(Andrew Rawnsley interview with Kenneth 
Clarke, Observer, 19th July, 2014)
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INDUSTRIAL SCHOOLS
by W J Haire

I haven’t read Paddy Doyle’s book THE GOD SQUAD, 
published in 1988, in which 

he writes of his life in an industrial school in Ireland. But 
it can be bought from Amazon. As I have a deadline to write 
something about industrial schools for this journal I have no 
time to wait for its arrival. But in the meantime I can read 
reviews of it on the Internet. One such review is from THE 
INTERNATIONAL CENTRE FOR THERAPEUTIC CARE 
which appears in their magazine: THE THERAPEUTIC CARE 
JOURNAL. They start by saying: 

`Industrial schools were set up in the nineteenth century in 
Ireland. In England

the name was changed to Approved Schools in 1933 and into 
Community Homes with Education in 1969. But in Ireland 
there was no new child care legislation between the Children 
Act 1908, when Ireland was under Westminster rule, and 2001 
when the Republic brought in a sweeping new Children Act. So 
in Paddy’s day they still had Industrial Schools, many of them 
run by Catholic Orders.

Paddy Doyle was born in 1951 and both his parents died in 
1955, his father having

committed suicide after his wife died of cancer. His uncle 
couldn’t care for him so

he was put into an industrial school at the age of four. He met 
with both cruelty and kindness. The review does mention that in 
many homes there isn’t much difference

when a child becomes stroppy. I myself have good reason to 
hate my late parents and to love them. Some days are hate days 
and some days love days. My father

was a Belfast Protestant and my mother an Omagh Catholic. 
I had equality of 

disrespect towards both faiths because of what happened to 
them. My mother could recount being beaten by nuns at her 
convent school but she remained a practising Catholic. My 
father recounted his ill-treatment at his Presbyterian school 
where they had a teacher and an assistant teacher who whacked 
the children from behind for the slightest misdemeanour. But 
he never said that put him off his faith, rather it was his later 
communist beliefs. 

I, as a totally rebellious boy who gave the teachers a lot of 
problems, was a victim of the cane, the pointer, and the tae. 
My elementary school inspired me to read the best literature 
and to write so I bore no grudges and still don’t. Anyway, the 
physical punishment of children was normal then. Paddy Doyle, 
says the reviews, wrote a very fine memoir. This is not to excuse 
religious orders for some of their wanton cruelty but beneath 
it all they are humans with human failings. I am only dealing 
with Industrial Schools here but I am aware of religious-run 
institutions in Ireland in the past which were little better than 
prisons with hard labour, where their young inmates, including 
babies, sometimes died through lack of love and care.

I have read the IRISH GULAG by Bruce Arnold, published 
in 2009. He has worked for more than 40 years as a political 
journalist for the Irish Independent. The cover

says: ̀ He has covered every administration since Sean Lemass 
and has written 21 books.’ Some of his books have titles like: 
`Haughey: His Life and Unlucky deeds’ Another one: `Jack 
Lynch: Hero in Crisis.’

This might have some significance for the Irish readers of this 
magazine but pass over the head of an English reader. But he 
does give some interesting facts for readers in both Ireland and 

the UK. The map of Ireland (ROI), in the book, shows
60 industrial schools dotted all over the country like the 

military installations of an occupying power. There are 10 in 
Dublin and 9 in County Cork. it makes you wonder why there 
were so many. They were set up under the British occupation 
and seemed to have been allowed to remain until 2001. He calls 
them: `A Prison System for Children.’

St Coleman Industrial School for Girls, Cobh/Rushbrook, 
County Cork.

Baltimore Fishery Schools for Senior Boys, Baltimore, 
County Cork.

Benada Abbey Industrial School for Girls, Ballymote, County 
Sligo.

Mount Carmel Industrial School for Girls, Moate, County 
Westmeath.

Our Lady of Mercy Industrial School for Girls, Kinsale, 
County Cork.

Our lady of Succour Industrial School for Girls, 
Newtownforbes, County Longford.

Our Lady’s Industrial School for Girls, Ennis, County Clare.
Pembrook Alms (Nazareth House) Industrial School for Girls, 

Tralee, County Kerry.
St Aidan’s Industrial School for Girls, New Ross, County 

Wexford.
St Aloysius Industrial School for Girls, Clonakilty, County 

Cork.
St Anne’s Industrial School for Girls and Junior Boys, 

Renmore, Lenaboy, County Galway,
St Augustine’s Industrial School for Girls, Templemore, 

County Tipperary.
St Bernard’s Industrial School for Girls, Fethhard, Dundrum, 

Tipperary.
St Bridget’s Industrial School for Girls, Loughrea, County 

Galway. 
St Columba’s Industrial School for Girls, Westport, County 

Mayo.
St Columba’s Industrial School for Senior Boys, Killybegs, 

County Donegal.
St Conleth’s Reformatory School for Boys, Daingean, County 

Offaly. 
St Dominic’s Industrial School for Girls,  Waterford.
St Francis’ Industrial School for Girls, Cashel, County 

