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Back To The EU
Cap In Hand

Facing a certain heavy defeat in Parliament 
Theresa May pulled the plug at the eleventh hour 
on MPs meaningful vote on her Brexit deal. She 
had previously said  that she was determined to face 
her opponents down on 11 December. In the weeks 
following the ‘successful’ negotiations with the EU, 
the Prime Minister insisted repeatedly that the deal 
she had brought to the House of Commons was the 
best deal for the whole of the UK. Failure to support 
it would mean a no deal or no Brexit. 

In her statement to MPs on 10 December in which 
she announced a deferment of the meaningful vote, 
May again claimed that the deal was the best for the 
UK and that it delivered what the people voted for 
in June 2016.  However, she acknowledged that the 
Northern Ireland backstop prevented  members from 
supporting it. Consequently, she returned to Brussels 
to plead for a fundamental change, that would ensure 
that the backstop is not indefinite or permanent. 

The legal position is that the Northern Ireland 
backstop would continue in place unless and until 
superseded by a free-trade deal that the government 
has to negotiate with the EU by the end of 2022. 
If such a free-trade deal is not agreed the backstop 
would continue with Northern Ireland in the customs 
union, possibly permanently. It would mean that 
Northern Ireland would be more deeply entwined 
in the EU’s customs rules and regulations than the 
rest of the UK. Northern Ireland could stay in the 
customs union indefinitely unless another acceptable 
agreement is made. But also in elements of the single 
market. This would apply if the UK left the customs 
union.

But May faces a huge obstacle in attempting to 
persuade the EU to support an alternative acceptable 
agreement. The deal she negotiated was signed off by 
the EU which insisted that it was the only possible 

deal available to the UK.  And within hours of her 
statement both EU negotiators, and the Irish Prime 
Minister, reiterated that May’s deal could not be 
renegotiated. Going back to the EU is a sign of a 
weak hand held by the UK. The EU is now clearly in 
the driving seat. It is unlikely therefore that May will 
go back to the House of Commons and successfully 
persuade MPs to support a deal that differs little, if at 
all, to the one they were intent on rejecting.

May has consistently urged the nation to come 
together as one people. But she knows that the 
referendum result split the nation and the people. 
Northern Ireland and Scotland voted heavily to 
remain. While England, with by far the largest 
population, and Wales, voted to leave. England’s 
vote to leave was reflected heavily in the final result. 
Scotland voted 62 to 38 to remain. Northern Ireland, 
55.5 to 44.5 to remain. Wales, 47.5 to 52.5 to leave. 
And England, 43.5 to 56.5 to leave. There was also 
a 3-to-1 majority to remain for voters under 24, with 
a small ‘remain’ majority for people 25 to 50. The 
young people who will have to live with the long-
term damage are strongly against leaving the EU.

May was a low-key Remainer, but the binary choice 
in the referendum left her with the task of supporting 
the 17.4 million (mostly English) who voted to leave. 
The 17.4 million became the people. And the people 
now just want the whole show off the road so the 
country can settle down to normal politics. This is 
also the view of the EU negotiators and the other 
27-member states who make up the EU.

Labour’s leader Jeremy Corbyn has said his party 
has an alternative plan. It wants a permanent customs 
union and a close relationship with the single market 
short of full membership. Labour believes this would 
mean the UK would have most of the benefits of 
leaving the EU without incurring any of the costs. 
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Dream on. The EU would never 
countenance such an arrangement. 
It is cherry-picking on a gigantic 
scale. If such easy and privileged 
terms were given to the UK, other 
member states may demand the same 
singularly beneficial arrangement.  

In his reply to May, Corbyn called 
for the government to step aside 
and allow Labour to take over the 
negotiations. Failing this Labour 
would demand that a general election 
be held to settle matters. But this 
would require a vote of no confidence 
in the government, which it is likely 
to win. Conservative backbenchers 
and the DUP are almost certain to 
support the government.  And a 
general election, fought on the issue 
of Brexit, and that would be its focus, 
would solve nothing. The country 
would be back to square one with 
Brexit hanging over its head like 
the sword of Damocles. And, let’s 
be honest, in the current political 
climate there is no guarantee that 
Labour would win. It could pay 
dearly for foisting a general election 
on an electorate fed up with politics 
and politicians.

In the absence of a no confidence 
vote in the government, May’s 
Conservative opponents triggered a 
no confidence vote in May herself. 
May won the vote on 12 December 
by 200 votes to 117 (63.1% of 
Conservative MPs). But the result 
changes nothing. It appears so far that 
the EU’s negotiators have refused to 
agree to any meaningful change in 
the Northern Ireland backstop. She 
is now therefore back to square one, 
having to take the deal back to the 
House of Commons. It isn’t clear 
when that will happen, but MPs are 
almost certain to vote it down. And 
if this happens, whatever MPs think 
about it a no deal outcome is highly 
likely, as there is no other immediate 
option on the table. On the other 
hand, if May were to abort Article 50 
we would be in referendum territory.

The European Court of Justice 
has ruled that the UK could cancel 
Brexit if so wished.  May however 
is determined that the will of the 
people determined in the first 
referendum would be carried out. 
Anything else, she has said, would 
be a gross betrayal of trust. That 

is why she is opposed to a second 
referendum called for by a number 
of Conservative and Labour party 
backbenchers, with the Liberal 
Democrats and SNP strongly in 
support. 

Various polls suggest that 
public opinion has shifted since 
the referendum. People are more 
informed today than they were in 
June 2016 and the economic and 
social climate has changed since 
then. Remainers say a “People’s 
Vote” is the best democratic 
way of deciding the issue of EU 
membership. But it is more likely 
to increase voters bitterness and 
mistrust of the UK’s parliamentary 
democracy. Parliament and MPs 
are held in such low esteem that a 
second referendum could have far 
reaching negative consequences for 
democratic politics. 

We have seen how the far right has 
increased its support in EU member 
states, such as Germany, Hungary, 
Italy and Spain. In the UK’s current 
parliamentary chaos, which is typical 
in any crisis situation, any attempt to 
reverse the 2016 result could force 
voters into the arms of extreme right-
wing populist groups and parties. It 
was the fear of voters turning away 
from traditional parties to UKIP, 
and the increasingly unsettling 
Conservative backbenchers over EU 
membership, that persuaded David 
Cameron to call for a referendum on 
EU membership.

Remainer MPs on both sides of 
the House of Commons are focused 
on their immediate objective of 
reversing the referendum result. 
Many of them are not genuinely 
pro-EU. They appear to be unaware 
of this potential effect of a second 
referendum. But should they 
succeed in their objective and find 
that a second referendum reversed 
the original result, what kind of 
future do they see for the UK as a 
member of the EU? Our view is that 
they see the UK intent on reform, 
creating problems for the EU as it 
has done over the last 45 years. And 
who is to say we are wrong?
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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.

STATEMENT BY LORD R. CECIL. 23 July 1918
Lord Robert Cecil MP (14/9/1864-24/11/1958). Cecil 

was elected as a Conservative in the 1906 General 
Election for Marylebone East. He did not contest  the seat 
in either elections in 1910. In 1911 he won a by-election 
in Hitchin, Hertfordshire.  Cecil was one of the architects 
of the League of Nations, whose services to it earned him 
the Nobel Peace Prize in 1937. He was the third son of 
Robert Gascogne Cecil, Third Marquess of Salisbury, 
three times Prime Minister.

 
Sir JOHN JARDINE asked the Under-Secretary of 

State for Foreign Affairs if he is in a position to make a 
statement as to military and political matters on the coast 
of the Red Sea, the Hedjaz and adjoining Sultanates, and 
in Mesopotamia?

Lord R. CECIL The House will, I hope, pardon me if I 
answer may hon. Friend’s question in some detail. General 
Marshall’s operations on the Euphrates in March, and his 
subsequent operations in the neighbour of Kirkuk in April, 
resulted in inflicting on the Turks casualties amounting to 
about 10,000 men, of whom 7,500 are prisoners of war, 
the capture of 30 guns and much other war material.

As regards the operations of the Mesopotamian Political 
Administration, very satisfactory progress is being made 
in redeeming the country from the state of ruin into 
which it had fallen under the Turks. Thirteen Government 
primary schools, four municipal State-aided schools, a 
teachers’ training school, and a survey school have been 
opened. Extension classes in agriculture have also been 
started. The local demand for education is very insistent, 
and is being met as rapidly as the supply of teachers will 
permit.

Large tracts of land hitherto unfilled have been brought 
under the plough through the combined efforts of the 
people and the Political Administration. Use has been 
made of mechanical tractors and artillery horses, which 
have supplemented the ordinary means of cultivation. 
The opening up of the country by road, rail, and improved 
water transport and the establishment of security on the 
highways have resulted in an increase of trade and a 
lowering of prices of commodities. 

The contrast between the improved condition of 
Mesopotamia and that of the neighbouring country 
occupied by the Turks, where disorder and famine are 
chronic, has not failed to impress the population and its 
leaders, the local notables and tribal chiefs. The relations 
between our troops and the people are excellent, and a 
spirit of harmony and co-operation prevails. The opinion 
is frequently expressed that the British people mean well 
by the Arab race.

Turning to the operations of the forces of our Ally, 
the King of the Hedjaz, the casualties inflicted on the 
Turks by the Arab armies along the line between Dera’a 
and Ma’an number about 2,000, in addition to which 
two locomotives have been destroyed, 122 culverts and 

bridges demolished, and railway communication between 
those two points permanently interrupted. In the interior, 
five Turkish convoys, aggregating 1,500 camels, have 
been captured by the Sherif Ali, and a severe defeat has 
been inflicted on the Emir of Hail by the Sherif Abdulla.

Sir J. D. REES Is my Noble Friend aware what kind of 
education is being given? Is it an English education?

Lord R. CECIL I am afraid I do not know the details, 
but I am sure it is the best education.

Colonel WEDGWOOD Have any steps been taken to 
open the coal mines?

Lord R. CECIL I will inquire. I am afraid I cannot 
answer without notice.

Colonel ASHLEY Are any schemes of irrigation under 
contemplation in Mesopotamia?

Lord R. CECIL The matter is, I know, being considered, 
but I cannot tell my hon. and gallant Friend the details.

Mr. HOLT Is there any immediate prospect of starting 
the pilgrimage to the Hedjaz?

Lord R. CECIL I do not think it has ever been 
interrupted.

Nationalist Party Resolution, 23 July 1918 
Mr. DILLON I wish to give notice that at an early date 

I shall move the following Resolution: That the policy 
pursued towards Ireland by His Majesty’s Government is 
inconsistent with the great principles for the vindication 
of which the Allied Powers are carrying on the War; that 
this policy has greatly alienated and exasperated the Irish 
people; if persevered in will still further alienate and 
exasperate them, and will steadily increase the difficulty 
of reaching a settlement of the Irish question on a basis 
of friendship between the British and the Irish nations. 
That this House heartily endorses the principles laid down 
by President Wilson in his great speech by the grave 
of George Washington. When speaking of the objects 
for which America and her Allies are fighting, he said: 
‘These great objects can be put into a single sentence. 
What we seek is the reign of law based upon the consent 
of the governed and sustained by the organised opinion 
of mankind. These great ends cannot be achieved by 
debating and seeking to reconcile and accommodate what 
statesmen may wish with their projects for balances of 
power and national opportunity. They can be realised only 
by the determination of what the thinking peoples of the 
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world desire with their longing hope 
for justice and for social freedom and 
opportunity.’ And that this House is 
of opinion that the true solution of the 
Irish question is to put into operation 
without delay in regard to Ireland the 
principles laid down by President 
Wilson in this historic utterance. 
To-morrow I shall ask the Leader of 
the House for a day to debate that 
Motion.

STRIKE AMONG WORKERS. 
24 July 1918

Lord Henry Cavendish-Bentinck 
MP (28/5/1863-6/10/1931) was 
elected as a Conservative for Norfolk 
North West in 1886. He lost the seat 
in 1892. In 1895 he was elected for 
Nottingham South. He represented 
the constituency until 1906 and 
again from 1910 to 1929. Cavendish-
Bentinck held a commission in the 
Derbyshire Imperial Yeomanry, 
where he gained the rank of 
lieutenant-colonel. He served in the 
Second Boer War in South Africa , 
1899-1900.

Lord H. CAVENDSH-BENTINCK 
asked the Minister of Munitions, 
with reference to the unrest in 
the munition areas, whether, 
having regard to the fact that the 
vast majority of skilled workers 
recognise the necessity of some 
scheme of rationing skilled labour, 
he will not set up joint councils or 
committees, as recommended by the 
Whitley Report, so that employers 
and workmen may devise means of 
increasing the mobility of skilled 
labour?

The MINISTER of MUNITIONS 
(Mr. Churchill) I have already 
stated, in reply to a resolution 
passed at Coventry, that it is 
open to a trade union advisory 
committee, or any branch of it, to 
discuss the administration of any 
scheme affecting labour. It is very 
difficult to express an opinion as to 
machinery without the necessary 
discussion with the responsible 
representatives of labour and also 
with the representatives of the 
employers. But if from these bodies 
we receive suggestions of a practical 
character, the machinery exists for 
their discussion, and it would be 
quite easy to carry any decision come 

to into effect.
Sir F. HALL May I ask whether, 

when the 12½ per cent. bonus was 
granted, that was done entirely in 
accordance with the representatives 
of Labour, whether they were 
consulted, and whether their advice 
was entirely followed?

Mr. CHURCHILL Really, the 
difficulty of the 12½ per cent. bonus, 
I think, is past. [HON. MEMBERS: 
“No!”] We have enough difficulties 
to consider at the present time.

Mr. TYSON WILSON May I ask 
whether the right hon. Gentleman’s 
Department, before issuing 
orders affecting the policy of the 
Government, and also the conditions 
of the workpeople, consult the people 
directly affected, and, if not, will he, 
before issuing these orders; consult 
the people, and therefore avoid this 
strike and the threatened strike?

