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The Last Throw Of The Dice?
On 15 February 2003 more than a million 

people marched in London against the UK’s 
participation in the invasion of Iraq. Prime 
Minister Blair ignored them and joined President 
Bush in what became the most calamitous foreign 
policy decision since the Suez crisis of 1956. 

On 23 March 2019 a similar number of people 
walked from Park Lane in London to the Palace 
of Westminster in support of a second referendum 
on the UK’s membership of the European Union 
(EU). Prime Minister May indicated that their 
action would have no effect on the decision to 
leave the EU, made in the referendum of 23 June 
2016. She is not on their side. And that had been 
made abundantly clear in her televised address to 
the nation three days earlier.

May’s frustration at the impasse over her 
withdrawal agreement, otherwise known as the 
deal, was apparent in her demeanour and the tone 
of her address. The address, in which she blamed 
MPs for the lengthy delay in getting her deal 
through Parliament, received a hostile reception 
from MPs on all sides. For them her action was 
the final straw. She, not her backbenchers, was 
the problem. Her address was unprecedented in 
modern times. May was effectively telling the 
people that their representatives in parliament 
were simply not up to the job. It’s little wonder 
that voters have such a low opinion of MPs when 
the Prime Minister appears to agree with them, 
with the right-wing Europhobe press in support.

The deal had been heavily defeated on two 
occasions and May’s efforts to improve it had 
been unsuccessful. Hemmed in by the EU on one 
side and her own Eurosceptic backbenchers on 
the other, she was looking defeat in the face once 

more. In desperation, she said that the deal would 
only be put to a third meaningful vote if it had a 
chance of success. This is unlikely, given that the 
deal locks the UK in a customs union, the bete 
noir of the hard brexiteers, until the backstop has 
been resolved. This could be a matter of years, 
not months.

Theresa May’s insistence that she wants what 
is best for the country disguises her primary aim 
of preventing the Tory party from falling apart. 
Although highly respected for her resilience, 
many of  her MPs say that in order to leave the 
EU with an agreed deal, she has to go. However, 
the $64,000 question is, how would a change 
of leader improve the chances of getting the 
deal through Parliament and at the same time 
bring the Tory party together? There are willing 
contenders for the leadership but no agreement 
among Tory MPs as to who should lead.

The only viable option is for May to soldier 
on and make a last attempt to win support for 
the deal. She could do this in spite of  Speaker 
Bercow’s reference to a law of 1604 (according 
to Erskine May) that the same (unchanged) 
proposition cannot be brought to the House of 
Commons in the same parliamentary session. In 
order to do so it must be a different deal.

The EU has told May that two options are 
available. If the deal falls a third time then on 
12 April the UK can leave without a deal; have a 
longer extension; or revoke Article 50. (Although 
on 13 March MPs voted by a majority of 43 against 
leaving without a deal, it was not a legally binding 
vote). Alternatively, if the deal is passed, the UK 
will have until 22 May, the day before elections 
to the European Parliament, to prepare the legal  
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arrangements for leaving the 
EU. A deadline after that date 
would involve the UK in the 
European Parliament elections. 
Effectively acknowledging 
the UK’s membership of the 
EU. And May has set her face 
determinedly against this.

Where does Labour stand on 
all this? Its 2018 conference 
adopted a series of options 
to address the issues arising 
from the result of the 2016 
referendum. One of which, 
failing the holding of a general 
election, was to press the case 
for a second referendum. In 
recent weeks Corbyn has 
appeared to give some support 
for this, providing the deal was 
credible and acceptable to the 
party. But Labour is in a weak 
moral position here. The great 
majority of its MPs voted to 
trigger Article 50 which set the 
UK on a path to leave the EU, 
as did most of the members of  
The Independent Group, now 
criticising Corbyn for what they 
say is his failure to lead Labour 
in support of a ‘People’s Vote’. 

After much toing and froing 
between London and Brussels 
with little change to the  deal 
Theresa May accepted it 
wouldn’t command a majority 
in the House of Commons. 
Following the passing of the 
Letwin/Grieve amendment on 
25 March MPs took control 
of the Brexit process through 
a series of ‘indicative votes’. 
These involve debating and 
voting on a range of options. 
But as the options to her deal are 
non-binding, she has stated that 
she will refuse to implement 
any option but her own. 
However, a vote in favour of 
one or another would have real 
political significance. Labour’s 
best bet is to support a ‘soft 

Brexit’. This would distance 
the party from the Tories and 
may have a reasonable chance 
of success.

MPs may feel that they 
are taking back control by 
asserting the sovereignty of 
parliament. But out in the 
country there is an increasing 
view that the political system 
is broken. A feeling that the 
two party system of political 
conflict no longer serves the 
interests of the people. This is 
an understandable position to 
hold, given the political chaos 
in the House of Commons 
following the result of the 
June 2016 referendum. Voters, 
mostly in traditional Labour 
seats, have felt left behind for 
decades, and believe that the 
political system doesn’t work 
for them. Austerity in recent 
years under Coalition and Tory 
governments has simply piled 
extra pain on their already 
blighted lives. This feeling of 
desperation and helplessness 
was one of a number of factors 
that led to the referendum 
result.

When Brexit has been finally 
resolved, and we have until 22 
May and no later to leave the 
EU, discussions will begin on 
the UK’s future political and 
economic relationship with the 
EU. And that may prove to be 
as problematic as Brexit itself.

Footnote: The editorial was 
written before the indicative 
votes were taken and before  
Theresa May announced that 
she would stand down as 
Prime Minister if her deal 
was passed by the House of 
Commons.
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Prime Minister’s Review
07 August 1918 Part Three
Herbert Louis Samuel (Viscount 

Samuel) was born in Liverpool on 6 
November 1870. He was raised as a 
practising Jew but while at Oxford in 
1892 he rejected all religious belief. 
Samuel was elected as Liberal member 
for the Cleveland division of Yorkshire in 
1902 and was appointed to the cabinet by 
Prime Minister Asquith in 1909. In 1915 
he put forward the idea of establishing a 
British protectorate over Palestine. His 
ideas influenced the Balfour declaration 
of 1917. Samuel resigned as Home 
Secretary when Lloyd George replaced 
Asquith as Prime Minister in 1916. He 
died on 5 February 1963.

Mr. HERBERT SAMUEL The 
whole House has been deeply interested 
in the Prime Minister’s wide survey 
of the naval, military, and political 
situation. It has been an encouraging 
survey. He has wisely warned us not 
to be unduly optimistic It is plain that 
we are still far from a decision, but the 
fact remains that at this moment the 
prospects of the Allied cause are bright. 
The House has been grateful, and I think 
the country will be grateful, for the items 
of new information which the right hon. 
Gentleman has given us with respect to 
the naval and military position. After 
all, this is the nation’s war. It is not the 
Government’s war. It is not Parliament’s 
war. It is the war of the whole people, and 
the more fully and the more frequently 
the Government can place the nation in 
possession of the facts relating to the 
situation, the more they will be able to 
maintain the interest and the enthusiasm 
both of the people at home and of the 
troops in the field. 

There are two points arising in the right 
hon. Gentleman’s speech which, I think, 
are likely, though they were mentioned 
incidentally, to attract very considerable 
attention. The first was the statement 
that at the time we entered this War 
we had a compact with France which 
required us to come to her assistance if 
she were wantonly attacked. I think the 
Prime Minister, if he reviews the facts, 
will find that his memory has deceived 
him as to that. Our hands were entirely 
free. The matter was made perfectly 
clear by my Noble Friend Lord Grey in 
his speech which he made in this House 
on the fateful 3rd August, in which he 
dealt specifically with that point, and as 
the point is one of very great importance, 
first, for the sake of the accuracy of 

historical record, and, secondly, to 
prevent misunderstanding with regard to 
our relations, not only with France but 
also with Belgium, I think it is necessary 
to read one or two passages: I come 
first, now, to the question of British 
obligations. I have assured the House, 
and the Prime Minister has assured the 
House more than once, that if any crisis 
such as this arose we should come before 
the House of Commons and be able to 
say to the House that it was free to decide 
what the British attitude should be, that 
we would have no secret engagement 
which we should spring upon the House 
and tell the House that because we had 
entered into that engagement there was 
an obligation of honour upon the country.

Further, he said: In this present 
crisis, up till yesterday, we have given 
no promise of anything more than 
diplomatic support. Further, he said the 
French Government earlier had said: 
‘If you think it possible that the public 
opinion of Great Britain might, should a 
sudden crisis arise, justify you in giving 
to France the armed support which you 
cannot promise in advance you will 
not be able to give that support, even 
if you wish to give it, when the time 
comes unless some conversations have 
already taken place between naval and 
military experts.’ There was force in 
that. I agreed to it and authorised those 
conversations to take place, but on the 
distinct understanding that nothing 
which passed between military or naval 
experts should bind either Government 
or restrict in any way their freedom to 
make a decision as to whether or not they 
would give that support when the time 
arose.”—[OFFICIAL REPORT, 3rd 
August, 1914, col. 1812, Vol. 65.] 

Then he quoted the correspondence 
which had taken place between the two 
Governments which was afterwards 
presented to Parliament in a White 
Paper at the beginning of the War which 
substantiated that statement. The remark 
into which the Prime Minister was led 
may, I fear, give rise to a somewhat 
false impression. It is essential that 
the country should not think there was 
anything in the nature of a secret treaty 
or any private compact which obliged 
us at the beginning of August, 1914, 
to enter this War. It was our sense of 
duty, our obligation under the treaty 

that safeguarded the independence 
of Belgium, and our sense of duty to 
safeguard the reign of public law and the 
freedom of Europe against the wanton 
aggression of the moment, and that 
alone, and no specific contract with the 
French Government which required us at 
that time to enter this War.

The second point to which I think 
special reference should be made was 
the statement of the Prime Minister that 
the reverse of 21st March was due to the 
fact that unity of command had not been 
established and that the reserves were not 
ready. That was a very grave statement.

The PRIME MINISTER I made 
a series of statements. The right hon. 
Gentleman has overlooked them. I gave 
three or four reasons why the Germans 
were in a superior position. The first 
was the fact that they had had rest and 
training, and that they had been able to 
bring back troops from Russia. That was 
the first, and I gave two or three others. I 
only put that among the number.

Mr. SAMUEL But the right hon. 
Gentleman agreed that it was among 
them.

The PRIME MINISTER I know. 
But there is a great difference between 
saying it was attributable to lack of unity 
of command, and saying that was one of 
the reasons.

Mr. SAMUEL The right hon. 
Gentleman said it was partly attributable 
to the lack of unity of command, and to 
the fact that reserves were not ready to 
be thrown into the field at the strategic 
point at which they were necessary. 
The House of Commons, which will 
remember the Debates which took place 
last November, will have heard that 
with much surprise, for at that time the 
Prime Minister assured the House that 
the arrangements which he had made 
at Versailles were such as to secure 
adequate co-ordination of the forces of 
the Allies and to ensure that, should any 
dangerous blow be struck, it would be 
effectively parried by the forces which 
were available in the country. While 
we rejoice that it was possible to send 
from this country 268,000 men at such 
short notice, and while we cordially 
congratulate the Government and the 
War Office on the rapidity with which 
they were thrown across the Channel at 
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the crucial moment, the House will feel that 
if those large forces had been available on 
the spot and had already been dispatched in 
anticipation of a blow being struck, the battle 
might have taken a different course.

The PRIME MINISTER They were 
drafts.

Mr. SAMUEL If they were available and 
were not sent across, why were they not sent 
across?

The PRIME MINISTER Had the right 
hon. Gentleman known something about it, 
he would not have made that statement These 
were drafts to fill up gaps in divisions which 
were already in existence.

Mr. SAMUEL Were there no fresh 
divisions?