Tipperary.
St Francis’ Xavier Industrial School for Girls and Junior 

Boys, Ballaghdureen, County Roscommon.
St George’s Industrial School for Girls, Limerick.   
St John’s Industrial School for Girls, Birr, County Offaly.
St Joseph’s industrial School for Boys, Tralee, County Kerry.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls and Junior Boys, 

Ballinasloe, County Galway.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls and Junior Boys, 

Clifden, County Galway.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls and Junior Boys, 

Liosomoine, County Kerry.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls, Cavan.
St Joseph’s Industrial School , Dundalk, County Louth.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls, Kilkenny.
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St Joseph’s Industrial Schools for Girls, Mallow, County Cork.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Girls, Summerhill, Athlone, County 

Westmeath.
St  Joseph’s Industrial School for Senior Boys, Ferryhouse, Clonmel, 

County Tipperary.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Senior Boys, Glin, County 

Limerick.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Senior Boys, Letterfrack, County 

Galway.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Senior Boys, Salthill, County 

Galway.
St Joseph’s Reformatory School for Girls, Limerick.
St Kevin’s Reformatory School for Boys, Glencree, County 

Limerick.
St Kyran’s Industrial School for Junior Boys, Rathdrum, County 

Wicklow.
St Laurence’s industrial School for Girls, Sligo.
St Martha’s Industrial School for Girls,  Bundoran, County Donegal.
St Martha’s Industrial School for Girls, Monaghan. 
St Michael’s Industrial School for Girls, Wexford.
St Michael’s Industrial School for Junior Boys, Cappoquin, County 

Waterford.
St Patrick’s Industrial School for Boys, Upton, County Cork.
St Patrick’s Junior School for Junior Boys, Kilkenny. 
St Vincent’s (House of Charity) Industrial School for Junior Boys, 

Drogheda, County Louth.
St Vincent’s Industrial School for Girls, Limerick.
St Finbarr’s Industrial School for Girls, Sundays Well, Marymount, 

Cork.
St Joseph’s Industrial School for Boys, Passage West, County Cork.
St Joseph’s industrial School for Senior Boys, Greenmount, Cork. 
Dublin:
Artane Industrial School for Senior Boys, Dublin 5.
Scoil Ard Mhuire, Lusk, County Dublin.
Carricklea Park Industrial School for Senior Boys, Dunlaoghaire, 

County Dublin.
St Anne’s Industrial School for Girls, Booterstown, County Dublin.
St Anne’s Reformatory School, Kilmacud, County Dublin.
St Joseph’s industrial School for Girls, Whitehall, Drumcondra, 

Dublin 9
St Laurence’s Industrial School, Finglas, Dublin 11.
St Martha’s Industrial School, Merrion, Dublin 4.
St Mary’s industrial School, Lakelands, Sandymount, Dublin 4.
St Vincent’s Industrial School, Goldenbridge, Inchicore, Dublin 8.
According to the author : `The first industrial school for 

children in Ireland was erected in the Coombe in Dublin in 
1805. It was part of the Eramus Smith Foundation and was 
designed for boys and girls. No distinction was made in respect 
of the religious faith of the pupils, but within 10 years of its 
foundation it had become exclusively Protestant, with more 
than 300 pupils, evenly balanced between boys and girls.’  

I had to find a list of Industrial Schools in Northern Ireland 
from another source:

Articles on them, on the Internet, seems to have been 
withdrawn. Since the Good Friday Agreement and the now overt 
apartheid system operating between the two nationalities with 
its Israeli-type wall system dividing the two communities in 
Belfast it is unlikely that either side will admit to the Industrial 
School system and its physical and sexual abuses, especially 
during the one-party rule of Unionism. So here is what I found:

Balmoral Industrial School for Protestant Boys, Belfast, County 
Antrim.

Hampton House Industrial School, Belfast. (females)

Lisnevin Training School, Millisle, County Down.
The Malone (Reformatory School) Belfast, County Antrim. (Males)
Shamrock Lodge Industrial School, Belfast, County Antrim. 

(Females)
St Patrick’s Training school, Belfast, County Antrim. 
It was around 1939 that I became aware of Industrial Schools. 