Mr. CHURCHILL We do our 
utmost, as far as possible, to consult 
with the responsible representatives 
of the working classes as represented 
by the principal trade unions in the 
country. On the other hand, we do not 
try to make these men responsible 
for action which properly falls to 
the Government to decide. It would 
not be fair that we should do so. 
We hear their opinions. We take 
their advice. But we do not claim 
in all circumstances their support. 
In this case we have taken fully and 
thoroughly over a long period of 
weeks, even of months, the advice 
and the opinion of the responsible 
leaders of the trade unions. What 
is occurring now is action which is 
not supported—which has not been 
initiated—by those responsible 
leaders nor by the local leaders, but 
by other forces unorganised, or at any 
rate unofficially organised, which 
are below them, who have pressed 
forward their point of view. While 
one endeavours on all occasions to 
consult and keep in touch with those 
concerned, it really is not possible 
while administering the government 
of such an immense body of workers 
to deal with any particular section 
who happen, however unofficially 
and informally their constitution may 
be, to have put forward a strong view. 
If you were to do that you would 
really fatally weaken the authority 
of the recognised and responsible 

leaders.
Mr. PRINGLE Arising out of 

that, I wish to ask the Minister 
whether it is not the case that, in 
connection with a former dispute 
at Coventry, a promise was made 
to act in conjunction with the 
representatives of the shop stewards 
as well as the responsible trade union 
leaders; whether that policy has been 
pursued; and, further, whether it is 
not the case that the great majority 
of the troubles in the munitions areas 
in the country have been due to the 
Government policy of confining 
their consultations to those described 
as the responsible heads of the trade 
unions, and of ignoring others who 
really are entitled to represent the 
men?

Mr. CHURCHILL No, Sir; I 
think that would be a most unjust 
charge. In the first place, so far as the 
Ministry of Munitions is concerned, 
we are always ready to meet the 
responsible leaders or any persons 
of a representative character that 
they may wish to bring with them. 
If, for instance, any trade union or 
skilled union affected said, “We 
should like to bring delegations of 
shop stewards here or there,” we 
would readily meet them—that 
is in London. In addition to that, 
discussions have been proceeding 
between our representatives and the 
men in the local centres, and have 
proceeded with these very shop 
stewards and with organisations 
still more unofficial than they are. 
There has been absolutely no lack 
of touch or of discussion. I must 
say that I believe there is very little 
misunderstanding on either side, as 
to the issues involved.

Sir F. HALL Arising out of the 
reply to my former question, may I 
ask whether the right hon. Gentleman 
does not attribute the present trouble 
to the attitude which was adopted in 
November last, when he first gave 
this 12½ per cent.; whether he does 
not think that the system of granting 
these increases from one Department 
without consultation or co-operation 
with the other Departments concerned 
is a suicidal policy to adopt in this or 
any other country?

Mr. CHURCHILL Certainly not!
Mr. D. MASON Is the right hon. 
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Gentleman willing to-day to call a 
conference of all those concerned?

Mr. CHURCHILL To call a 
conference of all those concerned 
would mean many scores of 
thousands of persons. I cannot do 
that.

Mr. MASON No, no; I did not 
mean that!

Mr. CHURCHILL It is not 
practical machinery.

Mr. MASON Does not the right 
hon. Gentleman know that all those 
concerned have certain delegates 
who represent them, and will he not, 
therefore, call a conference of these 
representatives?

Mr. CHURCHILL The difficulty 
in this matter is that one does not 
know who represents these persons. 
I should like to point out to the 
House that the local associations 
representing these trades—not the 
general trade union, but the local 
body—have themselves called upon 
the men to remain at their work, and 
they have been thrown over by the 
purely unorganised forces.

Mr. MASON Would the right hon. 
Gentleman try to find out?

Mr. CHURCHILL There is no 
need to do so

STATEMENT BY SIR G. CAVE. 
25 July 1918

Sir J. CRAIG asked the Prime 
Minister whether he is now in a 
position to announce the terms of 
the new Hague Agreement as to 
prisoners of war?

Mr. BONAR LAW I should be 
obliged if my hon. and gallant Friend 
would await the statement which my 
right hon. Friend the Home Secretary 
proposes to make at the end of 
questions.

Mr. RUNCI MAN I beg to ask the 
Home Secretary whether he can make 
any statement in regard to British 
interned prisoners in Switzerland, 
and the conditions governing the 
access of their relatives to them?

Sir G. CAVE I ask the permission 
of the House to make a short statement 
for the information of Members with 
regard to the agreement recently 
concluded at The Hague as the result 
of a long and difficult negotiation. 
It is not possible at present to state 

the full effect of the agreement, but 
in substance it may be divided into 
two parts—the first relating to the 
exchange of prisoners and the second 
to their treatment. 

With regard to the exchange of 
prisoners, the agreement provides 
for the repatriation of all combatant 
prisoners of war who have been 
eighteen months in captivity, and 
of all civilians who wish to return 
home. The combatants are to be 
exchanged man for man and rank 
for rank; but as to the civilians, 
under which head there is a wide 
discrepancy in numbers between the 
two countries, even as regards male 
civilian prisoners, the difference 
is to be compensated by the return 
of additional British combatants 
in proportions specified in the 
agreement. The exchange includes 
the combatants and civilians interned 
in Holland and Switzerland.

With regard to treatment, the 
agreement follows generally the lines 
of the Franco-German Agreement, 
but there are special provisions for 
improving the conditions of prisoners 
of war with regard to employment in 
mines, to the retention of prisoners in 
an area of operations, to notification 
of capture, to examination by 
neutral medical commissions, and 
to other matters. The agreement is to 
terminate on the 1st August, 1919. It 
is estimated that by that date a total 
number of combatants and male 
civilians approximating to 120,000 
will have become eligible for 
repatriation. It is, I think, important 
to bear in mind that the agreement 
will not take effect unless ratified 
by both Governments, and is subject 
to a special reservation made by 
the German delegates. Speaking 
for myself, I venture to express 
the opinion that it is undesirable to 
enter into any detailed discussion 
of the terms of the agreement until 
ratification has been secured.

Mr. J. HENDERSON Does it 
include officers as well as non-
commissioned officers and men?

Sir G. CAVE Yes.
Mr. HERBERT SAMUEL Is it 

120,000 on both sides?
Sir G. CAVE On each side.
Mr. ALBION RICHARDSON 

Have the War Cabinet yet decided 

whether the agreement should be 
ratified by the British Government, 
and, if not, when is that decision 
likely to be reached?

Sir G. CAVE A decision has not yet 
been taken, but it will, I understand, 
be taken in a day or two.

Sir J. CRAIG Before ratification, 
would it be possible to begin with an 
exchange amongst the soldiers?

Sir G. CAVE I should be glad 
if that could be done, but I doubt 
whether the German Government 
would agree to it.

Sir J. CRAIG Is it not worthwhile 
for the right hon. Gentleman to press 
this, seeing that it would not trespass 
on any of the special terms of the 
agreement, to allow an immediate 
evacuation of prisoners below the 
rank of N.C.O. on both sides?

Mr. R. McNEILL Will German 
civilians interned in this country be 
repatriated under that agreement, 
whether they desire to be repatriated 
or not?

Sir G. CAVE No, Sir. So far as the 
agreement goes, they will only be 
repatriated if they desire it. Whether 
they will be repatriated for other 
reasons is a matter to be determined 
hereafter.

Mr. McNEILL Will the result 
of that not be that some British 
combatant prisoners will be retained 
in captivity to gratify the desire of 
civilian Germans to remain in this 
country?

Sir G. CAVE I think we had better 
not discuss that matter. I have already 
given the House the information.

Colonel Sir F. HALL Were the 
other matters to which the right hon. 
Gentleman referred not also subjects 
of correspondence as to whether it 
has been impossible in many cases 
for British prisoners in Germany to 
correspond with this side?

Sir G. CAVE The question was 
fully discussed and it is provided for 
in the agreement.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Gilets Jaunes
In 1968, the Communist Party and 

its militants were caught on the hop: 
upstarts with no experience suddenly 
grabbed the political limelight 
and left them standing. They were 
virtuous militants, who had spent 
years writing and distributing leaflets 
and magazines, marching, knocking 
on doors, standing on street corners 
with placards, and no one looked at 
them now.

There is something of that in the 
present demonstrations by the gilets 
jaunes in France this November and 
December, starting spontaneously 
without a political or union 
framework.

There are no leaders and no 
national organisation.  Small groups 
communicating on Facebook 
organise blockades of their local 
shopping centre or nearest motorway 
slip road or tollbooths and oil depots.  

A map of blockades in the North 
region showed a huge number of such 
blocks, evenly spread throughout the 
region.  Participants wear the yellow 
vest, and motorists display their 
yellow jacket on their dashboard to 
show support.

For such a disparate movement, 
they are remarkably astute and 
united.

They chose an excellent symbol, the 
yellow jacket, signifying visibility, 
but also a reminder of the safety 
measures imposed on motorists, yet 
another government ‘norm’ imposed 
on the population that costs money 
and feels like a tax.  Each motorist is 
supposed to carry a number of such 
things in their glove compartment or 
boot.

They chose a very effective means 
of protest, blockading sensitive spots.

They refused to be bound to the 
traditional demonstration route in 

Paris (starting Place de la République) 
or the one offered to them (Champ de 
Mars) and used instead the forbidden 
area near the presidential palace; this 
occasioned violence, although not 
necessarily more than normal, as the 
usual routes often end with violent 
disruption from groups of looters; 
this refusal was a show of strength. 

They refused negotiations, until 
their main demands were met.  Those 
gilets jaunes who put themselves 
forward for meeting ministers had 
threats against them and desisted.  
They refused the invitation to meet 
the Prime Minister unless they could 
film the proceedings; they refused to 
meet Macron Tuesday 4 December 
and threatened those who would 
meet him.

They avoided being associated 
with the ex-National-Front, which 
had jumped in to support them from 
the start.  They refused their support.  
One gilet jaune associated with the 
ex NF who was being frequently 
interviewed in Toulouse was made to 
desist.

They also refused the support of 
school children who had started 
wearing the yellow vest.  (In 1968 
school children joined in).

Who are they?
They are not the lowest income 

people; they are people who have a 
car, sometimes families with two or 
three cars.  They are mostly from 
the countryside and distant suburbs, 
what the French call the ‘peri-
urban’.  These areas have seen their 
population grow in recent years, in 
response to the increase in the cost 
of housing in cities, and also perhaps, 
although no one says so, to live 
somewhere with no immigrants, no 
very poor people or no derelicts.

Judging by the spelling on their 
Facebook posts they have not passed 

the tests that can bring you some of 
the higher paid jobs.

26% of the French population live 
in the countryside, but most don’t 
work there (of the active population 
who live in the countryside, 7% 
work in agriculture, but 32% work 
in industry); they commute to the 
nearest town or the nearest factory; 
commuting on public transport is out 
of the question and would not make 
sense: only one person from one 
village might work in one particular 
factory 30 km away, not to mention 
variable shift times.  Most villages 
have no shops; the only service is the 
mayor’s office, open a few hours a 
week. 

The reduction in public services 
has seen closures of post offices, 
hospitals, and government offices.  
Many railway lines have been cut 
or their traffic reduced.   People 
absolutely rely on their cars, and 
the price of fuel is critical.  They 
already feel persecuted with more 
demanding ‘norms’ for MOTs, they 
are exasperated by the new law 
that limits speed to 50 m/h on main 
roads, and the resulting fines.  It’s 
all very well saying that slower is 
safer and more economical, if you 
have to have to get to work at 5 am, 
why should you have to get up even 
earlier so that you can drive slowly 
on an empty road?  Motorways, safer 
and faster than main roads, and very 
often running in parallel with them, 
so you can see the moneybags driving 
faster than you, have expensive tolls.  

The French followed government 
advice to buy diesel cars, encouraged 
by the lower tax on diesel.  Now 
government advice has been 
reversed, and they are stuck with 
a car which has lost its value, and 
higher fuel bills. Lorry drivers have 
not joined the protest because road 
haulage firms can claim back part of 
the tax on fuel.



Labour Affairs  7

No. 293 - December 2018 - January 2019  

The French were on the receiving 
end of disparaging remarks from 
Macron, who called them lazy and 
told them anyone could get a job 
‘just by crossing the road’.  The 
gilets jaunes have got jobs, their 
point is that it costs too much to get 
to their place of work, but they also 
have children, who find it hard to get 
employment (youth unemployment 
is 20.4%).   Macron also talked about 
those ‘who are nothing’, as opposed 
to those who are successful in the 
modern technological and globalized 
economy.  He made a point of being 
intransigent during the actions against 
the liberalization of the Labour code: 
‘I won’t give in to the lazy’.  In 2016 
he said ‘if you don’t have a suit, it’s 
because you don’t work for it’.  

He tried to present a dignified 
image as a French president that the 
French could be proud of, and ended 
up being photographed, during an 
official trip to the French West Indies, 
with his arms round two young men, 
one bare chested and making rude 
gestures.  Now he is photographed 
in front of the graffitied Arc de 
Triomphe, the red paint above him 
saying ‘Macron on veut ton cul’ (cul 
means arse). 

Another aspect of Parisian 
arrogance, which is not mentioned, is 
that the capital and the government 
consciously occupy the moral 
high ground; giving priority to 
homosexual rights and women’s 
rights, which together with anti-racist 
speech, marks their supposed moral 
superiority.   Being environmentally 
conscious tends also to be part of 
moral superiority, as the gilet jaune 
at the beginning of the movement 
said: ‘The elites worry about the end 
of the world, we worry about the end 
of the month.’  

At the start of the gilet jaune 
movement, the media accused them 
of racism and homophobia, as well 
as being close to Marine Le Pen; that 
approach was quickly abandoned, for 
lack of evidence.  But the accusation 
is clear, these people are morally 
inferior.

When interviewed, gilets jaunes 
said they did not vote, or else cast 
a blank vote.  This is probably true, 
as abstention is the greatest party in 
France.  Besides, gilets jaunes know 
each other, and want to get on with 

each other; declaring a political 
affiliation would be detrimental to 
their living together as well as to 
their action.

What next?
The first demonstration, 17th 

November, coincided with another 
one previously scheduled, of 
feminists against violence against 
women, and expecting (and getting) 
few participants.  The media gave 
them as much airtime as to the 
gilets jaunes in their reports.  The 1st 
December gilet jaune demonstration 
also coincided with that previously 
organised by the CGT, to defend 
the standard of living.  Not a peep 
from the media, no mention all day 
regarding that rally.

Photos of the CGT gathering 
showed not that many people, but 
interesting posters signed ‘gilets 
jaunes’: ‘fachés pas fachos’ [angry, 
not fascists], ‘vivre pas survivre’ 
[we want to live, not just to survive], 
‘sans étiquette pas sans éthique’ [no 
label, but ethical].

Looking at the CGT website 
however is not encouraging.  They 
say they support the ‘recent protests’, 
which are legitimate, and which the 
CGT has been fighting for anyway all 
these months.  But then they demand 
that ‘employers meet the cost of 
transport’.  The gilets jaunes would 
not support that.  There are jobs 
where the cost of transport should be 
added to the wages on principle, such 
as visiting nurses and care assistants, 
but it can’t be a realistic general 
demand.  