The PRIME MINISTER They were kept 
there as drafts in order to fill up gaps

Mr. SAMUEL Were there not a 
considerable number of units which were 
sent over? The right hon. Gentleman suggests 
that I do not know very much about armies. 
But I had the advantage of sitting as chairman 
of a Sub-committee on expenditure at the 
War Office for several months, and in that 
connection we repeatedly had drawn to our 
attention the very large forces which were 
being kept in this country, and we drew the 
attention of the House to the matter on more 
than one occasion in our Reports.

The House will, I am sure, join with 
the Prime Minister in his expression of 
profound admiration for the really wonderful 
achievement of the American Government 
and people in sending over in so brief a 
space a million and a third of men across the 
Atlantic, in spite of difficulties of shipping, 
in spite of the, perils of the submarine. 
It is the most marvellous achievement in 
transportation. I suppose no such large 
proportion of the human family has ever been 
transported by water in so short a space of 
time since the Flood. The American Army 
through its numbers, through the bravery of 
its troops, and the skill of its leaders, is likely 
to prove the decisive factor in this War. The 
right hon. Gentleman, and the House will join 
with him, has expressed the admiration we all 
feel for the gallantry of the armies of France 
which, after cruel losses and in the midst of 
a terrible strain, showing all the vigour of the 
first days of war, with their capital in danger, 
have repelled the dangerous blow directed 
against them. Italy is also entitled to our 
congratulations for her striking success on 
the Piave.

A few days ago the Chancellor of the 
Exchequer, speaking on questions relating to 
Italy, said that the Italian Minister of Finance 
had expressed some regret that the opinion 
seemed to be prevalent in some quarters 
in this country that Italy was animated by 
Imperialistic ambitions in her participation 
in this War. If such views are held, I am 
certain they are held by a small proportion of 
our people. To suggest that Italy, in desiring 
to re-unite to herself the Italian population 
at present under foreign domination, is 
animated by a spirit of aggression and a spirit 
of annexation is, I think, as unreasonable as it 
would have been to suggest that Garibaldi was 

an Imperialist or Mazzini an annexationist in 
the days when they were seeking to unite 
with Italy the plains of Lombardy then under 
Austrian domination. The House views 
with satisfaction the fact that the Italian 
Government has been able to unite her policy 
with that of the Jugo-Slavs with whose aims 
and desires we cordially sympathise.

If, after the War, we are to see established 
a new world order under the auspices 
of a League of Nations, I, for one, feel 
perfectly convinced that we cannot leave 
these questions of nationality unsettled. 
The difficulties which stand in the way of 
a League of Nations are indeed great, but 
they will merge into impossibilities if these 
territorial matters are left unsettled or if they 
are settled wrongly. If peace comes, still 
leaving large bodies of Frenchmen under 
the rule of Germans or of Italians under 
Austrians, of Czechs and other nationalities 
deprived of the right of choosing their own 
governments, then a League of Nations, 
which will be required to keep the peace of 
the world under those conditions, would be 
very little better than the Holy Alliance of a 
hundred years ago under another name. It is 
only by removing old wrongs that you will 
be able to lay broad and firm the foundations 
of new rights. And with what the Foreign 
Secretary on that point said when in dealing 
in a recent Debate with a League of Nations 
I wholly agree.

But the House felt some disappointment 
with the Foreign Secretary’s speech on that 
occasion. He dwelt at considerable length 
with all the difficulties, and we know there 
are difficulties, which stand in the way 
of a League of Nations, and at the end of 
his speech he declared himself one of its 
enthusiastic advocates. It was a negative 
speech with a positive peroration, and I 
fear that the longer and more negative part 
is likely to attract more attention than the 
concluding words. We were gratified to hear 
from the Prime Minister that he is a believer 
in the League of Nations. I could wish that 
he, on behalf of the Government, would 
strike a clearer note in that connection. Many 
of the speeches made by members of the 
Government give an impression that there 
is, if not a division of opinion, at least no 
great driving power behind this movement 
to establish a League of Nations. The tones 
which ring from Washington sound very 
differently from those which come from 
Downing Street, and I could wish that the 
Prime Minister and others would declare in 
unmistakable language that they, too, regard 
the establishment of a League of Nations, 
next to the winning of the War itself, as the 
greatest and highest task that lies before the 
statesmen and the peoples of the world.

There are some, and the Prime Minister 
referred to them in the concluding passages 
of his speech, who consider that the moment 
has already come when we might possibly 
enter into negotiations with our enemy for 
the conclusion of this prolonged struggle, 
that if our war aims were restated and if steps 
were taken to enter, at all events into informal 
conversations, there is a prospect of a speedy 
ending of the War. Let the House recall 
what the facts are. In January last the Prime 
Minister made a statement, clear and specific, 

of the war aims of this country and its Allies. 
It previously had been shown to and approved 
by my right hon. Friend the Member for East 
Fife and Lord Grey. It was soon afterwards 
followed by a statement not dissimilar in 
terms by the Labour party of this country 
and then by another from President Wilson. 
To all those there has been from Germany no 
response—a few generalities, but no specific 
statement on general lines of the war aims of 
Germany and the conditions upon which she 
would be prepared to enter into peace. On the 
contrary, as the Prime Minister has reminded 
us, there have been, first, the treaties at Brest-
Litovsk and with Roumania in which they 
trampled underfoot all the great principles 
for which this country entered the War; and 
there was another significant incident when 
the German Foreign Minister, who ventured 
to suggest that the War would not be ended 
only by the sword, was dismissed from office, 
and his place taken by an uncompromising 
German militarist. It appears to me, speaking 
for myself alone, that Lord Lansdowne and 
those who think with him carry us no further 
by declarations such as those which have 
recently come from that quarter.

The spirit which has plunged the world 
into this catastrophe is still dominant in 
Germany, and it is clear that the prospects 
of an early peace are not bright. In this 
connection, I would like to call the Prime 
Minister’s attention to a speech delivered in 
the last two or three days by his colleague in 
the War Cabinet, the right hon. Member for 
Blackfriars. It was an interesting address to 
a gathering in Cambridge, in the course of 
which he used these very significant words. 
And the context shows that he means that it 
is a proposal for the present time: I should 
like to see an International Hague Conference 
arranged by the Entente Powers at which 
there should be representatives not only of 
Governments but of peoples. I should like 
to see at such a conference representatives 
of organised labour, religion and commerce 
drawn from America, France, Great Britain, 
Italy and the Allied countries generally. At 
that conference the Governments might 
revise their peace aims. I should like to ask 
the Prime Minister, or any of his colleagues 
who may speak later in the Debate, whether 
that statement made by a member of the 
War Cabinet, not a Departmental Minister, 
represents the considered opinion of the 
Government, whether it was made with full 
Cabinet responsibility, and whether it is the 
policy of the Government to summon such 
a conference at an early date, and, if so, 
whether it is intended at that conference to 
revise the war aims of the Allies?

I believe that the Resolution of this House 
and the people with regard to the prosecution 
of the War remains the same as it was four 
years ago, but that is because our war aims 
remain in all essentials at the same high 
level that they were on when we entered 
into conflict. Anything which tends to lower 
them, to make it appear to the nation and 
the world that we are engaged in a struggle 
which essentially is an economic struggle, 
and that the settlement that we wish to see 
is a settlement which must deal primarily 
or largely with trade questions—any such 
tendency as that would degrade the whole 
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conflict on to a lower level, and would, I 
believe, lessen the unity of the Allies and 
decrease the enthusiasm of our Armies. 
When we ourselves invest in War Bonds 
and ask others to do so, or pay our taxes, 
we are accustomed to say, “What, after all, 
is wealth compared to the lives of our men? 
When they are risking their very existence it 
would be a shame for any at home to refuse 
to give all their goods, if need were, in order 
to carry through the cause for which that 
great sacrifice is made.” But the converse 
has also to be taken into account. What is 
wealth compared with lives? Nothing! What 
are lives compared with wealth? Everything! 
I do not think the nation would be prepared 
to prolong this struggle for any purposes of 
trade advantage. Germany makes it the object 
of her propaganda continually to represent the 
British Empire and America as being engaged 
in a mercenary struggle, that our real purpose 
is to destroy Germany’s economic power 
and to make ourselves the trade masters of 
the world. It is absolutely untrue. Those who 
really know the spirit of these two countries 
are well aware that this is a calumny, but let 
our public men beware that they do not give 
colour and substance to that propaganda by 
the speeches and declarations that they make.

I, for one, agree that if at the end of the War 
we are faced by a Germany still militarist, 
still aggressive, still formidable, then it 
may be necessary to use every economic 
weapon in our power in order to prevent her 
recovering her strength. But that would mean 
that we had in essence lost the War, that we 
had failed to achieve the objects which we set 
out to attain. Our trade measures then would 
not be economic measures, but measures of 
defence. They would not be regarded from 
the standpoint of national wealth, but from 
the standpoint of national security. There 
are those who put in the forefront those 
questions of economic warfare after the War 
to be carried out regardless of the terms of 
peace, and whether we have achieved or 
not achieved our war aims, and the most 
vehement advocate in this country at the 
present time of what I regard as the counsel 
of despair is the Prime Minister of Australia, 
Mr. Hughes. Any man is, of course, entitled 
to enter the arena of political controversy 
in this country, and to make violent attacks 
upon political parties here and upon political 
leaders, but I would venture to suggest that 
before Mr. Hughes did so he ought properly 
to have divested himself of his character 
of Prime Minister of Australia. The whole 
nation, irrespective of party or of opinion, 
would wish to treat with profound respect 
and deference anyone who speaks here as the 
representative of one of our great Dominions. 
All the more necessary is it that he should not 
advance in such terms, a policy which, by a 
very large proportion, and many of us think 
the majority, of the nation, is regarded as 
being calculated to keep the world in a state 
of continual animosity and armed conflict—
above all, he should not, speaking with the 
character and in the position he occupies, 
accuse those who disagree with him as being 
consciously or unconsciously agents of 
Germany.

The Prime Minister’s survey dealt mainly, 
indeed entirely, with the issues of the War. He 

did not touch upon matters of domestic policy, 
but I cannot refrain from reminding him that 
the one weakness in our position in this 
country arises from the condition of Ireland. 
I do not think this House should separate for 
the Recess without a word of warning, and 
a very earnest warning, being addressed to 
the Government in respect to the measures 
they might take in October, possibly before 
the House meets, with respect to military 
service in Ireland. I do not propose to dwell 
upon this matter, but I cannot refrain from 
recalling the words used very wisely by the 
Chief Secretary a few days ago when he said: 
The Germans want trouble in Ireland. They 
want that species of trouble which will keep 
our troops in Ireland instead of sending them 
to the front. That is very true, and I would 
ask him to bear in mind his own words before 
he comes to decide with his colleagues the 
course to be adopted in regard to enforcing 
compulsory military service upon the Irish 
people against their declared will. We have, 
in regard to Ireland, thrown away a powerful 
resource of military and moral strength by 
our handling of the Irish situation, which 
I do not say by this Government, but by all 
Governments during the War has been the 
greatest failure of British statesmanship 
during the course of this straggle.

There is another very important matter to 
which I sincerely trust the Government will 
give their earnest attention in the Recess, and 
that is the position in regard to shipbuilding, 
which remains disappointing. I am sure the 
House in all quarters is very dissatisfied at 
the results that have so far been obtained in 
respect to British shipbuilding. The amount 
of British tonnage which is available for all 
the purposes upon which the War makes 
great call is still declining. Although the 
sinking have decreased, and the building 
has increased, the fact remains that in the 
first half of this year the tonnage of British 
shipping has decreased by half a million 
tons. That is a loss which we can very ill 
afford. Although the month of June shows 
better figures, our mercantile tonnage is still 
decreasing at the rate of 300,000 tons a year. 
It is the case, as we gratefully acknowledge, 
that the stupendous efforts of the American 
shipbuilders are increasing very largely the 
tonnage of the Allies, but I believe it is the 
case that whatever new tonnage they can 
put into the water will be needed to feed and 
supply the immense increases of American 
troops that are being sent, happily, month 
after month to France. The policy in regard 
to the national shipyards has been a deep 
disappointment. It has involved so far vast 
expenditure with no ships, and I feel certain 
that when we come back again in October 
one of the first matters to which the House 
will direct its attention will be this vital 
question of shipbuilding, and there will be 
deep disappointment if the figures in the 
meantime do not show a great improvement. 
I should like to refer to two other matters 
of domestic policy. One is the Ministry of 
Health, in which many of us are keenly 
interested. There is disappointment in regard 
to that matter. We have had promises month 
after month and week after week that the Bill, 
which has been long under deliberation, will 
at once be produced.