We as a family were living in a thatched cottage – not of English-
style village vintage – but an everyday old farm cottage that had 
belonged to the father of the farmer now living further up the 
lane in a then modern farmhouse, in Mealough, County Down. 
It had white-washed walls, and a rat might jump over your 
shoulder from out of the thatch as you startled it when coming 
and going through the one and only door, which could be a half 
door during good weather. My parents noticed a new young 
man working on the farm up the lane. Today we would call 
him a teenager. (they weren’t yet invented back then). A shed of 
breeze blocks with a corrugated-iron roof and a concrete floor 
had been built for him, and maybe for others in the future. He 
was worked from dawn to dusk. One day he asked my father if 
5 woodbines a day (a cheap cigarette) was a day’s wages. He 
seemed illiterate. It turned out he had come out of an industrial 
school on licence for the task of farm work. He did admit to 
stealing a horse’s harness and was given two years. Any breach 
for the slightest misdemeanour and he could be recalled. Even 
at my young age I could see that he had been bullied and was 
now cowed. Broken, maybe destroyed. 

Industrial Schools were for young criminals I was told when 
I grew older and frisky with adolescence. And many’s the time 
I was threatened with being incarcerated there by both parents. 
If that yardstick on morality was used today most young people 
would be locked up. The fact was parents and adults generally 
believed in the system of the Industrial and Reformatory 
Schools. That’s why it ran and ran. 

Today’s protesters against this past should ask grandparents 
or better still, great-grandparents, if still alive, if they supported 
this barbarous system. There was no home-haven for a young 
pregnant girl nor for the boy who got her like that. Both were 
candidates for the Industrial school. If a parent drove you crazy 
with their constant beatings and you lashed out in desperation 
to save your dignity that also made you a candidate. Parents 
could be very cruel during my time as a boy. it was sticks, kicks 
and the jabbing of a spoon-handle into the spine. Girls fared no 
better than boys. 

You were a young criminal and you could be put into the 
hands of the Industrial School which would straighten you out. 
There was no notion of education and being cared for properly. 
In the North of Ireland you got beaten at home and you got 
beaten at school, and if a Catholic in a hard-line Protestant area 
you also had to face the murderous hatred of that community.

England, Scotland and Wales also had its Industrial Schools 
despite the name changes. But the focus now seems to be 
mostly on paedophilia in the children’s homes, and the cover-up 
of elites involved in this practice. (waiting for them to die rather 
than charging them, then having the media deny they were ever 
involved in child abuse)) 

Haut de la Garenne, in Jersey, the Channel Islands has been 
in the news. Haut de laGarenne (known also as the Jersey 
Home for Boys) began in 1867, according to Wikipedia, as an 
industrial school for young people which became the scene for 
serious sexual abuse.

So now Ireland, North and South, the UK and the Channel 
Islands have awakened to what past generations have done to 
them and it doesn’t look there were any innocent bystanders 
like parents, for example.
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Immigration Control 
6 September 2018
Mr David Lammy (Tottenham) 

(Lab) I am very grateful to have the 
opportunity to bring this issue to the 
House.

Like my immigrants, my constituent 
Alberta came to this country with the 
dream of a better life. Hers was to serve 
the NHS as a midwife. Aged 19, she 
was studying health and social care at 
college. Life was going well—so well, 
in fact, that she used her free time to help 
others as a mentor for young children 
at her local primary school. Arriving 
in Tottenham from Ghana in 2012, she 
was a shining example of what migrants 
contribute to the United Kingdom.

Alberta was, and still is, a proud and 
intelligent young women with dreams, 
the capacity for hard work and the 
compulsion to help others on her way 
up. But one June morning last year, 
everything changed for Alberta. It was a 
day that she would later describe to me 
as one of the worst in her life. Showering 
to get ready for college, she heard a loud 
knock at the door. Quickly, she began to 
get dressed, but she was too slow. When 
five immigration officers burst open 
the front door, she was still half naked. 
Loudly, they ordered Alberta to come 
out of the bathroom. The indignity of 
her situation grew as, in her own words, 
she felt a “spontaneous gush of blood” 
between her legs; the terror caused her 
period to come early. Mortified, she 
explained to the officers that her five-
year immigration permit was still valid. 
They did not listen. Instead, they arrested 
her and locked her in the back of their 
van, where she remembers feeling “like 
a caged animal.”

Alberta was taken to Yarl’s Wood 
detention centre, imprisoned despite 
committing no crime. Yarl’s Wood, of 
course, is essentially a prison. Victims 
of rape, torture and trafficking are held 
inside. Almost half the women detained 
in Yarl’s Wood have experienced 
suicidal thoughts. In 2015, the chief 
inspector of prisons described Yarl’s 
Wood as a “place of national concern”. 
After more than three weeks of misery 
and detention, the Home Office released 

Alberta, admitting that it had acted on 
incorrect information. But this was not 
the end of her suffering at the hands of 
immigration control.