And then the  CGT ends with 
an appeal not to give in to the 
‘xenophobic, racist and homophobic’ 
temptation; in other words, the CGT 
are just as contemptuous of the 
ordinary person as the government 
and the media; they won’t get 
members that way.  

One MP who does not make that 
mistake is Francois Ruffin, MP for 
the same region that Macron comes 
from, Amiens in the North.  His 
paper, Fakir, describes the life of 
ordinary people and their difficulties.  
Homophobia etc are never mentioned 
by him, as these topics are not his 
priority.  He castigated Macron, 
‘the injustice of his acts, and the 

arrogance of his words’.  That does 
not mean at all that he is the leader 
the gilets jaunes are waiting for.  It is 
not clear how much they want to be 
involved in politics; they want the tax 
increase on fuel to be annulled; they 
also want the reinstatement of the tax 
on wealth which Macron abolished, 
and which favoured the ultra-rich, 
whose income has  risen starkly since 
Macron became president, leading to 
his nickname, president of the rich.  
When these injustices are corrected, 
they will resume their life.

On Tuesday 4th December the Prime 
Minister announced the increase in 
the tax on fuel was suspended for 
six months as well as the increase in 
the price of electricity and bringing 
together the price of diesel and 
petrol.  It remains to be seen what 
will be done about the tax on wealth, 
and if the gilets jaunes will continue 
their action after winning their most 
immediate demand.  The question of 
what happens to the Macron regime 
is also not clear.  His entourage is 
now busy quoting Churchill: ‘To 
improve is to change, so to be perfect 
is to change often’.  The weakness 
of the opposition, and of the unions, 
might help him to survive this kick in 
the face.  In 1968 a small movement 
led to general strikes and the Grenelle 
agreements, a large increase in the 
minimum wage and a 10% increase 
in wages overall.  The government is 
hoping to avoid such an escalation.

Puritanism, the haunting fear 
that someone, somewhere may 
be happy. Henry Mencken

People whose lives are 
not balanced by a healthy 
love of money suffer from 
an appall ing obsession 
with personal integrity.  
          Diane Setterfield

People know about the Klan 
and the overt racism, but the 
killing of one’s soul little by 
little, day after day, is a lot 
worse than someone coming in 
your house and lynching you.

Samuel L. Jackson
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The Brexit Conundrum
by Pete Whitelegg

This article was written before the debate and vote on the Brexit ‘deal’ on 11 December.
Inevitably the first weekend after 

the publication of the draft Brexit 
agreement has seen all and sundry 
heading to the TV and radio 
stations exclaiming their support, 
opposition or general bemusement 
at the complexity of the whole 
situation. Positions are articulated, 
but one thing remains crystal clear, 
no one believes that the current 
deal on the table will pass a vote 
in the House of Commons. What 
is also abundantly clear is that 
no one has an answer as to how 
we negotiate our way out of this 
impasse. Labour are pinning their 
hopes on forcing the government 
into a general election. And if that 
doesn’t succeed then, maybe, just 
maybe, a second referendum.

The maths doesn’t look good for 
May. A government with a majority 
of only 10 supplied essentially by 
the DUP who are in open revolt, 
coupled with a significant number 
of Tory backbenchers pledged to 
vote against their own party. But 
the fickle sands of party allegiance 
are shifting. May is I believe 
a fan of strictly come dancing. 
Evidently, she has learnt the dark 
art of political choreography. So 
far, for the most part, at least within 
the confines of domestic politics, 
she has played a weak hand deftly.

Then there is the Rees-Mogg 
faction associated with the 
European Research Group(ERG). 
When the draft agreement was 
published they appeared, for a 
moment, to be in the driving seat. 
But unlike May, they played a 
strong hand very badly. They in 
no uncertain terms want rid of 
May and then out of the EU with 
no agreement in place. Out of the 
EU out of the clutches of the EU. 
As yet the ERG has not explained 
to anyone just how this will work. 
What will be the effects on the 
UK economy? What will happen 

with travel arrangements? What 
will happen to the City? What 
documentation will business 
need to trade with our biggest 
market?  A dereliction of duty on 
the grandest of scales. It’s possible 
their bluff has been called . The 
fact that they have not been able to 
mount the challenge to May they 
expected has dealt a mortal blow 
to their agenda.

A no deal exit from the European 
union is at the moment looking 
somewhat less likely but not 
beyond the realms of possibility. It 
is not an option to be taken lightly. 
The result of this stance could see 
the UK become the Gaza strip of 
Europe.  Hemmed in on all sides, 
unable to travel freely to our nearest 
neighbours and our trade in goods 
and services governed by foreign 
states. But at least we will have the 
freedom to choose, choose what 
I don’t know. So far all we have 
heard from this rag tag bunch of 
neo-liberal fundamentalists is that 
we will fall back on WTO rules 
of economic engagement with the 
rest of the world, whatever that 
means.  

Regardless of which party, or 
party factions, or combinations 
of all, manages to cobble together 
the numbers to come to some 
sort of conclusion on the issues 
that confront them, at some 
point, they are going to have to 
come to an agreement with the 
European Union about our future 
relationship.

 The EU, it has to be said, has 
been remarkably consistent in 
their negotiating stance. What 
matters to the EU is the integrity 
of the internal market and all the 
rules and regulations that govern 
its existence. May attempted, and 
failed, disastrously, to split the 
resolve of the EU on that very 
issue. A weak hand played badly.

The EU has made its position 
very clear: this is the best deal you 
are going to get, at least under the 
current circumstances. There may 
be some tiny tweaks, clarifications, 
adjustments, but in general, this 
is the deal. In substance it is not 
going to change. So that leaves all 
parties and interested groups, both 
inside and outside parliament, 
that oppose Brexit, with a serious 
problem.

One of the propositions currently 
gaining traction both inside and 
outside the Labour party is the 
prospect of another referendum. 
Official Labour party policy is that 
this would only be considered if 
there was no prospect of triggering 
a general election. As yet, the only 
serious question mark over this 
strategy concerns the question or 
questions to be asked. But there is 
a much larger issue at the heart of 
this strategy.

A new  referendum only confers 
a decision within the confines of 
domestic politics. It has no effect 
on Europe.  For it to have any 
effect on the process of leaving the 
Union it would require a means or 
process of notification. There is no 
such process as things currently 
stand. Article 50 is, at present, a 
one-way street.

At the moment there is a case 
going before the European Court 
of Justice. Central to this case is 
whether a notification under article 
50 to withdraw from the European 
Union is revocable, and if it is, 
under what conditions. Article 50 
was incorporated into the Lisbon 
treaty in 2007, essentially as a sop 
to the British. Until the Treaty of 
Lisbon there was no formal right 
to withdraw from the European 
Union. However, article 50 
says nothing on a state’s right to 
withdraw a notification to leave.

So what would happen if there 



Labour Affairs  9

No. 293 - December 2018 - January 2019  

was a second referendum and we voted against Brexit? 
Can the UK unilaterally revoke its notification under 
article 50? Well, according to the commission the 
answer is no. The commissions website says:

“It is up to the United Kingdom to trigger Article 50. 
But once triggered, it cannot be unilaterally reversed. 
Notification is a point of no return. Article 50 does not 
provide for the unilateral withdrawal of notification”.

According to this, any attempt to revoke our 
notification to leave would require a negotiated 
settlement with the other 27-member states. Indeed, 
this position has been reiterated by Michel Barnier 
and several other senior European politicians. So 
regardless of whether we endorse the deal currently on 
offer or, due to another referendum, revoke article 50, 
our only way out of the quagmire is to negotiate with 
the European Union. In effect, in the event of another 
vote we would be re-negotiating our entry into the 
Union.

Those arguing for an end to Brexit have so far been 
silent on this issue. The peoples’ vote lobby appear to 
be of the opinion that if we reject Brexit altogether we 
will return to the arrangements immediately prior to 
the vote in 2016. This is not the case.  It will require a 
negotiated settlement.

That begs the question as to what this negotiation 
will include. It seems highly unlikely, in the event 
of the UK withdrawing its notification to withdraw 
from the Union, we will be welcomed back without 
preconditions. Issues such as the UK rebate, opt outs 
from EU legislation, would all seem to be in the mix. 
Some EU politicians have gone further and suggested 
that we would have to implement in full, over time, 
the Copenhagen criteria. The Copenhagen criteria are 
the rules adopted in 1993 setting out the criteria for 
eligibility to join the European Union. As we were a 
member we would clearly pass most of the eligibility 
tests. With the possibility of one; membership of the 
Euro. Would any party in the UK advocate acceptance 
of the Euro and ditch sterling. This seems unlikely.

So those advocating a “peoples vote” need to come 
clean. Any re-accession to the EU would inevitably 
require a deal to be done with the EU. Will we do 
away with our opt outs from EU legislation such as 
the working time directive? Will we renegotiate our 
rebates? Those proposing such an option have been 
silent on this issue. They can’t be silent for much 
longer.

If we are fast approaching the end game and Labour 
does not support the current deal and a general election, 
at least at the moment, seems a distant option, then 
those advocating a “peoples vote” will have to put 
before the British people exactly what our relationship 
with the EU will be. Anything other than this will just 
perpetuate the deep divisions already existent within 
our society.

Under The Brexit Debate
by Peter Brooke

The British ‘debate’ over Brexit has had a strangely 
mindless quality to it because the polarity Brexit v Remain 
in and of itself doesn’t mean very much. The interesting 
questions are, for Brexiteers, what sort of Brexit do we 
want? and for Remainers, what sort of Europe do we want? 

Thus, the most prominent ideological supporters of 
Brexit argue that it would liberate us from the constraints 
of European regulation and allow us to negotiate trade 
deals that would be better than those negotiated by the EU 
as a whole. But the notion that Britain, with its wrecked 
manufacturing base and its bloated financial services sector 
would be in a strong position to negotiate advantageous 
trade deals with the likes of the USA, China or Australia 
is risible. It would only make sense on the basis of being 
able to offer a lighter regulatory framework and a cheaper 
labour force, the well-recognised ‘race to the bottom’.  It 
is almost certainly not what most of those who voted for 
Brexit had in mind. 

They would have thought more closely in terms of a 
slogan Labour launched recently but has so far singularly 
failed to develop - Rebuilding Britain. They would have 
seen the state Britain was in and thought the problem 
could be addressed by a restoration of sovereignty. This 
in itself a reasonable idea has remained at the level of an 
instinctive feeling, albeit a powerful one, because no-one 
is bothering to work it out in a coherent manner. Though 
it is inherent in the Keynesian approach to the economy 
being developed by, for example, Robert Skidelsky, and 
also by those interested in the related ‘Modern Monetary 
Theory’, both of which presuppose national control over 
the currency.

On the Remain side, one might like the EU for the ‘four 
freedoms’ of the Single Market, which were also liked by 
Margaret Thatcher (all four of them) - an internationalised 
economy that renders Socialist organisation of the national 
economy impossible. Alternatively, one might see the EU 
as a project headed in the direction of a ‘United States of 
Europe’, opening up the possibility of Socialist organisation 
of the economy on a much larger scale, a tendency already 
implicit in the common regulatory framework and in the 
obvious need for much better political oversight of the 
Euro.

In other words, just as the two major parties are riven into 
pro-Brexit and anti-Brexit camps  (or perhaps pro-Brexit, 
reluctantly prepared to accept Brexit and anti-Brexit 
camps) so the camps themselves are riven by an as yet 
largely unspoken controversy which is actually much more 
fundamental - and should be of much more fundamental 
interest - than the simple In/Out confrontation, which is 
being conducted on the assumption that current ideas of 
production and distribution  will continue to prevail.

Socialists should be asking which is the best option for 
a Socialist reorganisation of the economy? If the answer is 
Brexit, then the debate has to be wrested out of the hands 
of the free traders. If it is Remain, then we have to press 
for the UK to become part of the Eurozone and exercise 
an influence directly the opposite of the influence we have 
been exercising ever since 1979.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Bush Senior, the Vice President
When John McCain died, I said 

that one needed good reasons to 
bad-mouth the recently dead. And 
that there were plenty.1

Even more so, for the elder 
Bush.  

Succeeding Reagan after two 
terms as Vice-President, he 
consolidated what Reagan and 
Thatcher had begun.  It might 
have lost its allure after the near-
crash of the economy in 1987,2 
which we have somehow let slip 
out of our shared pool of ‘relevant 
history’.  But he was one of those 
who learnt nothing and forgot 
nothing.  Drew just the wrong 
lessons from the Soviet collapse, 
which began when they lost sight 
of clear socialist goals in the 
1960s.

Read his lips: they were soiled.
Running for President in 1988, 

he said:
“‘And my opponent won’t rule 

out raising taxes. But I will. And 
the Congress will push me to raise 
taxes, and I’ll say no, and they’ll 
push, and I’ll say no, and they’ll 
push again. And I’ll say to them: 
Read my lips. No new taxes.’”3

The rich evaded tax, the poor 
lost ground and a vast deficit 
opened up.  And was used as an 
excuse to further deny help to the 
poor.

This was one of five key errors 
for US power.  The others were:
1https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2018-09-magazine/2018-
09-newsnotes/#_Toc529694348 
2 h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o rg / w i k i /
Black_Monday_(1987) 
3 18 August, 1988, during his acceptance 
speech at the Republican National 
Convention.  https://www.theguardian.
com/us-news/2018/dec/01/read-my-lips-
no-new-taxes-quotes-from-president-
george-hw-bush 

Attacking and humiliating Iraq 
– undermining Arab secularism 
and opening the door to Islamic 
extremism.

Neglecting post-Soviet Russia 
as it was looted and pushed into 
poverty.

Choosing ‘Business As Usual’ 
with China, assuming they would 
soon ‘normalise’.  (Good in itself, 
but not compatible with US 
intentions.)

Keeping the standard Centre-
Right tactic of pandering to White 
Racists, while also neglecting 
their interests and increasing their 
suffering.

We may get a better world 
because of New Right 
overconfidence at key moments.  
You could say the same of Hitler 
– had he been wiser or been 
assassinated after the Munich 
Agreement, fascism and similar 
creeds would have become the 
European norm.

Thanks to Bush, we can hope for 
the decline and fall of US power, 
China’s rise as a less aggressive 
hegemonic power, and a better 
world all round.  But his intentions 
were greedy.  His sanctions on 
Iraq cost hundreds of thousands 
of lives.  They fuelled the moral 
outrage that made al-Qaeda.