The PRIME MINISTER I did not enter 
into this question, because I did not know 
that it would be in order to discuss questions 
of legislation. If it be so, I must invite some 
of my colleagues who are in charge of these 
various matters to address the House.

Mr. DEPUTY-SPEAKER (Mr. Whitley) 
I do not think it will be in order to refer to 
matters which require legislation.

Mr. SAMUEL I was not criticising the 
right hon. Gentleman for not having dealt 
with this matter. I said no word of criticism 
because I did not expect him to do so. I was 
not in order in referring to the Ministry of 
Health because that does require legislation, 
and it is not in order on this occasion. This is 
the first time I have fallen into that slip during 
the sixteen years I have been a Member of 
this House. There is another matter which 
I think it is necessary to deal with to-day 
because this is the only opportunity we shall 
have of doing so, and it is one of urgency; 
I refer to the question of the plans of the 
Government for dealing after the War with 
problems of housing—a very urgent matter 
and one of profound national importance. 
There are some of us, Members of all parties 
of both Houses, who have been meeting 
together for some weeks past to examine 
the Government’s proposals in regard to 
housing, and we have come deliberately to 
the conclusion that they are inadequate. I 
think that most Members who have taken a 
close interest in this matter are of the opinion 
that the proposals of the Local Government 
Board and the Government with regard to 
housing after the War are not satisfactory. 
The terms are not such as to secure the 
building of houses upon an adequate 
scale, there are no measures to secure the 
enlistment of the assistance of public utility 
societies and private enterprise; and there is 
insufficient security for economic building 
and management. In fact, the Government 
have not taken hold of this question with big 
enough grip. I suggest to the Prime Minister, 
who has done me the honour to listen to my 
speech, that the Government ought to deal 
with the question of housing with something 
of the spirit and something of the grasp 
with which he dealt with the question of 
munitions of war, and that they should take 
steps to provide the nation with the building 
materials necessary and with the houses 
essential for the people with something of 
the same energy with which they provided 
themselves with munitions of war; but with 
a somewhat closer regard to financial control. 
On that depends the health of the people, 
temperance, industrial efficiency, agricultural 
development and social contentedness. All 
these things are bound up with the housing 
question, and those of us who are specially 
interested in this subject desire to warn the 
House and Government in time. We believe 
that unless they change their present policy 
there will be grave disappointment, and that 
the measures which they take will not be 
adequate for the after-war conditions. Unless 
these steps are taken now we believe it will 
be too late to take them later. In conclusion, 
let me say that the House will disperse for the 
Recess much cheered and encouraged by the 
Prime Minister’s survey of the War situation.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Twitter and Tear Gas
Twitter and Tear Gas, the Power and 

Fragility of Networked Protest is a book 
published in 2016 which could describe 
the Gilets Jaunes movement, born two 
years later.  It is available to download 
free on https://www.twitterandteargas.
org/downloads/twitter-and-tear-gas-by-
zeynep-tufekci.pdf

The author says:
[Doing things ad hoc through social 

media] “allows for the organization, for 
example, of big protests or major online 
campaigns with minimal effort and 
advance-work, but this empowerment 
can come along with a seemingly 
paradoxical weakness. […] many 
such movements lose out on network 
internalities or the gains in resilience and 
collective decision-making and acting 
capacity that emerge from the long-
term work of negotiation and interaction 
required to maintain the networks as 
functioning and durable social and 
political structures. In the past, this was 
more organic to the process of taking 
care of tasks and preparation for acts 
of protest, from rallies to marches to 
producing dissident media—there was 
no other way to do it quickly or on-the-
fly.”

It’s not just the durability of the 
movement that is at stake, but also its 
decision making and especially adoption 
of long term aims.  

The French institute of statistics 
INSEE calculated that since the GJ 
movement caused shops and restaurants 
to close on 19 consecutive Saturdays 
and kept tourists away, they caused a 2,5 
bn euros loss, or 0,1 of GDP.  But this 
was just a patch of ‘turbulence’ (or air 
pocket as they say in French [trou d’air], 
commentators said. 

Gilets Jaunes 18th weekend
The movement had been dwindling in 

numbers.   On the 18th Saturday however, 
16 March, numbers rose again.  The top 
end restaurant near the Arc de Triomphe, 
Fouquet’s, was vandalised and set on 
fire, banks and shops had their protective 
boards torn off and burned, there was 

looting.  The prefect of the Paris police 
was sacked for mishandling the situation, 
and for giving orders to reduce the use of 
rubber bullets (!).  At his inauguration, 
the new préfet was told he must have a 
firm hand (pas la main qui tremble, not 
the hand that trembles) and given as 
his model Clemenceau, famous strike 
breaker turned prime minister during 
WW1.  Meanwhile the fine for attending 
an undeclared demonstration went from 
38 Euros to 135.  (The GJ often do not 
declare their demonstrations in advance).  
The Champs Elysées, and famous 
squares in Bordeaux, Toulouse and Nice 
were forbidden to demonstrators ‘if there 
is a risk of violence’.

The government promised to use the 
army in conjunction with the police 
to prevent a recurrence next Saturday 
23rd March. Their role will be to guard 
buildings.

Le Journal de 20h [News at 8] is 
the state TV daily news programme, 
much criticised by the GJ for bias.  An 
alternative source of information on 
the internet, called ‘Le Media’ has a 
news bulletin called ‘l’autre 20h’ [the 
other News at 8].  It gave a large place 
to other events of the 16 March barely 
mentioned elsewhere:  the presence of 
GJ in other marches, the one against 
police violence, made up of supporters 
of various groups including comité pour 
Adama, named after a young man who 
died after being arrested.  That march 
left from the Madeleine area and met the 
second demonstration joined by some 
GJ, ‘la marche du siècle’ [March of the 
century] at Opera, to finish at Place de la 
République.

La marche du siècle was for climate and 
environment.  The leader of Greenpeace 
France interviewed by Le Media said 
that social and ecological problems went 
together.  The largest banner, held across 
the street, read: ‘fin du monde, fin du 
mois, même combat’.  (End of the world, 
end of the month, same struggle).  That 
march gathered 100,000 people in Paris 
and 300,000 altogether in France.  

Saturday 23rd passed without violence.  
There were arrests starting early in 
the morning and a couple of passers-

by found themselves fined 135 euros 
just for being on the Champs Elysees.  
Strikingly, the black blocs were 
absent.  The army was surprised by the 
president’s announcement, since soldiers 
of the anti-terrorist group ‘Sentinelle’ 
have been deployed in all previous GJ 
demonstrations.  The GJ did not march 
on the Champs Elysees or near the Arc 
de Triomphe, instead they marched in 
the direction of the Sacré Coeur for 
which some GJ had obtained official 
permission.

Where is the ex National Front?
Now called Rassemblement National, 

the ex NF has not profited from the 
Gilets Jaunes movement.

It is remarkable how the Gilets Jaunes 
are not preoccupied by immigration. 
Perhaps they are lying when they say 
they are not, but it seems to be genuine: 
in the many interviews with individuals, 
in the slogans on their placards and 
on their jackets, in the demands and 
comments made during the great debate, 
immigration came very low down in the 
list of preoccupations.

Why is that? It’s because they know that 
the main question of our time is whether 
the new economic order is working or 
failing. It is failing for them. Factories 
close, very publicly, with useless attempts 
by government to stop it happening, and 
jobs are not being replaced by equivalent 
jobs. White collar jobs are lost, and 
managers hound employees until they 
leave.  The government then talks about 
‘helping those left behind by progress’ 
(globalisation), which doesn’t help their 
self-esteem. Especially since the help is 
not retraining people for well paid jobs, 
but giving them benefits.

The gilets jaunes live in the towns, 
suburbs and villages without secure 
well paid employment/services/public 
transport. Immigrants don’t live there. 
They live in the council estates near 
successful cities, and have plenty of 
problems of their own, especially youth 
unemployment, but they don’t appear to 
the gilets jaunes as the source of their 
difficulties.
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That should weaken the already weak 
ex National Front. Their main battle cry 
was the fight against immigration. It now 
appears that it wasn’t that that appealed 
most to the ‘left behind’. The Gilets Jaunes 
have refused to be diverted from their main 
preoccupations into the anti-immigrant 
dead end. They can’t be beaten with the 
‘racist’ stick. 

By not having an agreed national 
programme, or leaders or a permanent 
structure, their future is not certain.  They 
could disappear.  But their fragility is 
not just the speed with which they are 
organised on Facebook, it’s also that 
their class base is relatively small.  They 
are defined geographically rather than by 
income or employment.

Those ‘left behind by globalisation’ have 
not found a party or a union to represent 
them and defend them. The Socialists and 
the Communists have not adapted to the 
new situation, and all but disappeared. 
Neither has its own list for the European 
elections.

So it’s neck and neck between Macron’s 
party and Marine Le Pen for the European 
elections.  Never have elections been less 
meaningful.  It’s a made up party versus 
a hollow puppet.  That absence of parties 
to represent the interests of the population 
is not just ‘a patch of turbulence’, but 
seems set to continue, as will the anger 
of the Gilets Jaunes and the people of 
the banlieues.  Will the trade agreements 
with China following a mini summit in 
Paris with Angela Merkel, Jean-Claude 
Junker and Xi Jinping and the cooperation 
with Germany (e.g. the Franco-German 
Assembly) provide enough prosperity to 
restore contentment? 

Gilets Jaunes demands
—Translation from French
[The gilets jaunes demands cannot be 

said to have been adopted by all, but they 
have been sent to MPs and journalists, and 
published and discussed in the media.]

“Members of the French Parliament, we 
share with you the People’s Directives for 
you to transpose into LAW.

- Zero homeless: URGENT.
- More progressive income tax (more tax 

brackets). – minimum wage 1300 euros 
net.

- Support the small shops of villages 
and town centres. (Stop the construction 
of large commercial zones around the big 
cities that kill small businesses.) + free 
parking in city centres.

- Large scale housing insulation plan. 
(be ecological by helping households save 
money).

- Make the BIG (Macdonald’s, Google, 
Amazon, Carrefour ...) pay BIG and 
the small (artisans, small and medium 
businesses) pay small.

- Same social security system for all 
(including artisans and self-employed). 

- The retirement system must remain 
redistributive and therefore socialized. (No 
pension pots).

- End of the increase in fuel taxes.
- No retirement pension below 1200 

euros.
- Any elected representative will be 

entitled to the median salary. His transport 
costs will be monitored and reimbursed if 
they are justified. Right to the restaurant 
meal and holiday vouchers.

- The wages of all French people as 
well as pensions and allowances must be 
indexed to inflation.

- Protect French industry: prohibit 
relocation. Protecting our industry is 
protecting our know-how and our jobs.

- End of posted workers system. It is 
abnormal that a person who works on 
French territory does not benefit from the 
same salary and the same rights. Anyone 
who is authorized to work on French 
territory must be on a par with a French 
citizen and his employer must contribute at 
the same level as a French employer.

- For job security: further limit the 
number of fixed-term contracts in large 
companies. We want more permanent 
contracts.

- End of the tax credit for large firms. 
Use this money for the launch of a French 
hydrogen car industry (which is truly 
ecological, unlike the electric car.)

- End of the austerity policy. Stop paying 
interest on the debt, declare these interests 
illegitimate and start to repay the debt 
without taking the money from the poor 
and the less poor, but by going after the 80 
billion of tax evasion.

- That the causes of forced migration are 
addressed.