While detained in Yarl’s Wood, Alberta 
missed critical deadlines and her grades 
dropped rapidly. With this handicap, 
her performance in college began to 
decline. To this day, bi-weekly visits to 
the immigration reporting centre force 
Alberta to revisit her trauma. For days 
ahead of these visits, she struggles to eat, 
has problems sleeping and breaks down 
in tears. Because of the Home Office’s 
gross errors, her dream of becoming 
a midwife is now uncertain. Alberta’s 
story is one of mistreatment, cruelty and 
inhumanity, but sadly it is not unique. 
So many others echo these horrors when 
they recount their experiences of living 
under immigration control.

Each year, the Government pay 
out more than £4 million to people as 
compensation for having been detained 
unlawfully. Half those detained between 
2013 and 2018 were ultimately released 
back into their community. They were 
therefore people the state deemed had the 
right to remain. Alberta’s story illustrates 
a broken  immigration system that treats 
humans without dignity—a system that 
stains the fundamental principles of our 
legal system and our state.

Over the past year, attention has been 
drawn to the Government’s hostile 
environment. The Windrush scandal 
revealed that thousands of British 
citizens were incorrectly deported, 
detained, made jobless, left without 
housing and healthcare, split from their 
families, left destitute and treated like 
strangers in their homes. But Windrush 
is not an isolated mistake. The Home 
Office has been broken by a public 
discourse that has got out of control—a 
xenophobic rhetoric that has become 
accepted by too many in this House, with 
the UKIP-ification of our newspapers, of 
our television and of the Government 
themselves.

The United Kingdom has built a proud 
reputation for liberalism and fairness. As 
a member of the United Nations Security 
Council, we have been a world leader in 
the spread of human rights and justice, but 
our treatment of immigrants leaves us no 

better than the human rights abusers. It 
leaves our moral authority, frankly, in the 
gutter. Government-condoned prejudice 
permeates every one of an immigrant’s 
first encounters with the state. The Home 
Office imprisons tens of thousands of 
people every year, including survivors 
of torture, trafficking and rape, with no 
time limit. We are the only EU country 
that allows the indefinite detention of 
migrants.

But it is not only this that singles 
Britain out. We have one of the slowest 
and least efficient immigration processes 
in the developed world. In France, the 
average stay for detained migrants is just 
one month. In the United Kingdom, the 
average stay in a detention centre is 19 
months—yes, 19, more than double the 
EU average. Detention has the potential 
to be harmful and unlawful from the 
very first day to the very last. Why has 
detention become the default, and why 
are alternatives never used? Bail with 
reporting restrictions and electronic 
monitoring should surely be considered 
before we lock migrants up and throw 
away the keys.

The brutal treatment of immigrants 
such as Alberta not only denies them 
their freedom; it can leave emotional 
scars that torment them for the rest of 
their lives. In a fair society, only a court 
should have the power to detain. In a 
fair society, detention is not the default 
response—it is the last resort. In every 
other sphere of British life, innocence is 
presumed while guilt must be proven, 
but the legal basis of our immigration 
system is upside down. The burden of 
proof is the wrong way round. Why are 
people imprisoned by the Home Office 
without the assessment of any judge 
or jury? Instead of forcing detainees 
to demonstrate why they should be 
released, why does the Home Office not 
have to demonstrate why they must be 
detained?

Access to justice is another principle 
that runs across every aspect of UK 
law. It allows people to have their 
voice heard, to exercise their rights, 
to challenge discrimination and to 
hold decision makers accountable. But 
access to justice is impossible without 
legal representation. So why is legal 
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representation impossible to access for 
so many under immigration control? 
In the UN, we prescribe these standards 
internationally, but on our own soil, more 
than half the people in detention are denied 
access to a lawyer. These legal aid deserts 
have grown due to systematic cuts to legal aid. 
There has been a 56% fall in the total number 
of legal aid  providers for asylum seekers 
since 2005. This lack of legal representation 
means that vulnerable people are sent back to 
their country of origin when they should have 
been granted the right to remain.

As champions of human rights and the 
rule of law, MPs in this House must ask 
ourselves some tough questions. How can we 
deport migrants without granting them legal 
representation? How can we split migrants 
from their children and partners without 
giving them access to justice? How can we 
pull migrants away from their homes and 
livelihoods without respecting our own rule 
of law?

Our current system is not only cruel, 
unjustifiable and damaging to the lives of 
detainees; it is a great burden on the British 
taxpayer. The country’s detention estate is 
one of the largest in Europe, costing more 
than £160 million a year. The average 
cost of detaining one person in this system 
is about £36,000—greater than the fees 
of Eton, Harrow or any of the country’s 
poshest boarding schools. What justifies this 
enormous waste of money? What justifies a 
system that treats the vulnerable as criminals 
and expects taxpayers to foot the bill?