An estimated 5.9 trillion dollars 
has gone on the wars he started.4  
It would have been much cheaper 
to pension off various dictators 
in return for a smooth transition 
to more constitutional rule.  And 
if money had been given to post-
Soviet Russia, rather than pumped 
out of it by fraudulent oligarchs, 
Yeltsin’s attempt to treat the West 
4 https://www.cnbc.com/2018/11/14/
us-has-spent-5point9-trillion-on-middle-
east-asia-wars-since-2001-study.html 

as a friend would not have been 
rejected with disgust by at least 
90% of Russians.

And I’d actually forgotten his 
‘pandering to White Racists’, 
when I made notes for these notes.  
A clever left-liberal website called 
Vox reminded me:

“George H.W. Bush’s ‘Willie 
Horton’ ad will always be the 
reference point for dog whistle 
racism…

“The infamous ‘Willie Horton 
ad’ was a 1988 presidential 
campaign TV spot created by 
Bush’s supporters that attacked 
his Democratic opponent Michael 
Dukakis for being soft on crime. 
Dukakis, the then-governor of 
Massachusetts, supported his 
state’s ‘weekend pass’ program, 
which allowed imprisoned 
individuals — including those 
not eligible for parole — to leave 
prison for a day or more to work 
or go home. (As the Washington 
Post noted at the time, it was 
introduced by a Republican 
governor, and most states had the 
same policy, including California 
under Ronald Reagan.)

“But the attack ad was more 
than just an attack on Democrats.

“The spot featured convicted 
murderer William ‘Willie’ Horton, 
who had been able to escape 
while on such weekend furlough, 
and went on to rape a woman and 
stab her fiancé in a brutal 1987 
home invasion. It was widely 
condemned for playing on racial 
fears by featuring a black man’s 
mug shot and linking blackness 
with depravity.

“The ad was intended to drive 
scared white people to the polls 
to vote for tough-on-crime Bush, 
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seeking protection from black criminals like Horton and 
black-friendly candidates like Dukakis… ‘the insinuation 
is, if you elect Gov. Dukakis as president, we’re going to 
have black rapists running amok in the country.’”5

Reagan, Bush Senior and Bush Junior did nothing 
serious about the mass immigration.  The rich liked cheap 
unskilled docile often-illegal labour from Latin America.  
Welcomed highly motivated skilled labour from all over 
the world.  

The smart Centre-Right elite are not racists.  They 
are also not interested in racial justice.  Happy to lure 
authentic racists with false promises.

Much has been made of the nice note that Bush Senior 
left for Bill Clinton as his successor.  But Clinton, unlike 
Dukakis, had swallowed the New Right’s ‘Feed the Rich’ 
economics.  He would instead do something about gay 
rights and racial equality: this would predictably enrage 
poor white racists, who would keep voting Republican.  
Both parties were agreed on economic management that 
gave most of the new wealth to the 1%: the tiny more-
than-millionaire elite that their leaders were part of.

They Shall Not Grow Old: 
They Were Stupidly Slaughtered
I’m no expert on Wilfred Owen, killed 100 years ago 

in the final days of the First World War.  But one of his 
poems is very apt.  It rewrites the famous biblical incident 
in which Abraham is about to sacrifice his son Isaac:

 When lo! an angel called him out of heaven,
 Saying, Lay not thy hand upon the lad,
 Neither do anything to him. Behold,
 A ram, caught in a thicket by its horns;
 Offer the Ram of Pride instead of him.
 But the old man would not so, but slew his son,
 And half the seed of Europe, one by one.6

Shocking, but the real thing was worse.  And is implicitly 
praised if we wear the red poppy.

Once, it seemed no more than honouring the dead.  After 
the 1991 Gulf War, it was reabsorbed into warmongering.  

I saw exactly one poppy worn by a member of the 
public.  Plus three plugs on social media, just one from 
someone I know.

They are still worn by everyone on the BBC.
Something else should be done for former soldiers in 

need.  Something not linked to wrecking additional lives.
White poppies stand for pacifism: I am not a pacifist.  

What about a black poppy, to show sorrow for the dead 
of  foolish wars?

US Republicans – Make Hate, Not Love
“From proud Republican harbinger to sad Republican 

castaway — that’s the story of Representative Mia Love, 
who finally conceded her extraordinarily close House race 
on Monday.” 7

5 https://www.vox.com/2018/12/1/18121221/
george-hw-bush-willie-horton-dog-whistle-politics 
6 https://www.poets.org/poetsorg/poem/
parable-old-man-and-young 
7 h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s . c o m / 2 0 1 8 / 11 / 2 7 / o p i n i o n /

She’s a nice black lady who thought she was part of the 
elite as a US Republican.  And now learns otherwise.8

“It’s the story of her party, really. Of what it once 
realized about the future and how it slouched backward 
into the past. Of trading the elixir of hope for the toxin 
of fear.

“It charts Republicans’ ugly drift under Donald Trump, 
who rooted for her defeat not only as the votes in Utah’s 
Fourth Congressional District were still being counted 
(‘Mia Love gave me no love,’ the president pouted) but with 
all that he said on the campaign trail and has done in the 
White House. Tacitly and explicitly, he has sown disdain 
for the likes of Love, a daughter of Haitian immigrants 
who, in 2014, became the first black Republican woman 
ever elected to either chamber of Congress.

“She remains the only one. When she leaves at the 
end of this congressional session, there will be just two 
black Republican men — one in the House and one in the 
Senate…

“‘Because Republicans never take minority communities 
into their home and citizens into their homes and into their 
hearts, they stay with Democrats,’ Love said. Democrats 
‘do take them home — or at least make them feel like they 
have a home.’”9

This is part of the defeat of authentic Libertarianism, in 
as far as it ever actually functioned in the US Republicans.

Climate Change 
– Not Always Warm, But Mostly Worse
“Average temperatures around the world so far this year 

were nearly 1C (1.8F) above pre-industrial levels. Extreme 
weather has affected all continents, while the melting of 
sea ice and glaciers and rises in sea levels continue. The 
past four years have been the hottest on record, and the 20 
warmest have occurred in the past 22 years.”10

“The UK has experienced more weather extremes over 
the last 10 years when compared with previous decades, a 
Met Office report has said.

“The hottest days have become almost 1C hotter, warm 
spells have increased, while the coldest days are not as 
cold.

“The number of so-called tropical nights – when 
temperatures stay above 20C –  is increasing.”11

 “By analyzing data from seven weather stations in 
northern Europe, the researchers found that the closer a 
community is to the Arctic Circle, the more this summer’s 
heat stood out in the temperature record. A number of 
cities and towns in Norway, Sweden and Finland hit all-
time highs this summer, with towns as far north as the 
Arctic Circle recording nearly 90-degree temperatures.

“Not only is much of northern and western Europe 

republican-black-congress-mia-love.html 
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mia_Love 
9 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/11/27/opinion/republican-
black-congress-mia-love.html 
10 https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2018/nov/29/
four-years-hottest-record-climate-change 
11  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-46064266 
and https://www.theguardian.com/science/2018/nov/02/
uk-heatwaves-lasting-twice-as-long-as-50-years-ago-met-office 
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hotter than normal, but the weather is 
also more erratic. Torrential rains and 
violent thunderstorms have alternated 
with droughts in parts of France. In 
the Netherlands, a drought — rather 
than the rising seas — is hurting its 
system of dikes because there is not 
enough fresh water countering the 
seawater.

“The preliminary results of the 
Oxford study found that, in some 
places, climate change more than 
doubled the likelihood of this 
summer’s European heat wave.

“‘In the past, we had this kind of 
heat wave once every 10 years, and 
now we have them every two years or 
something like that, … That’s really 
the sign of climate change: We have 
heat waves that aren’t necessarily 
more intense but that are more and 
more frequent.’”12

The New Right sneered at ‘Nanny 
State’.  But they themselves believe 
in what we should call a ‘Nanny-
Universe’.  That if we compete 
vigorously and don’t worry about 
safety, nothing too bad will happen.  
It is a logical extension of the 
Invisible Hand concept, which Adam 
Smith mentions once in each of his 
two main books, and never gives the 
least justification for.

Climate-Change Extinction?  
Or Hitler Plus?
To say that Hitler murdered six 

million understates his guilt.  The 
popular totals are six million Jews 
and five million others intentionally 
exterminated.  A carefully designed 
policy that got in the way of 
Germany’s war effort.

No other government has ever 
come remotely close for killings 
intended to rid the world of people 
they saw as unfit to live.  Almost all 
cause deaths or neglect needs as part 
of politics – Churchill let millions 
of Bengalis starve in 1943-4 rather 
than impede the war effort, at a time 
when victory was already probable.13  
But if you accept that Hitler had 
no good reason to start World War 
Two, you can blame him for at least 
12 https://medium.com/the-new-york-
times/scorching-summer-in-europe-
signals-long-term-climate-changes-
bd41f14afa58 
13 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Bengal_famine_of_1943 

another 34 million deaths.  At least 
seven million non-Jewish Germans, 
and many non-Germans he’d have 
classed as ‘Racially Superior’.14

Japanese militarism killed off  
25 million more, including 2 to 
3 million Japanese.  They began 
the war thinking that they could 
easily conquer China.  But when 
this failed, they attacked the USA 
rather than make a sensible peace.  
Ignorant military fanatics saw any 
compromise as treason.

World War One had killed maybe 
41 million, thanks to foolish politics 
all round.  But a little clique of Liberal 
Party leaders had long wanted a war 
against Germany, to destroy them as 
rivals in World Trade.15  Like Japan 
in the 1930s, they expected a cheap 
short war.  They could not stop what 
they started.

During and after World War One, 
an unusually bad flu pandemic killed 
50 to 100 million, many of them 
young and healthy.  It was called 
‘Spanish Flu’, because neutral Spain 
was honest in reporting it.  

‘Spanish Flu’ started at military 
training bases in the USA.16  The 
abnormal conditions of military 
training and trench warfare made it 
lethal: other flu pandemics kill one or 
two million.  

Wilfred Owen’s ‘Ram of Pride’ in 
his poem ‘The Parable Of The Old 
Man And The Young’ killed more 
than 80 million.

But for death caused by foolishness 
and neglect, President Trump and 
other Climate Change Deniers may 
top all of these totals.

Some protestors talk of Extinction, 
and that’s alarmist.  Climate disasters 
may drown coastal cities.  The 
warming trend may make parts of the 
tropics so hot as to be uninhabitable 
by humans – lizards would do fine, 
as they have in past eras of global 
heating.  But no way could it kill 
everyone, or even a majority of 
humanity.  Even a nuclear war would 
not quite do that, unless someone 
14 https://gwydionwilliams.
com/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/
deaths-caused-by-hitler/ 
15 See for instance ‘Lord Hankey: How 
We Planned The Great War’ by Pat Walsh, 
https://www.atholbooks-sales.org/
searches/author_search.php 
16 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Spanish_flu#Hypotheses_about_source 

used Cobalt Bombs.17  And Cobalt 
Bombs have no military logic except 
to kill everyone, including all of your 
own people.  I do not believe anyone 
is quite that crazy.

Extermination, no.  Deaths 
exceeding the 45 to 52 million deaths 
caused by Hitler, quite possible.  One 
clear risk is the current pattern of 
abnormal weather ending the regular 
monsoons needed to feed Pakistan 
and India.18  Who then would care for 
hundreds of millions of the poor and 
needy?

Taiwan: 
Not Gayly Wed, Not Separatist
If you relied on the BBC or The 

Guardian, you’d think the main issue 
in Taiwan’s recent round of elections 
was a decisive rejection of Gay 
Marriage.19

It did happen: 72% to 28% to define 
marriage as one man, one woman.20  
Traditional China had officially 
recognised polygamy: something 
that Gay Rights campaigners 
normally reject.  The West still rejects 
officially-recognised polygamy and 
polyandry.  

Traditional China mostly ignored 
homosexuality: any vows made 
were a private matter.  The People’s 
Republic criminalised it from 1949, 
and decriminalised again in the 
1990s.

Taiwan maintains an official ban 
on polygamy that the Kuomintang 
introduced as the mainland 
government in 1930.  Concubinage 
continued unofficially, and mostly 
quite openly.  It returned to mainland 
China after Mao.  

Taiwan broadly upholds traditional 
Chinese culture: rejecting Gay 
Marriage is part of it.

Taiwan also increasingly 
harmonises with People’s China, 
in as far as they can without losing 
independence:
17 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Cobalt_bomb 
18 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Monsoon_of_South_Asia#Impact_of_
climate_change_on_the_monsoon 
19 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-asia-46329877, https://www.
theguardian.com/world/2018/nov/24/
anti-gay-marriage-groups-win-taiwan-
referendum-battle 
20 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2018_
Taiwanese_referendum#Results 



Labour Affairs  13

No. 293 - December 2018 - January 2019  

“Cheered on by China, Taiwan’s 
opposition drubs the ruling party…

“The outcome, a crushing defeat 
for Ms Tsai’s Democratic Progressive 
Party (DPP), which would like 
Taiwan to abjure its notional status 
as part of China and declare itself a 
distinct country, will have prompted 
delight on the other side of the Taiwan 
Strait. The opposition Kuomintang 
(KMT), which favours ever-closer 
ties with China, has been revived 
after a dismal performance in 2016. 
Ms Tsai’s hopes of re-election in 
2020 are looking dimmer.”21

Ukraine Versus Ukraine, 
But Blaming Russia
“Since this crisis erupted in 2014, 

it has been about the West pushing 
into Russia’s comfort zone, and 
Russia pushing back. We were told 
in 2014 that the mob in the centre 
of Kiev were campaigning against 
corruption. Well, nearly five years 
since that mob violently overthrew 
a legitimate government, to the 
applause of ‘democrats’ everywhere, 
Ukraine is, if anything, more corrupt 
and less free than it was in 2014.”  
(Peter Hitchens for The Mail on 
Sunday.22)

“From available details, Ukraine 
precipitated the incident on Sunday. 
Now, why would it have made such 
a move? One interpretation could 
be that it is all related to Ukrainian 
politics. Ukraine is heading for 
presidential and parliamentary 
elections in March next year. The 
incumbent pro-US president Petro 
Poroshenko is keen on securing 
another term. But he is terribly 
unpopular and his rating stands at 8% 
currently. He is unlikely to get a fresh 
mandate…

“What complicates matters is that 
the anti-Russian constituency in 
Europe and NATO on the one hand 
and the ‘Deep State’ in the US on the 
other (especially the Pentagon) are 
kindred souls in opposing President 
Trump’s agenda to improve relations 
with Russia. Significantly, the 
21 https://www.economist.com/
asia/2018/12/01/cheered-on-by-china-
taiwans-opposition-drubs-the-ruling-
party 
22 https://www.dailymail.co.uk/debate/
article-6451027/PETER-HITCHENS-
suffering-Enochs-craziest-cruellest-idea.
html 

incident in Kerch Strait comes just 
before the planned meeting between 
Trump and Vladimir Putin in 
Argentina at  the weekend.”23

The Kerch Strait separates the 
westernmost tip of Crimea from 
Russia’s Krasnodar Krai in the east.  
Being less than two miles wide at its 
narrowest point, it would be under 
Russian control if Crimea counts 
as part of Russia, as it did till 1954.  
There is even now a bridge across it.  