- That asylum seekers be treated well. 
We owe them housing, security, food and 
education for minors. Work with the UN to 
have host camps open in many countries 
around the world, pending the outcome of 
the asylum application.

- That the unsuccessful asylum seekers 
be returned to their country of origin.

- That a real integration policy be 
implemented. Living in France means 
becoming French (French language 
course, History of France course and civic 
education course with certification at the 
end of the course).

- Maximum salary set at 15,000 euros.
- That jobs are created for the 

unemployed.
- Increase of disabled allowances.
- Rent control and more moderate rent 

housing (especially for students and 
precarious workers).

- Prohibition to sell property belonging 
to France (airports, dams ...)

- Substantial means granted to the justice 
system, the police, the gendarmerie and 
the army. That police overtime be paid or 

recovered.
- All the money earned by highway 

tolls will be used for the maintenance of 
motorways and roads in France as well as 
road safety.

- Since the price of gas and electricity 
has increased since privatization, we want 
them to become public again and prices to 
fall significantly.

- Immediate end to closure of small train 
lines, post offices, schools and maternity 
clinics.

- Let’s bring well-being to our elderly 
people. Prohibition of making money on 
the elderly. The gray gold is finished. The 
era of gray well-being begins.

- Maximum 25 students per class from 
kindergarten to year 13. 

- Substantial resources given to 
psychiatric services.

- The People’s Referendum must enter 
the Constitution. Creation of a readable 
and effective website, supervised by an 
independent control body where people can 
make a proposal for a law. If this proposal 
obtains 700,000 signatures then this bill 
will have to be discussed, completed, 
amended by the National Assembly which 
will have the obligation (one year to the 
day after obtaining the 700,000 signatures) 
to submit it to the vote of all the French.

- Back to a 7-year term for the President 
of the Republic. (The election of the 
deputies two years after the election of the 
President of the Republic allowed to send a 
positive or negative signal to the President 
of the Republic concerning his policy, so 
it helped to make the voice of the people 
heard.)

- Retirement at age 60 and for all those 
who have worked in a trade using the body 
(mason or boning [slaughterhouse work] 
for example) right to retirement at 55 years.

- Since a 6-year-old child does not 
look after himself, continuation of the 
PAJEMPLOI care system until the child 
is 10 years old [part of the social security 
system, it regulates employment of home 
child care].

- Promote the transport of goods by rail.
- No PAYE.
- End of presidential allowances for life.
- Prohibition of charging shopkeepers a 

tax when their customers use a credit card.
-Tax on marine fuel oil and kerosene.
This list is non-exhaustive but thereafter, 

the will of the people will be heard and 
applied by means of the creation of the 
People’s Referendum system which will 
have to be quickly put in place.

Members of Parliament, make our voices 
heard in the Assembly. Obey the will of the 
people.

Apply these Guidelines.”
Yellow Vests.
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Anti-Semitism and the Labour Party – Again.
Mark Cowling

A few months ago the Labour Party 
adopted the full IHRA definition of anti-
Semitism, and pledged that new and 
robust proceedings for dealing swiftly 
with cases of alleged anti-Semitism 
amongst members were being put in 
place. The issue of anti-Semitism in 
the party appeared to go away for a 
while, but has broken out again with the 
departure of a group of Labour MPs for 
the independent grouping. One of the 
reasons which they give is the failure to 
deal properly with anti-Semitism. One 
of those who left is Luciana Berger, the 
MP for Liverpool Wavertree, who has 
complained of a huge volume of anti-
Semitic tweets which she receives on her 
phone, many of these from supporters 
of Jeremy Corbyn. Although she has 
been complaining about this publicly 
for some time, she has apparently never 
been contacted by Jeremy Corbyn about 
the abuse.

Corbyn’s long-standing and deeply 
felt sympathies with the Palestinians 
have led him to say a whole variety of 
sympathetic things about organisations 
such as Hamas, who up till recently had 
a charter which contained a variety of 
overtly anti-Semitic statements. This 
has led many Jews including Jewish 
members of the Labour Party to feel that, 
though Corbyn has said there is no place 
for anti-Semitism in the Labour Party, 
he has been slow to deal with allegations 
about anti-Semitism. This clearly needs 
to be resolved as rapidly as possible.

The politics of labelling in the age of 
social media

Social media, particularly Twitter, 
offer people the opportunity to express 
instant and ill thought out comments, 
which because of the brevity of Twitter 
are not nuanced. Also, tweeters feel 
that they are anonymous and will not 
be called to account for what they say, 
meaning that they can engage in online 
abuse with impunity. This does not 
make for well thought out discussion in 
the public sphere. In particular, there is 
a tendency to label behaviour and feel 
that this is a conclusive argument. An 
example unrelated to anti-Semitism 
would be some of the public reaction to 
Liam Neeson when he said that, hearing 
that a friend of his had been raped by a 
black man, he went around Belfast for 
about a week looking for an opportunity 
for revenge on any convenient black 
male. He then said that he had calmed 
down and that he wanted to use this as 
an example of why it is wrong to seek 
revenge. An instant reaction was that 

he was racist, whereas it is pretty clear 
that he is condemning revenge, and 
in particular revenge on whole social 
groups such as blacks.

Something similar has happened 
with allegations of anti-Semitism. The 
IHRA definition of anti-Semitism offers 
a series of examples of anti-Semitism, 
one of which is holding Jewish people 
collectively responsible for the actions 
of Israel. The man who originally 
provided the examples said that they 
were intended to trigger thought about 
possible anti-Semitic intentions behind 
statements. In other words, it might 
be that given the full context there is 
no anti-Semitic intention. One topical 
example might be the seven-year-old 
tweet made by Derek Hatton, who was 
recently readmitted to the Labour Party 
but has now been suspended because of 
the anti-Semitic character of the tweet, 
which read:

“Jewish people with any sense of 
humanity need to start speaking 
out publicly against the ruthless 
murdering being carried out by 
Israel!”

The tweet obviously needs to be set 
in context, and “ruthless murdering” 
sounds more appropriate for the actions 
of Hitler than the relatively limited, but 
nonetheless bloody, actions of the Israeli 
state in Gaza. But what Hatton is not 
saying in the tweet is that all Jewish 
people are responsible for the actions 
of Israel. He is not, at least in the tweet, 
challenging the legitimacy of the state of 
Israel or its right to self-determination. 
In other words, it seems to me, that 
Hatton’s statement is one which should 
be discussed and doubtless challenged 
but not automatically condemned as 
anti-Semitic.

There is, in other words, a danger of 
closing down legitimate discussion by 
instant labelling. A visit to the website 
of the Campaign against Anti-Semitism 
offers examples of this tendency. Their 
most recent discovery is of a 38 second 
video of Jeremy Corbyn at a Cambridge 
Union Society debate on October 29, 
2009, about the state of Israel in which 
he said that he had spoken to young 
Palestinians who knew people who 
had been involved in suicide bombings 
and that he understood how they were 
motivated by a sense of hopelessness. 
The comment on the website continues 
“Mr Corbyn was referring to genocidal 
antisemitic suicide bombers from 
terrorist organisations like Hamas 
and Palestinian Islamic Jihad, which 

seek the massacre of all Jews and sent 
suicide bombers to slaughter any Jews 
they could find”. It may be true that 
the organisations in question have that 
as a motivation, but it surely does not 
follow that the Palestinian youths who 
engage in suicide bombing have exactly 
the same motivation; it may be more 
a matter of simple hopelessness. Still 
less does it follow that Jeremy Corbyn 
accepts the legitimacy of massacring all 
Jews. 

One of the IHRA examples which is 
particularly tricky is the one which states 
that one example of anti-Semitism is: 
“Denying the Jewish people their right 
to self-determination, e.g., by claiming 
that the existence of the State of Israel 
is a racist endeavor.” In one sense this 
is perfectly legitimate: the state of Israel 
has laws against racial discrimination. 
On the other hand it is difficult to 
deny that the state of Israel has a racial 
basis. If you are Jewish, or the spouse 
of somebody Jewish, which includes a 
spouse of the same sex, you are entitled 
to go and live in Israel and claim Israeli 
citizenship. On the other hand, if you are 
Palestinian and have ended up in Gaza 
or Jordan or the Lebanon or a variety 
of other places as a result of the events 
of 1948, you may have ancestors going 
back several generations who lived in 
Palestine as it then was, but which has 
now become Israel. You may, indeed, 
possess the keys to your family’s house 
in what is now Israel, together with a set 
of title deeds, but you are not entitled 
to go and live in Israel in spite of this 
stronger connection with the place 
than many Jews who have lived their 
whole lives somewhere else. Unless, of 
course, you manage to marry somebody 
Jewish. In other words, the state of Israel 
manifestly has a racial basis, and this 
is one very important reason why it is 
there: it functions as a bolthole for Jews 
who may become oppressed or indeed 
massacred in the countries where they 
are living. The events of the Holocaust 
make this feature of Israeli law fully 
understandable.

It should be possible to carefully 
and calmly discuss matters such as this 
without instant accusations of anti-
Semitism, or, indeed, of not caring about 
the fate of the Palestinians. I am hoping 
in future articles to discuss aspects of 
the history of Israel and of its conflict 
with the Palestinians. It is surely in the 
interests of everybody that it should 
be possible to do this without instant 
accusations.



Labour Affairs  9

No. 296 - April 2019

Reply To Mark Cowling
by Labour Affairs Editorial Committee

We would like to make a few points concerning Mark Cowling’s new article 
on the allegations of anti-semitism in the Labour Party. It seems that he has not 
yet grasped the spurious nature of the allegations against the Party. We’ll confine 
ourselves to a few points.

Mark Cowling writes that: “Corbyn’s long-standing and deeply felt sympathies 
with the Palestinians have led him to say a whole variety of sympathetic things 
about organisations such as Hamas, who up till recently had a charter which 
contained a variety of overtly anti-Semitic statements.” 

We are not told what these overtly anti-Semitic statements are. Given the 
currently elastic definitions of anti-Semitism that are to be found, it would be 
helpful to know what these were. But there is a deeper point that goes to the 
heart of the accusation of anti-Semitism. The above remark seems to imply that 
Corbyn is anti-Semitic by association. This is a spurious ‘guilt by association’ 
argument, similar to the ones that supporters of the Israeli government accuse 
their opponents of. 

Corbyn and others are sympathetic to some aspects of Hamas’ policies. Hamas 
does not like the Israeli state. Therefore Corbyn and others who think like him 
are anti-Semitic. A parallel would be the charge made by anti-anti-Semites that 
someone who says that some bankers do terrible things and also points out that 
some Jews are bankers is therefore using an ‘anti-Semitic trope’. It’s called a 
‘trope’ because it is an obviously unsound argument. ‘Trope’ means ‘insinuation’ 
and Mark appears to be insinuating that Corbyn is anti-Semitic.

Mark appears to be legitimising this line of argument in these sentences: “This 
has led many Jews including Jewish members of the Labour Party to feel that, 
though Corbyn has said there is no place for anti-Semitism in the Labour Party, 
he has been slow to deal with allegations about anti-Semitism. This clearly needs 
to be resolved as rapidly as possible.” We don’t see why it does. On Mark’s line 
of arguing it should be illegitimate to criticise bankers for bad practices or indeed 
any other organisation engaging in bad practices which also contains Jews. 

A little further on, the following assertion is made: “In other words, the state of 
Israel manifestly has a racial basis, and this is one very important reason why it 
is there: it functions as a bolthole for Jews who may become oppressed or indeed 
massacred in the countries where they are living. The events of the Holocaust 
make this feature of Israeli law fully understandable.” 