For individuals, too, the cost of being 
trapped under immigration control continues 
to spiral. The Home Office is making up to 
800% profit on applications and putting profit 
before principles, even when it means ruining 
people’s lives. As the hon. Member for 
Cumbernauld, Kilsyth and Kirkintilloch East 
(Stuart C. McDonald) said in Westminster 
Hall on Tuesday, the fees for children under 
immigration control in this country are a 
particular disgrace. It is a shame on our 
nation that it is 22 times more expensive for a 
child to become a citizen in this country than 
in Germany. The Minister for Immigration 
was responding in that debate, as she is today. 
I understand her claim that the Government 
need to “balance the books”, but when the 
Government are intent on keeping taxes 
low for the richest in society, can flagrant 
profiteering off the most vulnerable ever be 
justified?

Much of the blame for the state of the 
immigration system in this country lies 
with this Government and this Prime 
Minister, who single-handedly coined the 
“hostile environment” policy. However, any 
constructive debate on immigration will 
recognise that no party—and that absolutely 
includes my own—has been innocent. The 
Labour party should also be ashamed of 
its treatment of people under immigration 
control during its three terms in power. With 
the mutual recognition of past failures, we 
can begin a cross-party response to heal these 
wounds, but to do so, we must first clean up 
the injuries of the past.

The Home Office’s war against 
undocumented immigration has built a 

shadow economy fuelled by workplace 
exploitation, human trafficking, drugs and 
other crime. Some 600,000 people live 
illegally in the UK, and they will remain here 
regardless of their legal status. The question 
is whether to keep them illegal, fuelling crime 
and the shadow economy, or to regularise their 
status, allowing them to pay income tax and 
national insurance, live safely and become 
respected members of society. I support the 
latter option as the first step in cleaning up 
the Home Office failures of the past. I urge 
those who think that proposal too radical 
or perhaps too left-wing to consider the 
comments of my  unlikely ally on this issue, 
the former Foreign secretary. In the wake of 
Windrush, even the right hon. Member for 
Uxbridge and South Ruislip (Boris Johnson) 
called for the very same measure. A one-
off immigration amnesty would allow this 
country to start afresh and to create a new 
system that respects migrants’ rights and 
their contribution, while apologising for the 
mistakes of the past.

Today, we must recognise that this is a 
crucial turning point in British history. The 
Government’s lurch to the hard right and 
their decision to leave the European Union 
leaves Britain alone, isolated and on track for 
decline. If the Government continue to pursue 
Brexit, as they are minded to do, they must 
do so while learning the lessons of the past, 
not by compounding them. The opportunity 
to reshape our immigration system that 
comes with it must reflect back on the hostile 
environment that has routinely abused human 
rights and brought shame on our nation.

If we are to build a truly open, global Britain 
that engages with the world, as the last debate 
demonstrated, redrawing our immigration 
policy is a vital part of that. We must 
continue to attract the talent and hard work of 
immigrants such as Alberta. Otherwise, our 
public services, our schools, our NHS and 
our businesses will be starved of workers and 
will further decline. We must look forward 
to a future with a just immigration policy, 
motivated by compassion, fairness and the 
rule of law—an immigration system where 
migrants are treated like human beings, not 
criminals.

When we discuss in this House the trade 
deals that we will strike with the Chinese and 
the Indians, let us be honest: the first thing 
those nations will ask for is the immigration 
of their citizens to this country. Because of 
the position this country finds itself in, with 
no significant trade deals with the rest of 
the world, we will grant them that right. For 
all those reasons, it is time to reform cross-
party our response to those controlled by 
immigration in this country.

The Minister for Immigration (Caroline 
Nokes) At the outset, I want to congratulate 
the right hon. Member for Tottenham (Mr 
Lammy) on securing this important debate. 
Listening to his impassioned, articulate and 
thoughtful contribution, one is perhaps also 
obliged to extend him sincere congratulations 
on his award last night as GQ’s politician 
of the year at its men of the year awards. 
Listening to his description of Alberta’s story, 
one can but be convinced that the award was 
justly deserved.

The right hon. Gentleman is of course 
right to point out that people from all over 
the world have come to the UK and helped 
to make this country what it is today. We 
welcome their contribution and the fact that 
Britain is one of the best countries in the 
world to come and live in. That is why we 
need a fair immigration system under which 
people can come here, be welcomed and 
become part of our communities, and a fair 
system that treats people with decency and 
respect.

That is why this Government are taking 
action and will continue to do so. We are 
fighting modern slavery to stop people being 
trafficked here and stripped of their freedom 
by slave drivers. We have changed the law 
to stop children being routinely detained in 
the immigration system. In 2009, over 1,100 
children entered detention,  and last year only 
44 were held for a very brief period. We have 
set up a scheme to resettle 20,000 people 
fleeing Syria so that the most vulnerable, 
such as disabled people and torture victims, 
get refuge, not just those fit enough to travel 
here alone. We are also working to put right 
the wrongs done to the Windrush generation.