Ukraine’s claim of a right to sail 
through unchecked was a direct 
challenge to Russia’s disputed 
possession of Crimea.

Ukraine has grounds for access: the 
Strait leads to the Sea of Azov, the 
shores of which include undisputed 
Ukrainian territory.  But this had 
always been granted, if permission 
were asked.  

It looks as if Ukraine’s unpopular 
President decided on a provocation 
that re-asserted its refusal to let 
Crimea go its own way.  And hopes 
the public can be fooled yet again.

I’ve noted before that Ukrainian 
elections have an unhappy habit of 
drastically rejecting whatever they 
voted for last time.  We’ll have to see 
if this holds.

From Brexit to Poxit?
It would be rude to speak of 

a possible Polish exit from the 
European Union as ‘Poxit’.  But it 
would also be justified.  A massive 

23 https://orientalreview.org/2018/11/27/
rising-crimea-tensions-mar-trump-putin-
meeting/ 

The NHS, NLR and SR.  
A Correction and Apology

In my article on the NHS in the November issue of Labour Affairs, 
not only did I get the title of the Colin Leys and Stewart Player book, 
The Plot against the NHS confused with another book, NHS for 
sale, I also gave a misleading account of the history of the Socialist 
Register. I said it had been founded by Colin Leys and Leo Panitch 
as a breakaway from the New Left Review. In fact, Colin tells me ‘It 
was [Ralph] Miliband and [John] Saville who broke away from the 
NLR and founded the Register, bringing out the first volume in 1964. 
My connection with the Register, apart from a single essay in 1978, 
began when I joined Leo as co-editor from 1997 (and lasted as co-editor 
until 2010).’ He also tells me I added ten years to his age by saying 
he was involved in the early days of the NLR. The New Left Review 
was founded in 1960. Apologies to all concerned.

Peter Brooke

disaster, with Poland much less 
protected from the awkward geo-
political fact that it sits directly 
between Germany and Russia.

Europe has stood firm against 
making major concessions to Britain, 
because easy terms would encourage 
Euro-skeptic politics in the 27 other 
members.  Poland might be the 
weakest link, but there are many.

As of 5th December, nothing is 
certain.  But I’m not surprised that 
Mrs May has so far rejected ‘Norway 
Plus’.  It would give more control of 
trade, but in return Britain would 
still be open to workers from the 
European Union.  My firm belief is 
that whatever they say to opinion 
pollsters, that was the main issue for 
most who voted leave.  Racists and 
bigots hate to be identified as such, 
but assert their real feeling in our 
cherished Secret Ballot.

And don’t forget, ‘Leave’ was just 
under 38% of the electorate.  Almost 
as many voted Remain, and 27% of 
the population couldn’t be bothered.  
MPs could and should decide that 
they do in fact know best.

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/, and tweet 
at @GwydionMW.
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The BBC and First World War Commemorative 
Programmes: What about the German side of things?

By Mark Cowling
This article was written during the BBC’s TV coverage of the First World War in November.

There have been a whole 
series of television programmes 
marking the end of the First 
World War. Virtually all of these 
have come from the BBC. Apart 
from coverage of the British 
Legion and the ceremony at 
the Cenotaph, there have been 
recordings of the last Tommies, 
programmes covering the Home 
Front, a series of programmes 
about the last hundred days of the 
war showing that the Allies finally 
won by developing a version of 
Blitzkrieg, and a programme is 
about to be broadcast on shell 
shock/PTSD. In one way these are 
all appropriate and informative 
and interesting. They are, 
however, extremely narrow. They 
present a British perspective, with 
some reference to the Americans, 
the Commonwealth countries and 
the French. A series of points taken 
from the Guardian letters column 
raises wider questions. What 
about Russia and Eastern Europe, 
where November 11, 1918 was 
by no means the end of armed 
conflict? Was the war worth it 
from a British perspective, given 
that it brought with it a massive 
loss of life, draining of resources 
and loss of global influence? The 
humiliation inflicted on Germany 
contributed substantially to the 
rise of Hitler. Opportunities for 
setting up a collective European 
security agreement were missed. 
The gradual development of what 
became the European Union 
following the Second World War 
displayed a much wiser political 
and economic vision than the 
reparations demanded following 
the First World War.

Virtually nothing has been said 
about the German side of things. 

This is absolutely ridiculous, as 
the German reasons for going to 
war, the nature of German society, 
the German experience of the 
war and the events in Germany 
in its aftermath are important, 
dramatic and interesting. Some 
long-term features of German 
history and geography need 
to be borne in mind. Germany 
was divided into a large number 
of states, principalities and 
independent cities, which 
together comprised the German 
Empire. The Reformation started 
in Germany with the writings of 
Luther, and led on to the bitter 
experiences of the Thirty Years 
War, the devastation of which led 
Germans to greatly value order. 
At the time of the First World 
War the United Kingdom had no 
land frontiers, whereas Germany 
has had up to eight depending on 
how its neighbours were divided 
up. Some of the dividing lines 
between Germany and other 
states were characterised by a 
population where Germans and 
Danes, or Germans and Poles 
or Germans and French people 
were mixed. Indeed, Königsburg, 
the most easterly German city is 
now Kaliningrad in Russia. Thus, 
while British identity and loyalty 
was generally straightforward, 
at least on the British mainland, 
German identity demanded much 
more reflection.

There was a widespread feeling 
in Germany that a greater degree 
of German unity offered major 
advantages. This was achieved 
under Prussian leadership notably 
by the extremely successful 
statecraft of Bismarck. Bismarck’s 
leadership was based on Prussia’s 
and his own advancement, and 

characterised by an absence of 
moral considerations. Between 
1864 and 1870 Bismarck contrived 
to get Germany attacked first by 
Denmark, then by Austria and 
finally by France, each of which 
was easily beaten by the Prussian 
army. The defeat of Austria 
ensured that German unification 
was brought about under Prussian 
leadership not Austrian. The 
other possible rival was the large 
South German state of Bavaria. 
Fortunately for Bismarck this was 
led by the romantic Ludwig II, 
who bankrupted his Exchequer 
by building a wonderful series of 
castles and palaces.

Bismarck introduced manhood 
suffrage for the lower houses of 
both the Prussian and the German 
Imperial parliaments.  This 
compares reasonably well with 
Britain in the late 19th century.  
An expanded electorate led to 
the growth of the Catholic centre 
party and to that of the Social 
Democratic Party (SDP). The 
SDP became at least notionally 
a Marxist revolutionary party. 
Bismarck deplored this and 
responded by banning the SDP, 
which continued to flourish in spite 
of the ban. He also tried to take the 
wind out of the sails of the SDP by 
introducing the best welfare state 
in Europe. This included the best 
public education system, sickness 
and unemployment insurance. He 
eventually reversed the ban.

German ruling circles were 
strongly based on the Junkers, 
militaristic landowners based in 
East Prussia. With their custom 
of fighting duels with each 
other with sabres, their loyalty 
to the military unit in which 
they had served, and their rural 
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background, The Junkers sound 
primitive and narrow, but they 
also valued university education 
and the development of science, 
including the application of 
science to agriculture on their 
estates and to warfare. They had a 
strong sense of public duty, which 
was vigorously reinforced by the 
Kaiser.

The SDP had a particular role 
at the beginning of the First 
World War. The socialist parties 
of Europe had pledged at the 
Basle Congress of the Second 
International that they would stop 
attempts by the ruling classes 
to start a war. However, the 
pledge was basically that they 
would not support aggression 
by their respective governments. 
Following the strategy of 
Bismarck, the Kaiser managed 
to persuade the SDP deputies in 
the Reichstag that Germany was 
being attacked by Russia, and they 
therefore virtually unanimously 
voted for war credits. This had 
the effect that other European 
socialist parties, notably in France 
and Britain, were easily swept 
along with the idea that they had 
to defend themselves against 
German aggression.

During the war increasing 
numbers of SDP deputies came to 
see the war as a war of German 
aggression and either abstained 
or voted against war credits. A 
substantial group of them left 
to form the Independent Social 
Democratic Party. Opposition 
also developed further to the left 
amongst the Spartacists under the 
leadership of Rosa Luxemburg 
and Karl Liebknecht. They 
deplored the way in which the SDP 
had betrayed the pledges of the 
Basle Congress, and also the way 
in which the SDP leadership had 
moved from being a revolutionary 
to a gradualist orientation.

At the end of the war it 
became clear that the Kaiser 
could no longer go on ruling, 
and he abdicated in favour of a 

government led by the mainstream 
SDP under the leadership of 
Ebert, who had started life as a 
cobbler before he became a party 
official. Simultaneously Karl 
Liebknecht declared Germany to 
be a socialist republic. Liebknecht 
and Luxemburg were involved in 
turning the Spartacist League into 
the German Communist Party, 
which obviously had considerable 
sympathies with the Russian party, 
but which initially had a more 
liberal and Western orientation 
than the Bolsheviks.

In January 1919 some trade 
unionists began a badly planned 
socialist uprising in Berlin, which 
was supported by the Spartacists 
and Liebknecht and Luxemburg. 
This left the SDP government 
in a very difficult situation. The 
German army had essentially 
collapsed, the troops returning 
to Berlin ragged and depressed. 
The SDP government was 
committed to rule in Germany 
by constitutional means and 
needed to find some way of 
dealing with this challenge to 
its authority. One member of the 
government, Noske, turned to the 
Freikorps, who had remained in 
being after the war and comprised 
storm troopers. They put down 
the socialist rising brutally, 
and murdered Luxemburg and 
Liebknecht. Many members 
of the Freikorps became early 
supporters of Hitler. A period of 

instability right across Germany 
followed, with a whole series of 
socialist uprisings, all of which 
were put down fairly rapidly.

This is a very quick and sketchy 
summary of a series of events 
and issues. However, there 
are obviously many important 
questions which arise. If peace had 
been negotiated with Germany 
in, for example, 1916, would the 
Kaiser have ended up leading an 
evolving democracy in which 
the SDP played a central role? 
To what extent was communist 
revolution a realistic prospect in 
post-war Germany? Much more 
planned attempts were made in 
1920 and during the currency 
crisis of 1923, but neither of 
these succeeded. The Allies could 
have continued or reinstituted the 
blockade of food, and, assuming 
that their armies would accept the 
use of armed intervention, have 
occupied Germany. The division 
of the German left between the 
socialists and the communists was 
a major factor in the rise of Hitler.

The current television coverage 
of the ending of the First World 
War is distinctly one-sided and 
parochial. More debate about 
issues such as those raised in this 
article is The current television 
coverage of the ending of the First 
World War is distinctly one-sided 
and parochial. More debate about 
issues such as those raised in this 
article is urgently needed.

Partisans fight on familiar territory with professed political objectives 
to conquer power. This is what distinguishes them from terrorists.

Jurgen Habermas

Our nation's founders saw a free press and an educated citizenry as the 
twin pillars of democratic health. But we no longer live in their world 
of numerous small, independent presses. These days, the vast majority 
of Americans get their news from corporately-owned information 
monoliths and from their local newspapers, most of them corporate 
subsidiaries as well. That is why humanism and the Humanist magazine 
are so important. Won't you join us today?

Kurt Vonnegut
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

Two Days in November
New Zealand’s colonial-settler 

history and heritage, the WASP 
factor as it were, is ever-evident. 
It isn’t just the dominant strain 
in Pākehā (white) culture – the 
Crown, the English language, 
the semi-official status of the 
Anglican church, the adoption of 
the Westminster parliamentary 
system and much more. There is 
also the flip side of the coin, the 
aboriginal status, with its legacy 
and current racial-discriminatory 
problems and their manifestations, 
of Maori, whose arrival on the 
islands actually predates that of 
the English by some hundreds of 
years.

Central to this story is the 
Dispossession arising from 
the 1840 Treaty of Waitangi 
between the Crown and a large 
number of tribal chiefs. The deep 
and long-lasting effects of that 
dispossession continue but are 
today being addressed politically 
through, critically, the Waitangi 
Tribunal and political concession 
to a renewed Maoridom.

Every year in New Zealand, two 
days in November within, as it 
were, ‘sight’ of each other, bring 
it all home.

On the fifth of November, we 
have the large-scale celebration 
of Guy Fawkes day. Presented as 
fizzing fireworks fun for kids it of 
course under the surface remains 
an exercise in seventeenth-century 
English sectarian Protestant anti-
Catholicism, a relic and hangover 
of the WASP colonial culture.

On November eighth, there is 
something else: the marking of 
the effective birth of what would 
become the Maori-Christian 
Rātana Church. The church was 
formally established separately 
from its Maori-Methodist origins 
by TW Rātana, a Maori (Methodist) 
farmer in the province of Taranaki 

in 1925. It has its origins in its 
founder’s claimed and famed 
visionary-religious experience 
on 8 November 1918 at his 
homestead and commemorated 
annually since. News of the vision 
and of his claimed healing powers 
attracted a large following among 
Maori. The homestead became 
a settled community, Rātana pā, 
and headquarters of the Rātana 
Church.

This year the event marked the 
centenary of TW Rātana’s first 
visionary-religious experience.

Rātana Church is also a Maori 
political organisation, a religio-
political movement. Coinciding 
roughly with the established of 
his church Rātana also launched 
his movement as a political body. 
In this dimension, it is a story 
of attempted Maori communal 
renewal with its origins in the 
early twentieth century and the 
then condition of the almost 
terminal decline of Maoridom. 
The highpoint of Rātana, the 
church, the man and the political 
movement, came in 1936 with 
an alliance with the Labour 
Party negotiated with the Party’s 
then leader and Prime Minister, 
Michael Joseph Savage.

While the movement has been 
enormously influential before the 
Savage/Rātana deal and since it 
did not quite spark the envisioned 
great renewal (which has in fact 
been the story of Maoridom).