Apparently it is practically (if not morally) justifiable to set up a racist state to 
protect yourself. This claim becomes less convincing when one considers that 
Israeli politicians constantly complain of the existential threat under which the 
state of Israel exists. According to its own politicians, it is an extremely dangerous 
place for Jews to live in. That rather undermines the rationale for setting up 
a racist state to protect yourself. If it were no more than a bolthole, much of 
the hostility towards it would diminish. The fact that it invades occupies other 
peoples’ territories, threatens and attacks other countries and refuses to delimit its 
natural boundaries all serve to diminish this claim. Either it is a bolthole or it is 
not. If it is even more dangerous than the countries which are apparently a mortal 
threat to Jews then it is doing a poor job while causing an immense amount of 
misery to those under its sway who are not Jews. There are very clear ways in 
which it could diminish hostility to it. The fact that it refuses to countenance these 
suggests that it is not so much a bolthole as a platform for further expansion.

Finally, Mark writes that: “It should be possible to carefully and calmly discuss 
matters such as this without instant accusations of anti-Semitism, or, indeed, of 
not caring about the fate of the Palestinians”. Yes, but this is not an academic 
discussion. It is a bogus issue raised by people who wish to overturn the mildly 
social democratic turn of the Labour Party under Corbyn and who also wish to 
deflect criticism of Israel. In other words, it is a ruthless propaganda campaign to 
destabilise and delegitimise the Labour Party. Any attempt to take the accusations 
seriously only encourages those who raise accusations of anti-Semitism against 
Labour for their own nefarious purposes.

Letter to The Guardian 
on Margaret Hodge 

- Not Published
Julia Bard of the Jewish 

Socialists’ Group posted the 
following:

Last Saturday the Guardian devoted 
a full page to a piece about Margaret 
Hodge and her assaults on Jeremy 
Corbyn and the Labour Party. Mostly 
the article was old stuff rehashed, and it 
was characterised by the standard failure 
to check Hodge’s allegations. Over 200 
Jewish women (most of them Labour 
Party members) were so angry we sent a 
letter to the Guardian. 

On Thursday morning, we learnt 
finally that the Guardian wouldn’t print 
the letter as ‘all our issues had already 
been aired before’ (unlike, of course, 
Hodge’s allegations which were newly 
minted!).  

Here is the letter we sent.  Please 
complain to the Guardian. Also share 
the letter and our appeal for follow-up 
across Facebook and Twitter. 

LETTER FOR PUBLICATION 
SUBMITTED TO GUARDIAN, 
10 March 2019 

We, all Jewish women, are baffled, hurt 
and infuriated by your unquestioning 
coverage of Margaret Hodge’s campaign 
against Jeremy Corbyn (‘Just Close them 
down: Margaret Hodge on antisemitism 
in Labour’s branches’, March 9th). Hodge 
extends her allegations that Corbyn is 
an ‘antisemite and racist’ under whom 
antisemitism ‘has been given permission 
to come into the mainstream and, like a 
cancer, is infecting and growing through 
the Party’. 

Hodge provides no evidence of such 
horrific wrongdoing by Corbyn, nor 
by ‘mainstream’ Labour members. Her 
own submissions to the Labour Party 
certainly don’t do the job: General 
Secretary, Jennie Formby reported that 
Hodge’s 200 complaints comcerned 
111 individuals, of whom only 20 were 
actually Party members. 

Hodge’s demand that the Labour 
Party close down entire branches for 
supporting Chris Williamson MP, or 
for rejecting the IHRA antisemitism 
document, also passes unexamined.  

Yet Williamson presents a legitimate 
critique; Labour’s response to 
antisemitism accusations has been 
unnecessarily defensive, he said, not 

Continued On Page 10
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Continued From Page 10

that it has been ‘too apologetic about 
antisemitism’ itself.  Meanwhile, no 
mention that the IHRA document has 
been shredded by two QCs, plus Jewish 
human rights specialist, Sir Geoffrey 
Bindman and Jewish retired Lord Justice 
of Appeal, Sir Stephen Sedley. 

All signatories to this letter grew up in 
the shadow of the Holocaust. We know 
we must maintain eternal vigilance 
against antisemitic resurgence. But we 
also celebrate our Jewishness, especially 
the disputatiousness (pace our aphorism: 
two Jews three opinions) central to 
Jewish identity. We are terrified by 
Margaret Hodge’s attempt to hijack our 
history and rewrite our identity and by 

unwillingness to investigate, fact 
check and challenge her allegations.

For the record
Martha Seale

There is a report in the 2019 March 13th 
issue of the Jewish Chronicle newspaper 
about a proposed meeting by the Stroud 
Green branch of the Labour Party in the 
borough of Haringey in London to discuss 
anti-Semitism.

Apparently Stroud Green branch finds 
that branch meetings leave too little time 
for in-depth political discussions.  To 
rectify this situation interested members 
meet occasionally in a pub to discuss 
a specific political issue.  To date they 
have discussed Brexit and knife crime.  
Ray Soper the members’ secretary had 
undertaken to organize the meetings.  
A Jewish member of the branch had 
requested a meeting on anti-Semitism.  
The meeting was scheduled to be held on 
19th March and, to focus the meeting, Ray 
Soper had produced a set of questions/
topics that he felt might be worth 
considering.  Here is a copy of the note he 
sent out about the proposed meeting:

Stroud Green Branch Forum on Anti-
Semitism

Draft list of topics for discussion
What is anti-Semitism & what causes 

it?
1. What is ‘political anti-Semitism’?
2. Three things have changed over the 

past few years: the level of anti-Semitism, 
awareness of it, and the definition of it. 
How do these interact?

3. What does ‘institutional anti-
Semitism’ mean?

4. What does the McPherson principle 
actually mean? There are very different 
interpretations of it.

5. Is anti-Semitism different to other 
forms of racism? Should it be treated 
differently? What is happening in Scotland 
about the definition of hate crime and 
what can we learn from it?

6. Is there a link between Israeli military 
action in Gaza and anti-Semitic hate crime 
in the UK?

7. What does ‘self-determination’ mean? 
Is it anti-Semitic to say that Palestinians 
have as much right to self-determination 
as Israelis?

8. Is it anti-Semitic to say that today 
Naqba denial is bigger problem than 
Holocaust denial?

9. Margaret Hodge recently said that 
she had personally submitted 200 anti-
Semitism cases. But the next day it was 
revealed that only 20 were labour party 
members. 20 too many, but does hype 
help?

Are you an anti-Semite?
1. What criteria should be used 

determine anti-Semitism. Should it be 
strictly the

IHRA definition or is it sufficient to be 
just really offensive?

2. Does making an anti-Semitic 
statement make you ‘an anti-Semite’? Is a 
pattern of behaviour important?

3. Does intent matter? Consider people 
who say “black boys are good dancers”.

Are they racists?
4. What happens if you replace ‘Jews/

Israelis’ in allegedly anti-Semitic 
comments with another BAME group? 
Consider the cartoon of Israel transposed 
to the

USA. Now consider a cartoon of 
Tottenham or Brixton transposed to Africa 
as a ‘solution’ to the Tottenham race riots.

5. Is it ok to joke about Israel? E.g. the 
Palestinian ‘ambassadors’ quip that then 
people who know the most about Zionism 
are the Palestinians, and he had come to 
the conclusion that God really does favour 
Israel?

6. Does denying that the labour party is 
institutionally anti-Semitic prove that you 
are anti-Semitic?

The Internet
1. Hatred seems endemic on the 

internet. Discussion turns to abuse in an 
instant. Why?

2. How do we know who is committing 
anti-Semitic abuse on the internet?

People assert that much of it is by labour 
party members but how do they know? 
(This is intended as a factual question by 

the way, not a rhetorical one).

How to respond
1. What type of anti-Semitism deserves 

what level of sanction (reminder of 
conduct, suspension, expulsion etc.)?

2. Do we have any examples of 
appropriate sanctions?

Rebuilding relations with the 
‘mainstream’ Jewish community

1. What can we do to rebuild trust with 
the mainstream Jewish community? Is it 
actually possible?

2. How can the Labour Party tackle 
anti-Semitism when many members have 
not seen it, would not recognise it if they 
saw it, do not believe that it is rife within 
the party, and see the current crisis as a 
campaign to undermine Jeremy or make it 
impossible to criticise Israel.

3. What can we learn from the antiracism 
campaigns of 30 years ago?

The note was sent to all Stroud Green 
branch members.  It would seem that 
some members found it offensive and 
forwarded it to the Jewish Chronicle.  As 
a result the ward had to cancel the meeting 
and issue a public apology for any offence 
given:

Dear Member,
The previously advertised meeting of 

the branch discussion forum, to take place 
on Monday 18th or Tuesday 19th March, 
has been cancelled.

Our intention was to facilitate an 
informal discussion which could increase 
awareness and understanding about 
antisemitism, and a discussion about 
how we can combat this vile prejudice, 
but we realise that some of the questions 
accompanying the notice of the meeting 
were offensive and insensitive.

We wholeheartedly and sincerely 
apologise to the Jewish community. 

Yours in solidarity,
Stroud Green Branch Labour Party

It is surely a reflection of the times 
that the Jewish Chronicle can report 
with evident satisfaction that an informal 
meeting which might have led to a better 
understanding of the issue of anti-Semitism 
had been cancelled.  I suspect the Jewish 
Chronicle feared that the discussion group 
would conclude that anti-Semitism was 
not a significant problem in the Labour 
Party and that it was just being used as a 
tool to undermine Corbyn because, under 
Corbyn, the Labour Party will likely be 
much more critical of the policies of the 
Israeli state in the Middle East.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Climate – A Witch’s Brew
Drunk drivers mostly get home safely.  

Safe and sober drivers cause accidents.  
But laws against drunk driving are not a 
pointless interferences in the freedom of 
The Individual.

Likewise climate-saving laws.  Things 
we should have done 30 years ago.

Every climate model that predicted 
disaster also predicted small areas of 
unusual cold, along with the general 
warm-up.  But the Centre-Right in the 
USA flatly deny it.  Elsewhere they delay 
or evade the need to act now.

Resistance to new regulation is normal 
enough.  I am old enough to remember 
the tremendous fight against police using 
breathalysers to curb drunken driving.  
Likewise parking meters.

We could have lived with high traffic 
deaths, had we been callous enough.  
We will not easily live with the massive 
climate shifts that have already begun.

Last October, I said ‘Abnormal is the 
New Normal’.1  It remains so:

“Cyclone Idai has had a ‘massive and 
horrifying’ impact on Mozambique’s 
port city of Beira, the Red Cross says.

“It made landfall on Thursday with 
winds of up to 177 km/h (106 mph), but 
aid teams only reached Beira on Sunday.

“People have been rescued from trees, 
homes have been destroyed and roofs 
were ripped off concrete buildings, head 
of the Red Cross assessment team, Jamie 
LeSeur, told the BBC.

“The cyclone has killed at least 150 
people across southern Africa.

“More than 80 people have died in 
eastern and southern Zimbabwe.”2

We should call them all hurricanes, 
not Pacific ‘typhoons’ and South Asian 
‘cyclones’.  All exactly the same thing, 
except those south of the equator turn in 
the opposite direction.3

This African hurricane began in the 
warm waters between Mozambique 
and Madagascar.  Brushed Madagascar, 
killing three people.  Was vastly worse 
on the African mainland:
1 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2018-10-magazine/2018-10-
newsnotes/#_Toc527368677 
2 https://www.bbc.co.uk/news 
3 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Coriolis_force 

“The people of Mozambique, 
Zimbabwe, and Malawi aren’t prepared 
because, well, storms of this strength 
aren’t all that common in this area. The 
last time these countries experienced a 
storm this intense … was Leon-Eline 
in 2000. Though that storm was much 
stronger—a Category 4—it didn’t hit 
Mozambique the way Cyclone Idai did.”4

Just a bit of bad luck?  No!  Like a 
child killed by a drunk driver, the likely 
cause is clear enough:

“There are at least three major ways 
that the Mozambique floods are related 
to climate change: First, a warmer 
atmosphere holds more water vapor, 
which makes rainfall more intense. Idai 
produced more than two feet of rainfall 
in parts of the region — nearly a year’s 
worth in just a few days. Second, the 
region had been suffering from a severe 
drought in recent years in line with 
climate projections of overall drying 
in the region, hardening the soil and 
enhancing runoff. Third, sea levels are 
about a foot higher than a century ago, 
which worsens the effect of coastal 
flooding farther inland”5

And worse is expected:
“Cyclone Idai, the tropical storm 

that ravaged Mozambique, Malawi and 
Zimbabwe, has been described as the 
worst weather-related disaster to hit 
the southern hemisphere, and the UN 
says more than 2 million people have 
been affected. Storm-surge floods of up 
to six metres have caused widespread 
devastation.