However, we also need to have a 
controlled system, because Britain is one of 
the best countries in the world to live in and 
many people want to come here. We need a 
controlled system under which the rules that 
make that possible are followed. That is what 
the Government are building, and it is what 
the public expect. When people break the 
rules and try to play the system, it is unfair, 
and the people it is most unfair to are those 
who have come here and played by the rules. 
That is why we have broken up the UK Border 
Agency to make the system more effective, 
reintroduced exit checks and toughened 
the penalties for people employing illegal 
workers. Migration benefits the UK, but that 
system has to be underpinned by rules.

I remain absolutely committed to improving 
the border, immigration and citizenship 
system. As hon. Members will recall, the 
system was labelled “not fit for purpose” by a 
former Labour Home Secretary. I have listed 
some examples of the progress made since 
2010, but I absolutely recognise that there 
is more to do. That is why we are listening 
to Members in both Houses, to those using 
the system, to partners and to independent 
advice. I really welcome the constructive 
engagement I have had with members of Her 
Majesty’s Opposition. I have sought to keep 
my door open to colleagues from across the 
House, and while there has certainly been a 
great deal of challenge, there has also been 
much positivity and many constructive 
suggestions of ways in which we can work 
together to make the system better.

As I have said, the Government have 
made a strong commitment to learn the 
lessons from the wrongs experienced by the 
Windrush generation. On 19 July, the Home 
Office published the terms of reference for 
the Windrush lessons learned review. The 
review will have independent oversight by 
Wendy Williams, who I know the right hon. 
Gentleman has already met, and it will aim to 
publish its report by the end of March 2019.

However, we are not waiting for that 
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review to take action to improve the system. 
The review is part of a whole series of 
examples of independent scrutiny bodies 
that the Government are working with or 
have commissioned. For example, we have 
commissioned the Migration Advisory 
Committee for advice on a migration system 
for European economic area nationals 
following our exit from the European Union, 
and asked it to conduct a full review of the 
shortage occupation list. The independent 
chief inspector of borders and immigration 
continues to scrutinise the border, 
immigration and citizenship system.

We are not only implementing the 
recommendations from Stephen Shaw’s 
review of detention, but, as my right 
hon. Friend the Home Secretary set out 
in July, going further and undertaking a 
series of improvements. As part of our 
response to Shaw, the Government will 
explore alternatives to detention with faith 
groups, non-governmental organisations 
and communities. As a first step, we 
intend to pilot a scheme to manage in the 
community vulnerable women who would 
otherwise have been detained at Yarl’s Wood 
immigration removal centre. Home Office 
officials have been working with  the United 
Nations High Commissioner for Refugees 
to develop that pilot, which will mean that 
rather than receiving support and care in an 
immigration removal centre, the women will 
get a programme of support and care in the 
community.

We will review the adults at risk policy, 
ensuring that the most vulnerable and 
complex cases get the attention they need. 
We will look again at how consideration of 
rule 35 reports on possible cases of torture 
can be improved, while avoiding abuse of 
the processes. We will pilot an additional bail 
referral at the two-month point and increase 
the size and scope of the detention gatekeeper 
function. For now, the policy is one of senior 
civil servant sign-off for detention decisions, 
and we will strengthen links with pre-
departure teams by putting additional Home 
Office people in removal centres to increase 
face-to-face engagement with detainees and 
resolve possible problems with detention.

We will commission the independent chief 
inspector of borders and immigration to report 
each year on whether and how the adults at 
risk policy is making a difference. We will 
pilot the use of Skype so that detainees can 
contact their families overseas and in the UK. 
My right hon. Friend the Home Secretary has 
asked officials to review how time limits work 
in other countries, and how they relate to 
other protections in their detention systems, 
so as to have a better-informed debate based 
on what works to tackle illegal migration and 
what is humane for those detained. Once that 
is complete we will consider further the issue 
of time-limited detention.

I point out to the right hon. Member for 
Tottenham that the Government currently 
manage 95% of those in the removal pool in 
the community, and of those in immigration 
removal centres, 63% leave within 28 days 
and more than 90% within four months. He 
mentioned the debate held earlier this week 
in Westminster Hall, which was initiated by 

the hon. Member for Cumbernauld, Kilsyth 
and Kirkintilloch East (Stuart C. McDonald), 
in which we discussed immigration fees. Of 
course we keep all Home Office fees under 
regular review, and when setting immigration 
and nationality fees, which are approved by 
Parliament in line with the Immigration Act 
2014, we take into account the wider costs 
involved in running our border, immigration 
and citizenship system, so that those who 
directly benefit from it contribute to its 
funding. That reduces the burden on UK 
taxpayers.