‘Guy Fawkes’ is now an 
embarrassment in what is a secular 
and multi-ethnic and cultural 
society. There is a growing 
understanding of the underlying 
sectarian character of the event, 
the nonsense of a continuing with 
a celebratory seventeenth century 
sectarian English Protestant 
event in the New Zealand public 
calendar.

There is also for fizz-bang 

lovers and kids an alternative with 
a growing following: Matariki, 
the Maori new year festival 
(which occurs in the depth of 
the Southern Winter, late June, a 
good time for firework fizzes and 
squibs and bangs).

In addition, though, there is 
today fundamentally a noticeable 
renewed Maori renaissance. 
Maori culture is increasingly 
respected. There is a large group 
of MPs, across the full party 
spectrum, in parliament, and in 
government. There seems also 
to be a language renewal. Maori 
have voice as never before in New 
Zealand.

Much of this is attributable 
to the enormous influence and 
impact of the Waitangi Tribunal. 
It was established in 1975 to hear 
and inquire into claims brought by 
Māori relating to Crown actions 
which breached the promises 
made in the Treaty, and to make 
recommendations to government 
for restitution.

In its work and historical 
research, the tribunal has also 
finally awoken in Pākehā society 
both an understanding of Maori 
culture and the consequences its 
own harsh dispossession of Maori, 
especially through the latter part 
of the nineteenth century. There 
is even a growing (if still small) 
support for a national annual 
commemoration of the Maori 
Land Wars, in a sense a day of 
Pākehāatonement for the large-
scale seizures and thefts by white 
colonists and their governments 
of land from Maori during the 
nineteenth century. Taranaki is 
one of those places most affected 
by seizure and dispossession.

The entire ‘Waitangi’ episode 
especially rankles with Maori. 
Treaty terms were on any reading 
disavowed over more than a 
century by settler-colonial society 
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and its governments. Without 
going into the complexities of 
the history Maori saw the treaty 
as creating a partnership with 
the Crown, indeed with Queen 
Victoria personally. What Maori 
saw differed from how settler 
society (and its governments) saw 
it all – which was “we won, you 
lost and now we own it and you 
don’t.” The apogee of this view 
was undoubtedly the decision 
and remarks of the then Chief 
Justice of New Zealand, Sir James 
Prendergast, in 1877 that the 
Treaty was “worthless” because 
it had been signed “between a 
civilised nation and a group of 
savages who were not capable of 
signing a treaty.” Since the treaty 
had not been incorporated into 
domestic law, it was a “simple 
nullity”. New Zealand’s version 
of Australia’s terra nullius.

The case at issue, Wi Parata v The 
Bishop of Wellington, centered on 
a dispute between a tribe, Ngāti 
Toa, and the Anglican Church. 
The tribe had given the church a 
land block on the understanding 
a school would be built on it. No 
school was built and the church 
later made a Crown grant to the 
land. The case, the outlook, the 
decision, the dicta of the judge 
have echoed down the decades. 
They defined the official attitude 
and Pākehā culture literally for a 
century. Prendergast still has his 
followers. Parata, as it happens, 
was a leading member of Ngāti 
Toa as well as being its counsel in 
court.

Through the dispossession, 
various attempts at renewal, 
renaissance, and insurrection and 
civil disobedience, at political 
action came and pretty much 
wilted and went in the face of the 
power of the Pākehā State. Maori 
society rotted in its dispossession 
in poverty, disease, alcohol, 
brutality, social disintegration 
and collapse and self-abasement. 
The language all but disappeared. 
One small fragment, the haka, 

somehow was adopted by the 
national Rugby team. Quite how 
I don’t know.

And then came Rātana.
There are aspects of Maoridom 

today that I have to say I find hard 
to take. There is, despite the fact 
that most Maori are today town and 
city-dwellers disconnected from 
their iwi (tribes), the continuing 
dominance politically of the tribal 
elders and chiefs and the related 
structures. These are based in the 
(now rural and remote) homelands 
and their marae (the communal 
meeting grounds and associated 
buildings at the heart of every 
tribe or sub-tribe). It is a ritualised, 
stratified and highly deferential 
system and way of life. It is pre-
modern. Within the undoubted 
renewal, the tribal structures and 
representative bodies such as the 
various Iwi Leaders’ Groups, the 
Iwi Chairs Forum and the likes 
of the Waikato-based Kingitanga 
movement (Maori King 
movement) predominate and 
control. All with their insistence 
on deference in the name of the 
respect that must be paid by all to 
tribal leaders.

There is also within these bodies 
and their frankly, camp-followers 
in the rural, tribal communities, 
what one is tempted to see as a kind 
of inverted apartheid worldview. 
And there are some inter-tribal 
tensions (usually sparked by land 
in the Treaty settlements).

Further, accountability of the 
tribal leaders and their entourages 
and chosen ones in respect of 
the management of the very big 
Waitangi restitution settlements 
appears minimal – but it is 
disrespectful to ask questions 
or press for transparency. How 
much resource flows to the 
alienated Maori individuals and 
communities living in ghetto-like 
conditions in public housing in 
the towns and cities (or indeed in 
the rural townships of Northland) 
or entirely marginalised is a 
question.

Rātana was not the first – 
or indeed the most radical – 
Maori movement of renewal. 
Nor can it be said to have been 
transformatively successful on 
behalf of Maori. However, it has 
survived – and achieved political 
influence with the Pākehā 
State and its establishments far 
above and beyond its weight. It 
survives and seemingly thrives 
(it is quite secretive in its internal 
life). Today, twice a year, on 5 
November and 25 January (TW 
Rātana’s birthday) the cream 
of the New Zealand’s political 
establishment, led by the Labour 
Party, descends in November and 
January onto Rātana pā, walks 
into the pā and pays homage.

Labour once was Rātana and 
Rātana for much of Maoridom, 
Labour. The 1930s four Maori 
seats in parliament were pursued 
and eventually all won by and 
for Rātana. Rātana and Michael 
Joseph Savage (an Irish-Australian 
labor radical) made a deal and the 
Rātana Church and the Rātana 
political organisation became 
within the Maori constituencies 
indistinguishable from Labour. 
Maybe it took an Irish Australian 
Red to achieve this.

The symbiotic relationship was 
lost around 2004 arising from the 
seabed and foreshore ownership 
dispute (another story in itself 
of disruption and separation). 
But now it is back. The Arderne-
led, Labour-led government 
has worked hard at this and has 
remade the relationship.

I am neither a ruralist-tribal in 
my orientation nor am I a religious 
Christian acolyte. Yet I have a 
view, that Rātana is preferable in its 
historical record to the chiefs and 
their mini-aristocratic entourages 
and naturalistic spirituality and all 
that goes with it.
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Exiting the European Union
10 December 2018 
The Prime Minister (Mrs Theresa May) 

With permission, Mr Speaker, I will make a statement on 
exiting the European Union.

We have now had three days of debate on the withdrawal 
agreement setting out the terms of our departure from the 
EU, and the political declaration setting out our future 
relationship after we have left. I have listened very 
carefully to what has been said, in the Chamber and out of 
it, by Members on all sides. From listening to those views, 
it is clear that while there is broad support for many of the 
key aspects of the deal, on one issue, the Northern Ireland 
backstop, there remains widespread and deep concern. As 
a result, if we went ahead and held the vote tomorrow, the 
deal would be rejected by a significant margin. We will 
therefore defer the vote scheduled for tomorrow, and will 
not proceed to divide the House at this time.

I set out in my speech opening the debate last week 
the reasons why the backstop is a necessary guarantee to 
the people of Northern Ireland and why, whatever future 
relationship you want, there is no deal available that does 
not include the backstop. Behind all those arguments are 
some inescapable facts: the fact that Northern Ireland 
shares a land border with another sovereign state; the fact 
that the hard-won peace that has been built in Northern 
Ireland over the last two decades has been built around 
a seamless border; and the fact that Brexit will create a 
wholly new situation.

On 30 March the Northern Ireland-Ireland border will 
for the first time become the external frontier of the 
European Union’s single market and customs union. 
The challenge this poses must be met not with rhetoric 
but with real and workable solutions. Businesses operate 
across that border. People live their lives crossing and 
re-crossing it every day. I have been there and spoken to 
some of those people; they do not want their everyday 
lives to change as a result of the decision we have taken. 
They do not want a return to a hard border. And if this 
House cares about preserving our Union, it must listen 
to those people, because our Union will only endure with 
their consent.

We had hoped that the changes we have secured to the 
backstop would reassure Members that we could never 
be trapped in it indefinitely. I hope the House will forgive 
me if I take a moment to remind it of those changes. The 
customs element of the backstop is now UK-wide; it no 
longer splits our country into two customs territories. This 
also means that the backstop is now an uncomfortable 
arrangement for the EU, so it will not want it to come into 

use, or to persist for long if it does.
Both sides are now legally committed to using best 

endeavours to have our new relationship in place before the 
end of the implementation period, ensuring the backstop 
is never used. If our new relationship is not ready, we can 
now choose to extend the implementation period, further 
reducing the likelihood of the backstop coming into use. 
If the backstop ever does come into use, we now do not 
have to get the new relationship in place to get out of it; 
alternative arrangements that make use of technology 
could be put in place instead. The treaty is now clear that 
the backstop can only ever be temporary, and there is now 
a termination clause. 

But I am clear from what I have heard in this place and 
from my own conversations that these elements do not 
offer a sufficient number of colleagues the reassurance 
that they need. I spoke to a number of EU leaders over 
the weekend, and in advance of the European Council I 
will go to see my counterparts in other member states and 
the leadership of the Council and the Commission. I will 
discuss with them the clear concerns that this House has 
expressed.

We are also looking closely at new ways of empowering 
the House of Commons to ensure that any provision for 
a backstop has democratic legitimacy and to enable the 
House to place its own obligations on the Government—
[Interruption.] To enable the House to place its own 
obligations on the Government to ensure that the backstop 
cannot be in place indefinitely.

Mr Speaker, having spent the best part of two years 
poring over the detail of Brexit, listening to the public’s 
ambitions, and, yes, their fears too, and testing the limits of 
what the other side is prepared to accept, I am in absolutely 
no doubt that this deal is the right one. [Interruption.] It 
honours the result of the referendum. [Interruption.] It 
protects jobs, security and our Union. But it also represents 
the very best deal that is actually negotiable with the EU. 
I believe in it, as do many Members of this House, and I 
still believe there is a majority to be won in this House in 
support of it if I can secure additional reassurance on the 
question of the backstop, and that is what my focus will 
be in the days ahead.

But if you take a step back, it is clear that the House 
faces a much more fundamental question. Does this House 
want to deliver Brexit? [Hon. Members: “No!”] That is 
a clear message from the Scottish National party. If the 
House does want to deliver Brexit, does it want to do so 
through reaching an agreement with the EU? If the answer 
is yes, and I believe that is the answer of the majority of 
this House, then we all have to ask ourselves whether we 
are prepared to make a compromise, because there will 
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be no enduring and successful Brexit 
without some compromise on both 
sides of the debate.

Many of the most controversial 
aspects of this deal, including the 
backstop, are simply inescapable facts 
of having a negotiated Brexit. Those 
Members who continue to disagree 
need to shoulder the responsibility 
of advocating an alternative solution 
that can be delivered, and do so 
without ducking its implications. 
So if you want a second referendum 
to overturn the result of the first, be 
honest that this risks dividing the 
country again, when as a House we 
should be striving to bring it back 
together. If you want to remain part 
of the single market and the customs 
union, be open that this would require 
free movement, rule taking across 
the economy and ongoing financial 
contributions—none of which  are in 
my view compatible with the result 
of the referendum. If you want to 
leave without a deal, be up front that 
in the short term, this would cause 
significant economic damage to parts 
of our country who can least afford 
to bear the burden. I do not believe 
that any of those courses of action 
command a majority in this House. 
But notwithstanding that fact, for as 
long as we fail to agree a deal, the risk 
of an accidental no deal increases. So 
the Government will step up their 
work in preparation for that potential 
outcome, and the Cabinet will hold 
further discussions on it this week.

The vast majority of us accept 
the result of the referendum and 
want to leave with a deal. We have 
a responsibility to discharge. If we 
will the ends, we must also will the 
means. I know that Members across 
the House appreciate how important 
that responsibility is. I am very 
grateful to all Members on this side 
of the House—and a few on the other 
side, too—who have backed this deal 
and spoken up for it. Many others, I 
know, have been wrestling with their 
consciences, particularly over the 
question of the backstop. They are 
seized of the need to face up to the 
challenge posed by the Irish border, 
but genuinely concerned about the 
consequences. I have listened. I 
have heard those concerns and I will 
now do everything I possibly can to 
secure further assurances.

If I may, I will conclude on a 
personal note. On the morning 
after the referendum two and a 
half years ago, I knew that we had 
witnessed a defining moment for our 
democracy. Places that did not get a 
lot of attention at elections and did 
not get much coverage on the news 
were making their voices heard and 
saying that they wanted things to 
change. I knew in that moment that 
Parliament had to deliver for them. 
Of course that does not just mean 
delivering Brexit. It means working 
across all areas—building a stronger 
economy, improving public services, 
tackling social injustices—to make 
this a country that truly works for 
everyone—[Interruption.]

It means working across all areas to 
make this a country that truly works 
for everyone, and a country where 
nowhere and nobody is left behind. 
These matters are too important to 
be afterthoughts in our politics. They 
deserve to be at the centre of our 
thinking, but that can happen only if 
we get Brexit done and get it done 
right.

Even though I voted remain, 
from the moment I took up the 
responsibility of being Prime 
Minister of this great country, I have 
known that my duty is to honour the 
result of that vote. And I have been 
just as determined to protect the jobs 
that put food on the tables of working 
families and the security partnerships 
that keep each one of us safe. That 
is what this deal does. It gives us 
control of our borders, our money 
and our laws. It protects jobs, security 
and our Union. It is the right deal for 
Britain. I am determined to do all I 
can to secure the reassurances this 
House requires, to get this deal over 
the line and deliver for the British 
people. I commend this statement to 
the House.

Jeremy Corbyn 
(Islington North) (Lab) I thank the 

Prime Minister for providing a copy 
of the statement before we met here 
this afternoon. We are in an extremely  
serious and unprecedented situation. 
The Government have lost control of 
events and are in complete disarray. 
It has been evident for weeks that the 
Prime Minister’s deal does not have 
the confidence of this House, yet she 
ploughed on regardless, reiterating 

“This is the only deal available.” Can 
she be clear with the House: is she 
seeking changes to the deal, or mere 
reassurances? Does she therefore 
accept the statement from the 
European Commission at lunchtime, 
saying that it was the “only deal 
possible. We will not renegotiate—
our position has…not changed”?