“Experts said it was too early to draw 
specific conclusions from Cyclone Idai, 
but the rapidly changing climate meant 
the destructive power of such storms was 
only going to increase in the future.”6

The biggest worry is that either the 
Indian monsoon gets switched off 
by the global changes, or that rising 
temperatures and humidity mean that 
large parts of India and other tropical 
zones become too hot for human survival.  
4 https://earther.gizmodo.com/cyclone-idai-
poised-to-become-southern-hemisphere-s-
dea-1833406709 
5 https://grist.org/article/cyclone-idai-lays-
bare-the-fundamental-injustice-of-climate-
change/ 
6 https://www.theguardian.com/world/2019/
mar/19/climate-change-making-storms-like-
idai-more-severe-say-experts 

Lizards would do fine, but humans in hot 
climates must sweat to stay alive.  If our 
bodies overheat, we die.

Would you take 3 or 4 displaced 
Indians into your home?  Unlikely.

Or pay a lot more tax to settle them 
somewhere?  Also unlikely.  And which 
of the nation’s jealous nation-states 
would let in tens of millions of them?  
The USA has the space, but assuredly 
not the willingness.

Would you just leave them to die?  
People would try to dodge that.

If we act in time, there should be better 
solutions.  

The widely-feared 12-year limit is for 
the arbitrary figure of an expected global 
rise of 1.5 degrees.  We should have 
acted much sooner, but anything we do 
would make things less severe.

A crash could happen.  Racist 
governments in rich northern countries 
might hunker down and let most of the 
world perish.  We might recover from 
that eventually: but it is much better not 
to go there.

Britain: Mild Warmth 
& Gross Inaction
From a British viewpoint, the very 

mild February was a nice surprise.  
Flowers bloomed early.

But what it means is something else:
“This week’s record winter heat in 

the UK was so far above normal trends 
that scientists have been forced to 
reconsider their statistical models, with 
one expert calling the temperature jump 
‘incredible’.

“UK temperature records have 
tumbled in the past 10 days… Wales 
set a new UK high for the season for 
20.8 in Porthmadog. This was beaten on 
Wednesday, when Kew registered 21.2C.

“Even taking into account the 
underlying 1C of global heating from 
carbon emissions this was a surprise to 
some scientists…  A climate researcher 
… who has conducted a preliminary 
study of the trend data … said the 
probability of this week’s temperatures 
was close to zero.

“‘This is an incredible jump in record 
temperatures. If you asked me a few 
months ago, I would have said it is 
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ridiculous,’ he said. ‘It’s at least a one-
in 200-year event, but it could be more 
because my statistical tools break down 
because this was so far outside what we 
are used to in February.’… 

“Time was running out but the 
government was going backwards on 
climate action. ‘Since 2010 almost 
every existing sensible climate measure 
has been torched: zero carbon homes 
scrapped, onshore wind effectively 
banned, solar power shafted, the Green 
Investment Bank flogged off, and 
fracking forced on local communities.’”7

Meantime, merry fools in the USA 
think a sudden burst of Arctic weather 
means that Global Warming is an alarmist 
liberal myth.  But all climate models 
predicted local outbreaks of unusual cold 
amidst the general warming.  

Irregularities in the Jet Stream let 
freezing polar air move south.  It was 
normally blocked under the old and 
rapidly-vanishing norm.

Zionism – All Loyal Jews Must Join 
a Sinking Ship

The Soviet collapse convinced the 
Palestinian mainstream that they had 
to settle for a limited Palestinian state 
within majority-Arab parts of British-
Mandate Palestine.

That was the basis of the 1993 Oslo 
Agreement.  It was generally seen as 
conceding an independent Palestinian 
state, in return for Palestinian leaders 
conceding that it was legitimate for Israel 
to exist on land taken from Arabs since 
the 1940s.  Technically, it did not quite 
say this.8  But nothing else made sense 
Applied honestly, it might have ensured 
the long-term existence of Israel.  If no 
one got greedy.  

Sadly, most Israelis did get greedy.  
Greedy and angry, offended by a militant 
minority of Arabs who had not accepted 
the peace.  But they also never let a real 
Palestinian state be created.

The creation of British-Mandate 
Palestine made no sense, unless the long-
run aim was an overwhelmingly Jewish 
state.  Britons had mostly accepted 
European Jews as part of the White Race, 
whereas the Arab inhabitants of Greater 
Syria were doubtful ‘Levantines’.  
Religion also counted: Britain went 
along with the French creation of The 
Lebanon, where a Christian population 
surviving from the mediaeval crusades 
should dominate.

Greater Syria had been defined as such 
7  https://www.theguardian.com/uk-
news/2019/mar/02/uk-temperature-jump-
february-incredible-climate-weather-carbon 
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Oslo_I_Accord 

by the Ottomans.9  It was distinct from 
the three Ottoman provinces that Britain 
re-organised as Iraq, lumping together 
several very different populations.  

The Ottomans in 1872 had separated 
out as the Mutasarrifate of Jerusalem.  
This was 84% Muslim Arabs, 10% 
Christian Arabs, 5% Jewish, and 1% 
Druze Arabs.10  Britain took this and 
added the southern third of what had 
been the Beirut Vilayet.  The middle third 
became The Lebanon, small enough that 
its Maronite Christians might dominate 
it, and did in fact dominate until Israel 
destabilised it.  The northern third was 
part of a smaller Syria.  

Land to the east of British Palestine 
was defined as Transjordan, later Jordan.  
It was successfully ruled by a moderate 
and pro-British monarchy.  They came 
from Mecca, and another branch of the 
dynasty was imposed on Iraq for several 
decades.

The British idea was for a fragmented 
Arab world with British Palestine being 
gradually taken over by displaced Jews 
from Continental Europe.  Jews in Britain 
were accepted, but Britain wanted no 
more of them, despite their general 
creativity and hard work.  Likewise the 
USA.

British-Mandate Palestine after 1945 
was a convenient dumping-ground 
for vast numbers of displaced Jews.  
These understandably wished to flee 
Eastern Europe, after surviving Hitler’s 
extermination efforts, which killed more 
than half the Jews that he had control 
of.  The rest survived, because even 
Nazis had trouble killing people who 
were obviously helpless.  They usually 
had to do it out of sight, mostly in gas 
chambers.  And they shut these down 
and tried to hide the evidence when the 
Death Camps were due to be liberated by 
the Red Army.

But Britain had been inconsistent in 
its management of Palestine.  The Arab 
population was rebellious when they 
saw themselves being displaced by vast 
numbers of newly arrived Jews with an 
alien European outlook: very different 
from the Arabic-speaking Jewish 
minorities some of them were used to.  
Hitler wanted all Jews out of Germany: 
out of Europe in general.  He balked at 
killing them in vast numbers, which only 
became official policy from 1942.  But 
Britain was unready to carry through 
its original notion of dumping them in 
Palestine in the face of Arab resistance.  
Arab loyalty or hostility would count 
for much if there was a new World War, 
9  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Ottoman_Syria 
10 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Mutasarrifate_of_Jerusalem 

which was all along feared.
In 1948, the United Nations tried to 

settle the issue by partitioning British 
Palestine.  It was done with bias: Jews 
would have been a small majority in the 
areas given to them.  

What actually happened was the much 
better-organised Israeli forces driving 
large numbers of Arabs out of an Israel 
that was much larger than the UN 
settlement.  This lasted till 1967, with 
Israel in the 1956 Suez Crisis taking the 
Sinai and Gaze Strip, but later handing 
them back.  The Sinai was never seen as 
part of Israel.  The dense Arab population 
of the Gaze Strip made it hard to handle.

It was otherwise with the West Bank 
and the Old City of Jerusalem, and also 
the Golan Heights.  The Golan Heights 
overlooked much of Israel, but Israel 
did consider giving it back to Syria 
in negotiations that eventually failed.  
President Trump has now recognised it 
as part of Israel.

The West Bank would have been 
the core of a real Palestinian state, but 
to Israelis it is ‘Judea and Samara’, 
their historic homelands.  There was a 
reluctance to pull out settlers, or even to 
prevent more and more land being taken 
for Israeli settlement.  That was probably 
the main reason why Israel never gave an 
acceptable deal to Yasser Arafat .  Arafat 
was an inept and irritating politician; but 
also the best man to have legitimised the 
continued existence of Israel in the eyes 
of Arabs and the wider Muslim world.

The failure to make a deal means that 
Israel is very clearly not a democracy 
in the modern sense.  It is a democracy 
for Jews only, just as South Africa was a 
democracy for the so-called White Race 
before the end of Apartheid.  Most Arabs 
have votes, but no real control over their 
own lives.

Rather than recognise this, Israel and 
its overseas supporters insist that Israel 
is and has always been a victim of 
unreasonable Arab hostility.  And that 
this is so obvious that anyone who fails to 
agree must be full of bitter hatred against 
Jews in general.  So Labour is denounced 
as anti-Semitic, even though hostility to 
Jews as such is rarer within Labour than 
in British society generally.11

Israel has received a lot more tolerance 
from the left than other states that 
behaved in a similar manner.  There was 
and still is a lot of sympathy for Jews.  
But in the last 10 or 20 years, too many 
Jews have been lining up with the New 
Right, and ignoring massive injustices.  
Being timid and short-sighted: seeking 

11 https://gwydionwilliams.
com/048-anti-semitism-and-zionism/
fewer-anti-semites-in-labour-than-tories/ 
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acceptance by the powerful rather than 
ordinary people.  There are still many 
fine exceptions among the global Jewish 
population, but they are a dwindling 
minority.

Centre-Right policies are also heading 
for a disaster.  The New Right have 
failed to improve the economy, and 
have been in a deep mess since the 2008 
crisis.  They could easily split into weak 
centrists and a revived Hard Right.  This 
has already happened with Trump in 
the USA, and with Hard Right parties 
elected in Poland and Hungary.

This Hard Right is currently more 
hostile to Muslims than to Jews, or 
hostile to Russians in Ukraine.  But they 
basically don’t like Jews, and might at 
any time turn against them.  Or more 
realistically, refuse to help Israel if the 
going got tough.

And it could get very tough indeed.  
My article Fear of Socialism in the 
last issue accidentally left out a final 
paragraph:

It would be hard to stitch together a 
grand alliance including Pakistan with 
its nuclear weapons and Turkey with its 
efficient NATO-trained military.  But it 
could happen.  What then would be the 
future for Israel?

This remains a real danger.  And the 
conventional New Right is increasingly 
a ‘broken reed’ that a returned Jeremiah 
would surely be warning about.

Talk of a ‘moaning Jeremiah’ is mostly 
an insult: but the warnings he gave 
were entirely accurate.  Quite possibly 
because they were re-written by later 
compilers: but gloomy warners should 
never be scorned.

What’s happened in the West from 
the 1980s has been 1% gaining at the 
expense of 90%, with 9% breaking even.  
And with overall economic growth 
slowed, but not as much as the dominant 
1% have gained.  They have a larger 
slice of a cake that is smaller than if the 
West had kept confidence in the methods 
that had worked well in the 1950s and 
1960s.12

There are more Jews in the losing and 
break-even social strata than among the 
winners.  But also more Jews among the 
winners than for other communities.  And 
the new system relies heavily on getting 
communities to fight each other, even 
though this defies the official ideology 
of abstract greedy individuals looking at 
nothing but financial gain.