I am carefully considering points made 
during a recent debate in the Lords on child 
citizenship fees, and in other debates held this 
week, and in due course I will take account 
of the findings of the imminent review by 
the independent chief inspector of borders 
and immigration. It is important that we 
have a fair charging policy that considers a 
customer’s circumstances and requirements 
and supports the effective operation of our 
immigration system. We will continue to 
set fees that take into account the benefits 
accruing from a successful application, for 
example across the labour market.

Now more than ever, we are listening to 
independent advice, developing policy that 
is rooted in evidence and taking feedback 
from customers to ensure that we continue 
to have a world-leading border, immigration 
and citizenship system, and that those subject 
to immigration control are provided with the 
appropriate service. The right hon. Member 
for Tottenham and others are right to bring 
matters to my attention, but I remind the 
House of the scale of the immigration system. 
Thousands of  decisions are made every 
day, and the overwhelming majority are 
completed within published service standards 
and enable people to visit the UK, study or 
work here, or rebuild their lives.

UK Visas and Immigration offices make 
more than 3 million decisions a year, and the 
Border Force enables 250 million people to 
cross our border while keeping our country 
safe and secure. Immigration Enforcement 
ensures that 95% of individuals who require 
leave to remain, but do not have it because 
they have overstayed their visa or are not 
eligible to have it extended, are managed 
in the community and receive guidance on 
departure.

I am not complacent, but I list those 
achievements because they are not 
insignificant. For every case in which I have 
conceded that the system could have done  
better, and must do better in future, there are 
thousands more people who are satisfied with 
their experience of the immigration system. 
I am proud of the hard work and dedication 
of officials in the Home Office, and their 
integrity will always be our first line of 
assurance. The treatment of the Windrush 
generation has been unacceptable and we will 
put it right. Britain is one of the best places in 
the world to come and live, and I want it to 
stay that way.

In conclusion, I welcome the offer made 
by the right hon. Gentleman and many of his 
colleagues from across the House to work on 
a cross-party basis to ensure that our future 
systems are the best they can possibly be.

100 YEARS

Maybe you oldsters remember
  the old butchers shop,
the cow’s carcass on a hook
  before the dismember.

The naked bunnies on a slab,
  the sheep sans woolly coat,
the disembowelled pig without a grunt,
  razor-sharp knives, the butcher white-

clad.

Congealed blood- soaked sawdust in our 
stare,
  a sense of war among the cadavers,
though we weren’t witnesses to this 

violence,
  moos, squeals, bleats, I didn’t hear, can 

I care.

So to Whitehall, the Cenotaph, again this 
year.
  all supermarket and with the same 

cadavers
but not in animal form because of the cling-

film.
  The freezing of emotions, an icy tear.

WJ Haire.  25th September, 2018.

DEAR MRS MERKEL

Remember when I beat you up
  100 years ago?
Don’t blame me,
  your shop was doing better than 

mine.
The next minute you’d be moving 

into my house
  with Krupp.
Turning on me like that made you a 

Hun,
  only for my cousin across the 

Atlantic
you might have won.
  So I still think I was right.
With our one million dead how could 
  I say I was wrong in that fight.
But despite all of this
  I’m inviting you to the Cenotaph.
It’s not remorse,
  I’m still remembering how I beat 

you up.
Any other explanation would be daft.

WJ Haire.  25th September, 2018
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

UNITY and DISUNITY
Silvio Berlusconi proudly announced 

the revived unity of the centre-right 
coalition after a recent summit meeting. 
That is: Berlusconi’s Forza Italia (Fi), 
Matteo Salvini’s Lega and Giorgia 
Meloni’s Fratelli d’Italia (Brothers of 
Italy). The reason behind the occasion 
was Berlusconi’s personal and party 
relaunch and his unflagging energy for 
maximising publicity. La Repubblica 
reported his supporters’ joyous ovation 
:“Silvio, Silvio”. 

The glaringly discordant fact is 
that Salvini’s Lega leapfrogged Fi 
spectacularly in the General Election 
earlier this year. Polls suggest that it 
has increased its vote share from 17% 
to around 30% in comparison with 8% 
at Fi and an insignificant 3.8% for FdI. 
This represents a discouraging fall of 
some 6% for Fi. The polls for September 
also put Lega slightly ahead or roughly 
level with M5S. At the election M5S had 
almost double the percentage of Lega.

As far as this new unity was 
concerned, Salvini said that the coalition 
was only relevant to him in local and 
regional elections. Then La Repubblica 
showed a diminutive “starry-eyed” 
Meloni at a press conference next to 
a large and characteristically sloppy-
looking Steve Bannon. La Repubblica 
(22 September) quoted Bannon in their 
headline saying that “the National 
Sovereignty Revolution will start 
from Italy. Salvini and Meloni are like 
Trump”. The enthusiasm for Bannon 
was not shared within the coalition and 
Antonio Tajani , the Fi President of the 
European Commission said that he had 
not attended for health reasons. 