Ireland’s Taoiseach, Leo Varadkar, 
has said it is “not possible” to 
renegotiate the Irish border backstop, 
stating that it was the Prime 
Minister’s own red lines that made 
the backstop necessary. So can the 
Prime Minister be clear: is she now 
ready to drop further red lines in 
order to make progress? Can the 
Prime Minister confirm that the deal 
presented to this House is not off the 
table, but will be re-presented with a 
few assurances? Bringing back the 
same botched deal, either next week 
or in January—and can she be clear 
on the timing?—will not change 
its fundamental flaws or the deeply 
held objections right across this 
House, which go far wider than the 
backstop alone.

This a bad deal for Britain, a bad 
deal for our economy and a bad deal 
for our democracy. Our country 
deserves better than this. The deal 
damages our economy, and it is 
not just the Opposition saying that; 
the Government’s own analysis 
shows that this deal would make 
us worse off. If the Prime Minister 
cannot be clear that she can and will 
renegotiate the deal, she must make 
way. If she is going back to Brussels, 
she needs to build a consensus in this 
House. Since it appears that business 
has changed for the next two days, 
it seems not only possible but 
necessary that this House debates the 
negotiating mandate that the Prime 
Minister takes to Brussels. There is 
no point at all in this Prime Minister 
bringing back the same deal again, 
which is clearly not supported by this 
House.

We have endured two years of 
shambolic negotiations. Red lines 
have been boldly announced and 
then cast aside. We are now on 
our third Brexit Secretary, and it 
appears that each one of them has 
been excluded from these vital 
negotiations. We were promised a 
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precise and substantive document, 
and we got a vague 26-page wishlist. 
This Government have become the 
first Government in British history to 
be held in contempt of Parliament.

The Government are in disarray. 
Uncertainty is building for business. 
People are in despair at the state 
of these failed negotiations, and 
concerned about what it means for 
their jobs, their livelihoods and their 
communities. The fault for that lies 
solely at the door of this shambolic 
Government. The Prime Minister is 
trying to buy herself one last chance 
to save this deal. If she does not take 
on board the fundamental changes 
required, she must make way for 
those who can.

The Prime Minister I will 
respond fairly briefly. The right hon. 
Gentleman appears to argue, on the 
one hand, that it is not possible to 
change the deal because the EU has 
said that this is the only deal and, on 
the other hand, that the only thing 
he would accept is the deal being 
renegotiated. He quoted the European 
Union as saying this is the only deal, 
and he went on to say that the whole 
deal needs to be renegotiated. 

The fundamental question that 
Members of this House have to ask 
themselves is whether they wish to 
deliver Brexit and honour the result 
of the referendum. All the analysis 
shows that, if we wish to deliver 
Brexit, if we wish to honour the 
result of the referendum, the deal 
that does that, and that best protects 
jobs and our economy, is the deal 
the Government have put forward. 
[Interruption.]

That is the fundamental question 
for Members of this House: to 
deliver on and honour the result of 
the referendum, but to do it in a way 
that protects jobs and our economy. 
That is what this deal does.

The Leader of the Opposition talks 
about a number of issues. He wants 
to be in the customs union such that 
the single market and free movement 
would have to be accepted. He 
refuses to accept that any deal 
requires a backstop, because that 
is our commitment to the people of 
Northern Ireland. He claims that he 
wants to negotiate trade deals, yet 
he wants to be fully in the customs 

union, which would not enable us to 
negotiate those trade deals. Finally, 
he talks about the uncertainty for 
British business. I can tell him that 
the biggest uncertainty for British 
business lies not in this deal but on 
the Front Bench of the Labour party.

Mr Speaker Order. Before 
I look to the Father of the House, 
and then other colleagues, I want 
to say the following. Although the 
Government’s intention to halt the 
forthcoming debate at this inordinately 
late stage has been widely leaked to 
the media in advance, I felt it only 
appropriate to hear what is proposed 
before advising the House. Halting 
the debate, after no fewer than 164 
colleagues have taken the trouble to 
contribute, will be thought by many 
Members of this House to be deeply 
discourteous. Indeed, in the hours 
since news of this intention emerged, 
many colleagues from across the 
House have registered that view to 
me in the most forceful terms.

Having taken the best procedural 
advice, colleagues should be 
informed that there are two ways of 
doing this. The first and, in democratic 
terms, the infinitely preferable way is 
for a Minister to move at the outset 

of the debate that the debate be 
adjourned. This will give the House 
the opportunity to express its view in 
a vote on whether or not it wishes the 
debate to be brought to a premature 
and inconclusive end. I can reassure 
Ministers that I would be happy 
to accept such a motion so that the 
House can decide.

The alternative is for the 
Government unilaterally to decline to 
move today’s business, which means 
not only that the House is deprived 
of its opportunity to vote upon the 
substance of the debate tomorrow but 
that it is given no chance to express 
its view today on whether the debate 
should or should not be allowed to 
continue.

I politely suggest that, in any 
courteous, respectful and mature 
environment, allowing the House to 
have its say on this matter would be 
the right and, dare I say it,  the obvious 
course to take. Let us see if those 
who have assured this House and the 
public, over and over again, that this 
supremely important vote is going 
to take place tomorrow, without fail, 
wish to rise to the occasion.

Nae Passaran
Film Review by Tom Doherty

This is a small independently produced film which touched my heart, 
and I’m sure the hearts of those who remember the 1973 coup in Chile. It 
has had a limited circulation, mainly in Scotland, but I chanced upon it in 
Birmingham. 

It is the story, narrated in the main by the working-class protagonists at 
that time, of how Scottish Rolls Royce engineers in East Kilbride frustrated 
the Chilean airforce. 

After the coup of September 1973 (which some of us call the original 
9/11) the fascists sent Rolls Royce engines to be serviced or repaired at East 
Kilbride, the only factory that could do that job. An engineer there saw that 
this job was from Chile. Immediately it was “blacked”. These were the days 
when the labour movement was strong, especially in the west of Scotland. 
They recognised that these engines were from the jets that had bombed 
Allende’s Moneda Presidential palace. No work was done on those engines 
and they rotted in the yard for years. 

This may be a sentimental tribute to working class solidarity, but for those 
of us who harboured Chilean refugees after ‘73 it’s a powerful reminder of 
what solidarity is worth. In the main, the guys who did this, now probably 
in their 80s, tell their own story. 

It’s worth watching, if you can find it.
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Withdrawal Agreement: Legal Position 03 December 2018 
The Attorney General (Mr Geoffrey Cox) 

the UK and the EU agreed to a  single extension for a fixed 
time of up to one or two years. By article 1, the protocol 
confirms that it would affect neither the constitutional status 
of Northern Ireland nor the principle of consent as set out 
in the Belfast or Good Friday agreement. The statutory 
guarantee that a majority in Northern Ireland would be 
required to consent to a change in its constitutional status as 
part of the United Kingdom and the associated amendment 
to the Irish constitution to remove its previous territorial 
claim remain in place.

Once in force, by article 2.1 of the protocol, the parties 
would be obliged, in good faith, to use their best endeavours 
to conclude by 31 December 2020 an agreement that 
supersedes it. There is a separate but closely related duty on 
the parties under article 184 to negotiate expeditiously and 
use best endeavours in good faith to conclude an agreement 
in line with the political declaration. Having regard to those 
obligations, by article 1.4 of the protocol, it is expressly 
agreed not to be intended to establish a permanent 
relationship but to be temporary. That language reflects the 
fact that article 50 of the Treaty on European Union does 
not provide a legal basis in Union law for permanent future 
arrangements with non-member states.

If either party did not comply with its obligations of good 
faith after the implementation period, it would be open 
to them to bring a complaint under the dispute settlement 
provisions set out in articles 164 to 181 of the agreement. 
These include independent arbitration. Clear and convincing 
evidence would be required to establish a breach of that 
obligation. If the protocol were to come into force, it would 
continue to apply in international law unless and until it was 
superseded by the intended subsequent agreement which 
achieved the stated objectives of maintaining the necessary 
conditions for continued north-south co-operation, avoiding 
a hard border and protecting the Belfast agreement in all its 
dimensions.

There is therefore no unilateral right for either party to 
terminate this arrangement. This means that if no superseding 
agreement can be reached within the implementation period, 
the protocol would be activated and in international law 
would subsist even if negotiations had broken down. How 
likely that is to happen is a political question, to which the 
answer will no doubt depend partly on the extent to which 
it is in either party’s interests to remain indefinitely within 
its arrangements.

Under the protocol, the UK would form with the EU 
a single customs territory for goods for fiscal or tariff 
purposes. Accordingly, Northern Ireland would form part of 
the same customs territory as Great Britain, with no tariffs, 
quotas or checks on rules of origin between Great Britain 
and Northern Ireland. However, Northern Ireland would 
additionally apply defined aspects of the EU’s single market 
rules relating to the regulation and control of the supply of 
electricity on the island of Ireland; goods, including cross-
border VAT rules; and the EU customs code. Those rules 
would be enforced as they are now, including preliminary 
references from Northern Ireland courts to the Court of 
Justice of the European Union.

By those means, the need for any hard border would 

It is very good of the Prime Minister to warm up for 
me today. With permission, Mr Speaker, I wish to make a 
statement to the House. I should make clear the context in 
which I consider that I am to do so today; my statement is 
intended to inform the debate that is shortly to commence 
on the motion to approve the withdrawal agreement and the 
political declaration on the future relationship concluded 
with the European Union by my right hon. Friend the Prime 
Minister.

It is important to understand how the Law Officers 
habitually give their advice, which may be a mixture of 
oral and written communications given at different times 
during fast-developing events. Ministers are advised by 
their own departmental lawyers, and the points that arise 
for consideration of the Law Officers are invariably limited 
to the relatively few of particular importance to the policy 
decision of the Government. Therefore, my statement today 
is complemented by a detailed legal commentary, provided 
for the purpose of the debate and published this morning, 
that analyses the effect of the agreement as a whole. That 
legal commentary has been produced with my oversight 
and approval, and I commend it to the House as both an 
accurate examination of the provisions of the agreement 
and a helpful exposition of some of the salient issues that 
arise from them.

There is, of course, no want of other sources of helpful 
commentary available to the House, and in making this 
statement in these unusual circumstances and in answering 
any questions that hon. Members may have, I consider that 
I have a solemn and constitutional duty to this House to 
advise it on these legal questions objectively and impartially, 
and to place such legal expertise as I have at its disposal. 
The historical precedents strongly support that view. The 
House may be sure that I shall discharge this duty with 
uncompromising and rigorous fidelity. If this agreement is 
to pass this House, as I strongly believe it should, I do not 
believe that it can or should pass under any misapprehension 
whatsoever as to the legal matters on which that judgment 
should be based.

It is important to recall that the matters of law affecting the 
withdrawal can only inform what is essentially a political 
decision that each of us must make. This is a question not 
of the lawfulness of the Government’s action but of the 
prudence, as a matter of policy and political judgment, 
of entering into an international agreement on the terms 
proposed. In the time available to me, it is impossible to 
have covered each of the matters of law that might arise 
from 585 pages of complicated legal text, and no Attorney 
General—certainly not this one—can instantly possess the 
answers to all of the pertinent questions that the skill and 
ingenuity of hon. Members may devise.

However, I am aware that there are certain parts of the 
agreement the meaning of which attracts the close and keen 
interest of the House, and it is to some of these that I now 
turn: first, the Northern Ireland protocol and some of the 
other provisions of the withdrawal agreement relevant to 
it. The protocol would come into force, if needed, on the 
conclusion of the implementation period on 31 December 
2020 unless, pursuant to article 132 of the agreement, both 
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be avoided, and goods originating in 
Northern Ireland would be entitled to 
free circulation throughout the EU’s 
single market. In all other respects 
of its regulatory  regime, Northern 
Ireland would follow the applicable 
UK legislation, save where those 
were devolved. By article 7, a 
Northern Ireland business would 
also enjoy the same free circulation 
of its goods throughout the United 
Kingdom, while its EU competitor—
whether situated in the Republic of 
Ireland or elsewhere in the single 
market—would not.

I turn to the role of Union law 
and the CJEU under the withdrawal 
agreement and within the dispute 
settlement provisions. It is important 
to place these provisions in the 
context of the objectives of the 
agreement, which is the orderly 
exit of the UK from the EU for our 
citizens and businesses. To that end, 
following the implementation period, 
the agreement provides for the continued 
application of Union law in defined 
and strictly limited respects, where it is 
necessary or desirable for legal certainty 
to do so.

Although we will legally leave the 
EU and cease to be a member state on 
29 March 2019, part 4 of the agreement 
provides for an implementation or 
transition period of 21 months, which 
is designed to enable our people 
and our businesses to adjust to the 
changes that are coming. During that 
implementation period, so as to give the 
time, predictability and continuity that 
is needed, it is provided that Union law 
should continue to apply, and the laws, 
systems and institutions of the EU will 
have the same role and functions as 
before.

But on the conclusion of that period, 
on 31 December 2020, that will come 
to an end. Thereafter, Union law and 
the Court of Justice will possess a 
relevance in the United Kingdom only in 
so far as it is necessary, in limited and 
specific areas, for the winding down of 
the obligations of our relationship of 45 
years. For example, the rights of our own 
citizens living in EU member states and 
of EU citizens in the United Kingdom 
are created and defined by Union law. If 
they are to be preserved in equal measure 
and with the necessary consistency 
and certainty, it is inevitable that the 
mutually protected residence and social 
security rights of those particular groups 
of people must continue to be defined by 
reference to that law. Those rights are 

provided for in part 2 of the agreement.
Our citizens living in member states 

throughout the EU will continue, as 
is natural, to depend for their ultimate 
protection on the CJEU, while EU 
citizens living in the United Kingdom 
will look to the UK independent 
monitoring authority set up under article 
159 and to the UK courts. But they will 
no longer be able, as now, to require our 
Supreme Court to refer a question of 
interpretation of their rights under Union 
law to the CJEU where the determination 
of such a question is necessary to resolve 
a dispute.

Instead, pursuant to article 158, the UK 
courts, for a fixed period of eight years 
only, may refer—I repeat, may refer—to 
the CJEU a question of interpretation 
of part 2 of the agreement in the 
interests of achieving consistency in 
the enforcement of the rights of citizens 
while the new system is established. 
After that time, our courts will, pursuant 
to article 4.5, continue to interpret 
concepts and provisions of Union law in 
the areas in which the agreement applies 
it as they always have, and to have due 
regard to relevant post-implementation 
case law where, for example, it may be 
required for the practical operation of 
the agreement, such as in regard to the 
co-ordination of social security rights for 
the protected EU and UK citizens. 