There is also an official insistence 
that any hostility to Jews be treated as 
hundreds of times more important than 
12 https://gwydionmadawc.
com/037-adam-smith-misleading/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

hostility to lesser breeds of human.  This 
does not, of course, make Jews safer.  It 
feeds the whole system of community 
antagonism that the Centre-Right 
depends on to win elections.

Back in June 2016, I spoke of Zionism’s 
Suicidal Militancy.13  This remains the 
tragic truth.

Snippets
Reform and Perish!
“Donald Trump and Xi Jinping are 

missing a trick over trade
“US-Japan agreement on structural 

reforms in 1990 could be model for 
current China talks…

“Japan, for example, agreed to tighten 
enforcement of its competition laws, 
loosen ties among its keiretsu (industrial 
groupings), make it easier for large retail 
chains to open stores and reduce the bias 
toward using land for rice farming…

“As it happened, the ‘Japan threat’ 
began to melt away soon after the SII 
– but not because of US or Japanese 
trade policy. Instead, Japan’s three-
year financial bubble burst in 1990 and 
its economy has never quite recovered 
since.”14

It does not occur to them that the 
‘reforms’ might have blighted what 
had been a very successful Japanese 
economy.  

Yes, there was a financial bubble: but 
most societies suffer these and bounce 
back.  Japan has never recovered the 
economic vigour it had when it trusted 
in a version of the New Deal or Mixed 
Economy system that was Western 
orthodoxy from the 1940s to 1970s.15  
They lost faith in a system that worked a 
lot better than the New Right obsession 
with Imaginary Capitalism.

One hopes the Chinese have learned 
from this.  At the time of writing, it 
remains unclear just what deal they will 
make.  Or even if a deal will be made.

***
Boeing’s Nose-Dive
“Boeing faced an unthinkable defection 

in the spring of 2011. American Airlines, 
an exclusive Boeing customer for more 
than a decade, was ready to place an 
order for hundreds of new, fuel-efficient 
jets from the world’s other major aircraft 
manufacturer, Airbus…
13 https://gwydionwilliams.
com/048-anti-semitism-and-zionism/
zionisms-suicidal-militancy/ 
14 https://www.theguardian.com/
business/2019/mar/22/donald-trump-and-xi-
jinping-miss-a-trick-over-trade 
15 https://gwydionmadawc.
com/037-adam-smith-misleading/
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

“To win over American, Boeing 
ditched the idea of developing a new 
passenger plane, which would take a 
decade. Instead, it decided to update 
its workhorse 737, promising the plane 
would be done in six years.

“The 737 Max was born roughly three 
months later.

“The competitive pressure to build the 
jet — which permeated the entire design 
and development — now threatens the 
reputation and profits of Boeing, after 
two deadly crashes of the 737 Max in 
less than five months. Prosecutors and 
regulators are investigating whether the 
effort to design, produce and certify the 
Max was rushed, leading Boeing to miss 
crucial safety risks and to underplay the 
need for pilot training.”16

Boeing installed software that would 
take over and point the aircraft’s nose 
down if it felt it was too high and risking 
a stall.  And would do this in defiance of 
the wishes of the human pilots.17

If this arose from a faulty instrument 
and the system was intent on crashing 
into the ground, the only permitted 
solution is to disconnect the faulty 
instrument.  But most pilots were never 
told about this.  

So far two aircraft have been crashed 
by this, in each case killing everyone on 
board.

***
Brexit
Things are moving very fast.  My blog 

speculation from the 22nd still stands as 
I write.18  But with an update after the 
confused voting on the 27th. 19

Tory bungles matches the old joke 
about substandard British management: 
My Indecision is Final.  Hang onto power, 
even if you can’t use it competently. 

***
Previous Newsnotes at the 

Labour Affairs website, http://
labouraffairsmagazine.com/past-
issues/.  Also https://longrevolution.
wordpress.com/newsnotes-historic/.  
I blog every month or so at https://
gwydionmw.quora.com/, and tweet 
at @GwydionMW.

16 https://www.nytimes.com/2019/03/23/
business/boeing-737-max-crash.html 
17 https://www.newscientist.com/
article/2197581-crashed-boeing-737s-
lacked-upgrades-that-could-have-warned-
pilots/ 
18 https://gwydionmw.quora.com/
Brexit-on-22nd-March 
19 https://gwydionmw.quora.com/
Brexit-at-28th-March-playing-chicken 
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Labour And Higher Education
Christopher Winch

Third Part of  Open Letter to Angela Rayner and Rebecca Long-Bailey
Higher Education is currently in a 

mess. You have done the right thing in 
seeking to abolish tuition fees and the 
current market-based mania in the sector 
by promoting legislation that enables 
this to happen. It is already doing great 
damage to many valuable institutions 
and any change such as reductions in 
fees threatens to tip many universities 
into bankruptcy with bad consequences 
for the local economies that depend on 
them. You are quite right to seek to end 
the crazy competition that is undermining 
the integrity of the sector. In general it’s 
right to treat higher education as a public 
good as well as a private one and you 
should follow through on the logic of 
that position.

But we need to ask a more fundamental 
question: if HE is a public good, how 
much should we have of it and how should 
it be paid for? You have argued that HE 
should be taken out of the market and 
that legislation be amended to promote 
co-operation rather than competition. 
This is sound, but planned HE also 
means choices, even when student fees 
are abolished, as they should be. If there 
is a worry about financing HE, then it 
should be done through a progressive 
tax system, not through a system that 
favours the rich and privileged and 
cripples young people’s attempts to start 
a family with a £100,000 joint debt for a 
graduate couple.

The fact that nearly half of young 
people now go on to higher education is 
not necessarily a cause for celebration. 
Far too many choose unsuitable courses. 
Although employment is not the only 
reason why one should study, it should 
make you pause when you consider 
that there is considerable evidence that 
graduates are often moving into jobs 
previously done by non-graduates and 
graduate recruitment often replaces 
apprenticeship schemes. It is hardly a 
cause for celebration when the demands 
of jobs remain roughly the same but 
you need increased and unnecessary 
qualification to get the job, particularly 
when you rack up colossal levels of debt 
which the taxpayer will have to pay half 
of anyway.

If you are serious about treating 
higher education as a public good and 
not treating its provision as a market, 
then you should also be serious about 
planning and supplying it as was the 
case until the 1990s. This means that the 
state should take a view as to how many 
young people enter higher education and 

in what subjects and at what level. In 
particular, such an exercise needs to be 
carried out in conjunction with increased 
provision of non-higher education 
courses, better funding for further 
education colleges and stricter regulation 
of the private training sector. Most of  
those young people who do not go to 
university do not have a good range of 
opportunities, either for employment or 
for vocational education and they should 
be a priority. I will say more about that 
issue next month.

In order to get clearer about higher 
education policy it is important to 
distinguish between higher education 
and university education. They are not 
the same thing. Generally speaking 
people go to university to get a Bachelor 
degree. But there are higher education 
qualifications at subdegree level as well, 
notably the Higher National Certificate 
(HNC), the Higher National Diploma 
and Foundation Degrees. Broadly 
speaking these cater for occupations that 
require higher technician or technologist 
staff. They have now largely been 
relegated to further education colleges 
and a tiny number of people doing higher 
apprenticeships.

Some people argue that we need even 
more university education because over 
70% of young people from Richmond 
Surrey go to university and only 11% 
of young people from Hull do so. Can 
it seriously be suggested that 70% of 
eighteen year olds from Hull should go 
to university because that is the number 
who go from Richmond?  We need to 
know whether young people, be they 
from Richmond, Hull or anywhere 
else have opportunities to study, to 
get worthwhile qualifications and an 
interesting and reasonably well-paid job. 
And if those opportunities are manifestly 
unequal then it is the job of government 
to put that right. While the number of 
young people doing degrees at university 
has been rising this is not the case with the 
other higher educational qualifications 
which may actually be much better suited 
to the labour market. Could one think 
the unthinkable and gradually transfer 
funding from BAs to HNCs, HNDs and 
Foundation Degrees that provide more 
relevant qualifications serving local and 
regional labour markets? Better regional 
co-ordination and co-operation between 
FE colleges and universities could ensure 
a much wider spread of subjects than are 
currently on offer and qualifications can 
be developed which are better suited to 

the kinds of jobs and occupations that 
are available. It may be that not enough 
good jobs are available, but government 
has a role to play in remedying this as 
well, which I will say more about next 
month.

Simply closing down universities could 
have catastrophic consequences for the 
communities in which they are located. 
But it may well be the case that too many 
of them are offering the wrong kinds 
of qualifications. You should definitely 
call a halt to the current expansion of 
numbers and begin a nationwide review 
of provision to work out where there is an 
oversupply of students and where there 
are too few. It should then be possible 
to start rebalancing the system in a 
managed way which avoids large scale 
closures, mergers and redundancies. 
It may not be necessary to reduce the 
overall size of the system if resources 
can be switched from poor quality 
degree programmes to higher quality 
HNCs, HNDs and Foundation Degrees. 
Increasing the number of young people 
on Higher Apprenticeships needs to 
be done by working with companies 
to support them in taking on students, 
either through attaching conditions 
to government funded procurement 
throughout the supply chain or through 
managed investment in the regions. I’ll 
say more about the latter in the next part 
of my letter. A priority should definitely 
be the economic regeneration of areas 
outside London so that the needs of 
young people throughout the country can 
be addressed.

You may be worried that there is too 
much emphasis in this letter on the 
needs of the economy and not enough 
on the more individual and civic 
aims of education. Such a concern is 
quite justified. However there are two 
responses that should go a long way 
to allaying such fears. The first is that 
vocational qualifications should not 
be narrow. They should also address 
personal development and civic 
awareness. It will probably be necessary 
to reform a large number of qualifications 
by making their funding conditional on 
their having non-vocational and civic 
elements. This would bring British 
practice into line with what existed 
here in the post war years and to what 
currently exists in France, Germany and 
some other European countries. There 
should also be  much larger investment in 
part time study and the Open University 
should be restored to its former glory. 
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Abolition of fees should go a long way towards doing this, but 
a Labour government should also consider ways of encouraging 
enterprises to support the part time study of their employees which may 
include attending to their further education as well as to improving their 
occupational qualifications.

At the moment the situation in Higher Education is quite dire. The 
sector has been turned over to the market domestically and this has 
corrupted it by forcing university leaderships to act as if they are captains 
of industry. In addition it is also regarded as an ‘export industry’ gaining  
a lot of its income through recruiting overseas students and overcharging 
them. This scam cannot last forever and when it is seen through by the 
countries that send these students, notably China, the consequences for 
universities will be dire if they have come to rely on the income from 
this source, as most have. If universities are to continue with the heavy 
recruitment of overseas students, a Labour government should insist 
that the fees are realistic and that overseas students receive appropriate 
pastoral and academic support. The overseas student boom will not last 
forever but the inevitable decline should be carefully managed in such 
a way that the university sector is not irrevocably damaged when it 
happens.

A final point. You should not be squeamish about reviewing the range 
of subjects offered by universities. There are some very worthwhile 
‘liberal’ subjects such as philosophy and history. There are also some 
highly dubious ones such as business studies and economics which, 
in their present form, may actually be doing the country a great deal 
of harm. If economists persist in teaching an ideologically motivated 
version of human economic behaviour then you should be open to 
the idea of encouraging a less dogmatic version of the field under 
the heading of, say, political economy, which questions neoclassical 
dogma. This would be providing choice, not censoring the freedom 
of academics. The latter too often means cabals of academic stifle 
dissident voices and innovation within their fields. 