Meanwhile The Five Star Movement 
(M5S) have been dealing with a 
controversy caused by Rocco Casalino 
the spokesman to the Prime Minister 
Giuseppe Conte. Conte is not a politician 
and was appointed as a strategy to allow 
the two election winners Luigi di Maio 
(M5S) and Salvini (Lega) to share the 
actual power - they are called Deputy 
PMs. In reality Conte is powerless and 
some call him a puppet. Apparently 
when Conte is asked a difficult question 
he will look to Casalino for assistance 
or approval. 

Casalino was recently heard on tape 
threatening that “the knives would 
be out” in The Ministry of Finance if 

money wasn’t released for one of Di 
Maio’s central projects. It was swiftly 
clarified that the targets would be not be 
Finance Minister Tria, but his technical 
staff. No one was fooled. There was 
some tentative feet-shuffling suggesting 
that this might be a fake tape, but 
the veracity has never been denied. 
Berlusconi made a great deal of political 
capital out of it saying that, as a rough 
translation, Casalino should have been 
sent packing. As writer Antonio Ghirelli 
said in La Repubblica (22 Sept), “The 
spokesperson should be two steps 
behind....he shouldn’t be the news”. 
What would Alastair Campbell think?

From founders Beppe Grillo and 
Gianroberto Casaleggio’s days the M5S 
have always had total control of their 
candidates and elected members. Press 
conferences and interviews with the 
press were forbidden for many years 
and the penalty was excommunication. 
Rocco Casalino has been close to the 
controlling centre of the M5S almost 
since its inception and, unlike Conte, has 
stood for political office. He has worked 
as an M5S Parliamentary spokesman 
since 2013, taking the post with Conte 
on his appointment. 

The M5S have a paradoxical attitude 
to openness. Elected members now have, 
unavoidably, more freedom although 
within tight constraints that have moved 
some elected politicians to become 
Independents (e.g.: Frederico Pizzarotti, 
Mayor of Parma). The Movement claim 
to be highly democratic because they 
give members the opportunity to vote 
on issues over the internet, (recently the 
site was hacked for the second time). 
In this “democratic” context it is ironic 
that Di Maio has recently attacked the 
press “it isn’t a free press” rather one 
that attacks M5S with “every type of 
falsity and inference”.  (huffingtonpost.
it 10 Sept). Di Maio is considering 
how to curtail “the propaganda of the 
establishment”.

During the summer the Salvini and Di 
Maio establishment proposed Marcello 
Foa as candidate for President of Rai, 
the state broadcaster. Foa’s candidacy 
to this influential position has been 
highly controversial. He is not overtly 
political, has an academic and media 
background but is seen by his detractors 
as having two flaws. He is right-wing 
and anti-gay, anti-migrant and anti-

vaccines for children starting school 
(a current controversy following the 
increased incidence of measles and tb). 
In these he concurs with Matteo Salvini. 
He has also been responsible for several 
pieces of “notizie false” known as 
fake news. Roberto Fico, President of 
the Lower House and M5S member, 
sees a straight conflict of interest in the 
candidacy and he further bangs it home 
by questioning his impartiality for 
his other part-time job as a University 
media lecturer. The Press Federation are 
not the only organisation to see this as 
a political appointment and a threat to 
their independence “after the promises 
of a free and autonomous Rai”.

The state broadcaster has 15 television 
and 7 radio channels and a large deficit. 
It is part-funded by a licence fee, 
the “Rai tax” of about 100 euro per 
annum and also by advertising. In 2005 
the government of Silvio Berlusconi 
proposed a partial privatization by 
selling 20% of the  ownership. The 
plan was eventually suspended when it 
was obvious that the move would lose 
it a considerable amount of money. 
It would also have opened it to be 
part-controlled by Mediaset, the other 
private broadcaster, which is owned by 
Berlusconi and family. 

The first vote for Foa as President was 
opposed by Berlusconi’s Fi and by the 
centre-left, Partito Democratico, (Pd). 
Salvini and Di Maio then proposed 
that this be revisited. By this time 
Berlusconi had changed his mind. Foa 
had worked for Berlusconi’s Mediaset 
in the past and it is thought that he 
envisages Foa could be of use to him 
and to the Company. The turn of 
events, manipulating a winning hand 
to Berlusconi, marginalising Di Maio, 
was according to Il Fatto Quotidiano 
“Berlusconi’s revenge and the end of 
the M5S’s innocence”

The 82-year-old Berlusconi is 
revitalised and making plans for 
the future. On 23 September Silvio 
Buzzanca was quoting him in La 
Repubblica saying that Di Maio was 
“an enemy of liberty” and that 95% 
of the Government’s programme was 
“ours”. And Berlusconi declared he is 
“going to stand in the next election to 
save the country that I love” 