Part 3 deals with the lawful conclusion of 
judicial and administrative proceedings, 
transactions, processes and other matters 
that have arisen or commenced under 
Union legal frameworks before the 
end of the implementation period, and 
to which Union law and the role of 
institutions must continue to apply for 
their orderly disposition. It allows a four-
year limitation period on the power of 
the Commission to refer to the Court an 
alleged breach of an obligation incurred 
prior to the end of the implementation 
period.

Part 5 deals with our agreed financial 
obligations. It provides, under article 
160, for Union law and the jurisdiction 
of the Court to apply beyond the 
implementation period only for the time 
and purpose of closing out the UK’s 
financial obligations and entitlements 
incurred under Union law, again prior to 
the end of that period.

All of these are inherently time-limited 
functions, and once they are at an end 
the Court will have no jurisdiction in 
relation to disputes involving citizens 
and businesses in the United Kingdom. 
A dispute between the EU and the 
UK about the systemic operation or 
interpretation of the agreement may be 
referred by either side to an independent 
arbitration panel in which the Court 

has no automatic role, but if the panel 
needs to and a question of interpretation 
of Union law is relevant to the dispute, 
it can ask the Court to resolve that 
question. It is then for the panel to apply 
that interpretation to the facts of the 
dispute, and thus decide how the dispute 
should be resolved.

The divorce and separation of nations 
from long and intimate unions, just as 
of human beings, stirs high emotion and 
calls for wisdom and forbearance. It calls 
also for calm and measured evaluation by 
the House of the terms of the separation 
agreement in the light of the complexity 
and difficulty of the task it is intended 
to achieve. The gradual loosening 
and removal of the legal ties that have 
bound us to the European Union for 45 
years will take time to work out. This 
agreement and the European Union 
(Withdrawal) Act 2018, already passed 
by the House, allow for the necessary 
time and legal means for that process to 
unfold in a peaceful and orderly way.

I am at the disposal of the House to 
answer questions, in so far as I can, on 
these and other legal matters. I commend 
this statement to the House.

Nick Thomas-Symonds (Torfaen) 
(Lab) I am of course grateful to the 
Attorney General for his statement, and 
for advance sight of it, but all Members 
who are asking questions are at a major 
disadvantage, because they have not read 
the legal advice on which the statement 
is based. That is totally unacceptable 
when aspects of the Attorney General’s 
advice have been selectively leaked 
to the press over the weekend. For 
example, it has been reported that in a 
letter to Cabinet Ministers last month, 
the Attorney General said, in respect of 
the backstop arrangement, “The protocol 
would endure indefinitely” if trade 
talks broke down. In his statement, the 
Attorney General talked about political 
factors that might, in his view, make the 
backstop temporary, but in reality, that  
is not the legal position. Perhaps he can 
confirm that the legal position is as set 
out in the letter—that the protocol will 
“endure indefinitely” if the trade talks 
break down.

On 13 November in this House, 
my right hon. and learned Friend the 
Member for Holborn and St Pancras 
(Keir Starmer)—the shadow Brexit 
Secretary—and I were very clear 
on what was being sought: the final, 
full advice provided by the Attorney 
General to the Cabinet on any completed 
withdrawal agreement should be made 
available to all MPs in good time for 
the vote on the deal. Offers short of 
that, including of the Attorney General’s 
statement today and of a summary made 
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the reinstatement of the death penalty on social networks “ Matteo commented 
on Di Maio and M5S: “I am convinced that the alleged ‘honesty’ of the Five 
Stars is a great FakeNews …..from the evader Beppe Grillo downwards” . He 
asked Di Maio to apologise and said: “But I am also convinced that the faults 
of the fathers should not fall on children. I have always said this, unlike Di 
Maio, who has realized it now.” 

The journalist and Director of il Fatto Quotidiano Marco Travaglio has twice 
been fined for defamation this year for pursuing the case of Tiziano Renzi. 
He, or the independent paper, are faced with debts of Є50,000 and Є95,000. 
Travaglio and Il Fatto aim to identify hypocrisy. In Dec 2017 Travaglio wrote:  
In Italy … even in politics the truth has become questionable.” He goes on to 
say that it is hard to distinguish where this truth lies, who is lobbying and who 
has interests in what they are proposing. “In short, the news comes to us - good 
or bad, filtered by those who spread it and offer it” . 

To return to the coalition: they are now identifying budget cuts. One will be 
the withdrawal of financial support for some migrant programmes, another 
to cut it for some of the smaller newspapers. Both causes are bêtes noir for 
Salvini and Di Maio.

by the Government, were rejected, and 
the House unanimously passed a motion 
to that effect. [Interruption.] “Playing 
games,” shouts the Chancellor. On 13 
November, the Conservative party could 
not get one of its MPs to vote against the 
motion—not one.

The document that has been produced 
is, in the Attorney General’s own words, 
a legal commentary, produced with his 
oversight and approval. It is not the final 
legal advice to the Cabinet. Frankly, 
the explainer produced alongside the 
withdrawal agreement was longer and 
more detailed than this document. Is not 
the reality that the Government do not 
want MPs to see the full legal advice, for 
fear of the political consequences?

There is no point whatever in trying 
to hide behind the Law Officers’ 
convention. The “Ministerial Code” 
and “Erskine May” are very clear: 
Ministers have the discretion, under that 
convention, to make advice available 
in exceptional circumstances. What 
circumstances could be more exceptional 
than these? The economic, political and 
constitutional integrity of our country is 
at stake. I quote paragraph 82 of the legal 
commentary: “The Agreement does not 
contain any provision on its termination. 
In the absence of such a provision, 
it is not possible under international 
law…to withdraw from the Agreement 
unilaterally.”

A straight question to the Attorney 
General: can be direct me or the House 
to any other international treaty to which 
the UK is party that it has no unilateral 
right to terminate? Can he even name 
one?

Furthermore, articles 1.4 and 2.1 of 
the backstop protocol are clear that its 
provisions “shall apply unless…they 
are superseded, in whole or in part, by a 
subsequent agreement.”

[Interruption.] No, the “in whole or 
in part” bit was not commented on in 
the statement, actually. Put simply, that 
means that parts of the backstop could 
become permanent, even in the event 
of a trade deal being agreed. I ask the 
Attorney General directly: what is his 
view on which parts of the backstop 
arrangement in this protocol are most 
likely to become permanent?

May I raise with the Attorney General 
the issue of the impact on the Good 
Friday agreement? Page 306 of the 
withdrawal agreement refers to the need 
for the protocol to be implemented so as 
to

“maintain the necessary conditions for 
continued North-South cooperation,” 
including the conditions for possible 
new arrangements in accordance with 

the 1998 agreement. So can the Attorney 
General tell the House, in his view: first, 
which new arrangements he believes 
would be in accordance with the 1998 
Good Friday agreement; and, secondly, 
which arrangements he believes would 
not be in accordance with it? 

In the first instance it will be for you, 
Mr Speaker, to rule on whether there 
has been an arguable case of contempt 
for what we on the Opposition Benches 
believe to be a failure to comply with the 
motion of 13 November. For the sake of 
our economy, our jobs and our futures, 
all possible information should be made 
available to Members of this House. The 
Government should do the right thing 
and make the full advice available. With 
so much at stake for all our constituents 
and with eight days to go before the vote 
on the deal, this House and this country 
deserve better from this Government.

The Attorney General First, let me 
say to the hon. Gentleman that he has far 
better than any advice I may or may not 
have given to the Government: he can 
ask me. All he has to do is ask and he will 
receive, because I will give him a frank 
answer. [Interruption.] It is very rare for 
the Attorney General to appear to answer 
questions in the House on matters of 
law. I am doing so, so that Opposition 
and Government Members can have a 
full, frank and thorough opportunity to 
ask me, as the Government’s chief legal 
adviser and as an adviser to the House 
on constitutional and legal matters, what 
our legal position is. I assure the House 
that if questions are asked, I shall answer 
them candidly.

The hon. Gentleman told me that I had 
not said anything about the subsistence 
of the Northern Ireland protocol. Let 
me make no bones about the Northern 
Ireland protocol: it will subsist. We are 
indefinitely committed to it if it comes 
into force. There is no point in my trying 
or the Government trying to disguise that 
fact. The truth, however, is this: what is 
the political imperative of either entering 
into it or not entering into it? That is a 
calculated equation of risk that each 
Member of this House is going to have 
to weigh up, and do so against different 
alternatives.

The hon. Gentleman also mentioned 
that I should answer whether other 
treaties are permanent. Hundreds 
of treaties throughout the world are 
permanent—treaties on borders, treaties 
on rivers; the Vienna convention has 
entire sections on permanent treaties. 
If the hon. Gentleman wants me to 
enumerate some, I will write to him 
with them—I am afraid I do not have 
them to hand. There is an entire section 
of the Vienna convention on permanent 
treaties. The question whether we have a 
right to terminate under the convention is 
a matter of construction. Let me make it 
plain: there is no such right to terminate 
if the Northern Ireland protocol comes 
into force. The question of how likely 
it is to remain in force is a political 
judgment to be based on factors largely 
relating, as I have said, to in whose 
interests it would be to remain in it for 
longest. [Interruption.]
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

OUR FATHERS
As the UK grapples with Brexit, its 

press has noticeably, and ironically, 
increased its reporting on Italy. We are 
currently offered detailed coverage of 
the country’s financial struggles with 
the EU over its intention to increase 
the budget deficit above permitted 
levels. On 1 December, Julian Coman 
the Guardian’s Joint Opinion Editor, 
published an extended article about 
a town in Tuscany where their Lega 
mayor was withdrawing financial 
assistance to migrants. This is very 
relevant to Lega leader Matteo 
Salvini’s much reported refusal to 
permit the embarkation of migrants 
at Italian ports.

The coalition of Luigi di Maio’s 
M5S (Five Star) and La Lega refused 
to retreat from their election promises 
which would necessitate additional 
government expenditure. Salvini, 
who refuses to accept EU diktats, 
was more adamant than Di Maio 
that there would be no change of 
course. The EU initially threatened 
sanctions. They then softened their 
approach preferring to say that this 
was a blunt and counter-productive 
strategy. Finance Minister Giovanni 
Tria and Premier Conte then made 
a trip to the EU Commission to 
smooth waters. The same Conte 
that Francisco Manacorda called 
“the ectoplasm of a premier” in La 
Repubblica of 3 December. 

One of the main issues is the cost 
of the repeal of the Fornero pension 
changes whereby Mario Monti’s 
technocratic government raised the 
retirement age to 67. This was an 
election pledge of both parties. This 
is called the Fornero law after the 
pensions expert Elsa Fornero who 
introduced this highly unpopular 
measure in 2011 as a strategy to save 
an initial Є80bn in the following 9 
years. 

Salvini provocatively announced 
during the current financial stand-off 
with the EU that the coalition’s repeal 
of Fornero would start in February. 
And that they, meaning the coalition, 
had done more in five months than 

others had done in five years.  Fake 
news, as La Repubblica easily proved 
in an analysis of parliamentary bills 
passed in the first few months of 
previous new administrations.

Meanwhile Di Maio, Salvini’s co 
Vice-Premier, received headlines 
such as the following in La 
Repubblica of 30 November: “In the 
space of six months Salvini has eaten 
the M5S”. This is demonstrated 
by the rise in La Lega’s popularity 
from 17.4 at the General Election, 
to 33.3% in November 2018, 
compared to M5S’s 32.7% which 
dropped to 25.9%. Salvini’s rating, 
personally, in November, was 52% 
and Di Maio’s 39%. The parties are 
now all waiting for the results of the 
European elections in May.

Di Maio was hit in November 
by an interesting schadenfreude 
boomerang. M5S have long pilloried 
all other Italian political groups for 
their establishmentarianism, their 
corruption and dishonesty. Three 
complex cases led to a position of 
considerable embarrassment for Di 
Maio.

First up is parliamentarian and 
ex-Minister Maria Elena Boschi, 
“MEB”, often also nicknamed “the 
Queen”. Boschi worked closely 
with Matteo Renzi, holding senior 
roles in his and also Gentiloni’s Pd 
(Partito Democratico) Government. 
Her father, Pierluiugi, was the Vice 
President of Banca Etruria when 
it went into receivership. He was 
accused of management failures 
and, relevantly, his daughter was 
a shareholder. MEB faced a M5S 
parliamentary no-confidence motion, 
in the words of a Huffpost article, for 
her “constant intertwining of public 
role and private position”.

Next is Matteo’s Renzi’s father, 
Tiziano Renzi. He was pilloried 
by M5S while being investigated 
for abusing his influence. The case 
involved his role at Consip the 
state-owned company dealing with 
public procurement. Tiziano was 
investigated for receiving money 
and also for his involvement with 

people who had been arrested for 
various illegal activities. Tiziano 
was cleared. But at one point a 
conversation between Matteo and 
Tiziano had been bugged. Father 
had said to his son that he hadn’t 
been at the meeting in question. But 
Matteo is heard to tell his Father 
that he mustn’t tell the police that 
his Mother was also present.  Beppe 
Grillo, the then leader of M5S, said 
that “the Consip scandal is an atomic 
bomb in Italian politics”.

And to Luigi Di Maio, whose father 
Antonio was accused of employing 
and exploiting illegal workers and 
building without planning permission 
and legal contracts. The press found 
a photograph of Luigi sitting by a 
swimming pool but in front of an 
illegally built building. Antonio 
apologised on Facebook, saying that 
his son was neither involved nor 
had anything to do with the family 
business. Shortly afterwards, on 3 
December, Luigi himself dissolved 
the business, Arsima Srl, putting 
his brother Guiseppe in charge as 
liquidator. 

The personal and institutional 
fallout has been significant. Internally 
his previous close M5S colleague, 
rival and fellow parliamentarian 
Alessandro Di Battista actually 
congratulated him on his handling of 
the matter. 

MEB appeared in a very solumn 
video and was immediately criticised 
on Facebook by Peter Gomez the 
Director of Il Fatto Quotidiano. He 
called her a hypocrite, with a clear 
political motive behind the support 
for her father and her theatrically 
outraged rejection of what she called 
“M5S’s mud-slinging”. She called 
Di Maio (who is also relevantly the 
Labour Minister) “The Minister of 
illegal workers”.

Tiziano Renzi stuck a tongue in 
cheek knife into Di Maio: “if I had 
done what Mr. Di Maio did, the Five 
Stars would have already asked for 