Reply to Chris Winch
I thought that the second instalment of Chris Winch’s series of 

articles about a proposed education policy for Labour was generally 
excellent, but had one reservation about it based on local experience. 
One of the arguments which he very ably makes is that many of the 
groups of Academies which have been set up over recent years have 
performed worse than the local authority schools which they replaced, 
while being milked of funding by the trusts running the academies. He 
advocates returning schools to local authority control. This argument 
is doubtless valid generally, but surely depends on the merits of local 
authorities. Local authorities obviously vary greatly. In particular, those 
dominated over long periods of time by one political party may become 
undesirably set in their ways. The account below, based on my local 
experience, makes this point.
I live in Middlesbrough, a working class town in the north-east, 
which has had an overwhelming the Labour Council since the Second 
World War. It typically has just two or three Conservative, Liberal or 
independent councillors. Very few of the councillors have to compete 
for votes, and by the 1980s Council was dominated by a political 
machine. Many members seem to have focused on maximising their 
expenses claims. Many of the ward Labour Parties were tiny, and 
dominated by particular families.
The educational standards of the town’s secondary schools were 
very poor. GCSE results in the three schools in the catchment area 
for my children fluctuated between 23% A-C grade passes and 30%, 
well below the national average which at that time was around 40%. 
These schools included most of the town’s more middle-class parents 
– teachers, small business people, police personnel and the like. Results 
in Middlesbrough’s other secondary schools were below the standard. 
The year that my eldest daughter was choosing a secondary school, it 
was announced that Middlesbrough was having one of the Thatcher 
government’s City Technology Colleges imposed on it. The catchment 
area of Macmillan CTC, as it was known, included some of the middle 
class area of the town, but also some of its most deprived areas. The 
CTC aimed to take in “enterprising” children, but otherwise to reflect 
the range of social class and ability across its catchment area. The 
College caused a great deal of loathing in the local Labour Party. After 
all, it was an imposition of the Thatcher government, which had been 
busy devastating local industry. The CTC Principal pledged that the 
College’s GCSE results would equal the national average, which was 
felt to be a rash pledge, but was actually achieved.

Over the next few years the level of loathing for the CTC gradually 
diminished, and educational standards in the town were raised as a 
result of healthy competition.
The point of the above brief history should be pretty clear. Prior to 
the advent of some competition, the local authority in Middlesbrough 
was unchallenged, and complacently running thoroughly substandard 
schools. Local authorities in some areas are still very attached to their 
grammar schools, and could be expected to be very resistant to many 
Labour policies. Are all the trusts running the academies dismally bad? 
Overall, in other words, there is perhaps a case for some diversity.
Mark Cowling

An Open Letter to the trade union and labour movement

In the Shadow of Grenfell
Support the survivors – Remember the dead – 
Defend the F.B.U.

Now the first stage of the inquiry into the fire at Grenfell 
Tower (June 2016)

has ended, falsely focussed as it was on the role of the Fire 
Brigade and Rescue Service, the members of the FBU employed 
within it, every principled member of the broad trade union and 
labour movement needs to reflect on these developments and ask 
themselves some pointed questions, bearing in mind members 
of trade unions died in the fire, or were made homeless because 
of it. (Members of UNITE the Union and the RMT have been 
accounted for so far).

There is no escape from this need under the circumstances 
where the false focus on the inquiry commissioned by the 
government was taken as the uncritical basis for a programme 
broadcast by Channel 4 television ‘Grenfell: Did the Fire Brigade 
Fail?’ (Broadcast 18.2.2019). Viewers of the programme were 
led to believe, crudely, it did!

What was the purpose of this anti-historical approach and who 
benefits from it?

We consider Channel 4’s documentary was constructed to 
rubber stamp the official inquiry and deflect attention away from 
the real causes of the Grenfell tragedy: decades of health and 
safety deregulation, severe cuts in public services, including the 
Fire Brigade, outsourcing of responsibility to third parties to limit 
accountability and a culture where the needs and safety of working 
class people are subservient to the need for profit!

No mention was made of the 400 plus council-owned buildings, 
identified by experts as ‘similarly at risk.’ With Grenfell thus 
isolated, the programme drove a wedge in between working people 
living in the building and the workers, (F.B.U. members), whose 
job was to rescue them. And all under conditions where the Fire 
Brigades budget nationally is subject to cuts in the years ahead while 
demands on its services increase due to events such as wildfires in 
rural areas, even now in winter due to climate change.

How should the trade union and labour movement respond to 
these developments?

The failure of Channel 4 to reveal the neglect of the working 
class serves to underline a deep division in society that cries out 
for a response from the whole trade union and labour movement. 
We need media platforms under the ownership and control of the 
labour movement. The skills and knowledge to run them already 
exist within it. We need a television and radio service not merely 
to defend members’ interests against assaults from government 
and the mainstream media, but rather to enable working people to 
become the subject of their own development. The escalating bias 
of the mainstream media must be kept in check.

We urgently need trades unions, trades councils to link up with the 
F.B.U. to initiate community-based projects to identify and defend 

Continued On Page 16
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

those at risk: tenants, school children, 
the disabled. As well as council housing 
and emergency services. We all need to 
be educated concerning these matters 
threatening our communities.

More than this, we need an international 
campaign to identify the source of 
manufacture of inflammable materials 
used in construction and domestic goods 
– and stop transportation of them. Because 
the tragedy of Grenfell does not stop at 
the boundaries of North Kensington: its 
shadow is cast across the world!

UNITE the Union branch SE/6246 
Brighton

Chair: Ian Harrison
Secretary: Ben Armstrong

Email:benarm100@googlemail.com

Continued From Page 15

Dictionary definition of a foot 
soldier: “…a dedicated low-level 
follower…” 

Michael Murray: murraymicha@
gmail.com; Facebook: Michael 
Murray London 

Contents: 
(1) Right, I’ve said it!
(2) Indicative Voting in the 

Parliamentary Brexit debate  
(1) Right, I’ve said it!
As this April Diary entry goes to 

the Labour Affairs printer, could life 
be more fraught for the Corbyn foot 
soldier?  

Support the gathering demand 
for a “People’s Vote,” and risk the 
alienation of Labour Leave members 
and supporters, or stay with the party 
line as agreed at Annual Conference 
and trust in the Corbyn leadership to 
make the right calls at the appropriate 
stages in the Brexit process?  

Avoid thoughts, words and actions 
that might exacerbate the anti-
Semitism stand-off, even to the point 
of abandoning Chris Williamson, a 
stalwart Corbyn supporter?  Whatever 
happened to old Labour’s “An injury 
to one is the concern of all,” I ask 
myself in guiltier moments, or, indeed, 
where is the natural justice precept, 
“the presumption of innocence” in 
all this?  Meanwhile, Williamson’s 
critics weigh in, as they did with those 
suspended before him, not only with 

prejudicial statements, but, macho 
style, calling for his expulsion before 
any investigation has begun. And this 
coming from Labour Party colleagues 
of his, some high-placed and thus 
required to keep their counsel and, at 
the least, not to pre-empt due process. 
Fraught is an understatement.  

*
(2) Indicative Voting in the 

Parliamentary Brexit debate  
Indicative voting, not commonly 

so -called, is common practice in 
consensual decision-making in team-
working and other collaborative 
endeavours. Also, it is used by good 
chairpersons to “test the water” and 
ascertain where people’s heads are at 
in the process of guiding a meeting to 
a quick, efficient and optimally agreed 
decision. 

For an explication of indicative 
voting in the Parliamentary context go 
to “theinstituteforgovernment.org.uk” 
for a short guide to a decision-making 
process we may be seeing more of 
in the British parliament, as parties 
fragment and minority government 
parties are required to work with other 
parties. The perception of a “broken” 
British political system, primarily due 
to the Brexit crisis, is giving rise to 
increasing discussion of “Proportional 
Representation” as an alternative, 
and, thus, more democratic and 
efficient ways of doing the business in 
a changed political system. 

The “indicative voting” process 
being attempted in the House of 
Commons does not lie easily with a 
de facto two-party system based on 
“First Past the Post” elections rooted 
in Anglo-Saxon adversarialism. The 
first round of voting resulted in eight 
Brexit options, selected, from a total 
of 16, by the Speaker of the House 
of Commons, John Bercow, all being 
voted against, creating a frenzy in the 
media. 

Even the Guardian got sucked 
in: “And parliament was still left 
wondering quite what it had taken 
back control of as it had contrived to 
vote against everything. Bollocks to 
everything,” screamed John Crace. 
Of course, it is to miss the point of 
the purpose of indicative voting in 
consensual decision-making. As 

Labour’s Margaret Beckett pointed 
out, “this is not to identify a single 
proposition at this stage, but to get a 
sense of where compromise may lie.” 

Time will tell: there is the possibility 
of the House returning to this exercise 
next week. However, if that happens, 
I can’t see much good coming from 
it. A fundamental pre-requisite of 
consensual decision-making is 
keeping faith with the process. I 
wouldn’t put money on that given the 
low-trust atmosphere prevailing in 
Westminster - within political parties 
even more than between them. 

Rafael Behr cites evidence that 
“Remain and Leave are now more 
compelling drivers of political identity 
than party allegiances.” Moreover, 
he quotes no less an authority than 
Britain’s leading psephologists, 
Professor John Curtice, that Brexit had 
not only reshaped the electorate, but 
had stirred up “passion of which voters 
had long since seemed incapable.” 
Reading that, I’m reminded of the 
number of people who told me, while 
on the canvass in Stoke on Trent, 
they’d never, ever voted except in the 
Brexit referendum.     

Behr continues: “It is possible that 
raw anger with the government’s 
incompetence and Tory callousness 
are sufficient to drive a Labour surge 
in an election. The party’s strategists 
seem to be relying on that dynamic and 
Corbyn has a way of rediscovering 
form on the campaign trail.”

Then he brings that line of 
speculation to a shuddering halt 
by opining that the 2017 General 
Election result might have been a one-
off. More precisely: “(that it was) .. 
the last hurrah for English pendulum 
politics. That a backlash against one 
of two parties no longer translates into 
an upswing for its rival.” (Guardian, 
26/03/2019)

I don’t believe we’ve reached the 
“last hurrah” for pendulum politics 
just yet. But an election programme 
as radical as the 2017’s widely 
acknowledged game-changing 
Manifesto will need a comfortable 
majority to stand any chance of being 
implemented.  We have our work cut 
out. 
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The Anxieties of the Citizen of the Digital State
Eamon Dyas

“By a careful cultural design, we control not the final behaviour, but the inclination to behave – the motives, 
the desires, the wishes. The curious thing is that in that case the question of freedom never arises.”  

– the character of T.E. Frazier in Walden Two, by W.F. Skinner 
Published by Hackett Publishing Company, 2005 edn., pp.246-247

This is the first generation that 
has grown up in what is called the 
internet age. Although the internet 
was around longer, it is just over 20 
years ago that the world could still 
be defined as offline. Connecting to 
the internet required the user to dial a 
phone number using a modem located 
close to a towering desktop computer 
and then waiting patiently as the 
connection bleeped and pulsed to 
life. The local internet café provided 
facilities for the many who sought to 
avail of its facilities without owning 
a computer themselves. The world 
today is a completely different one. If 
20 odd years ago it could be defined 
as offline today it is most definitely 
online. The internet is all pervasive 
through personal computers, Wi-
Fi and smart phones and the act of 
linking up to it as simple as turning 
on a light switch.

The foundation of this new world 
began earlier and an essential 
component of it could be said to date 
from the invention of the computer 
microchip. The first microchip was 
developed in 1971 by Intel, then 
an obscure company in what later 
became known as Silicon Valley. It 
was called the 4004 and was in effect 
the world’s earliest commercially 
available microprocessor, in other 
words it contained all the electronic 
circuits necessary for advance 
number-crunching in a single tiny 
package. Constructed from 3,300 tiny 
transistors, each measuring around 
10,000 nanometres (or billionths of a 
metre) across and about the size of a 
red blood cell it was an astonishing 
achievement for its time. As to 
developments since then:

“The firm [Intel – Ed] no longer 
published exact numbers, but best 
guess is that they [the modern 
microchip – ED] have about 1.5 
billion-2 billion transistors apiece. 
Spaced 14 nanometres apart, each 
is so tiny as to be literally invisible, 
for they are more than an order 
of magnitude smaller than the 

wavelength of light that humans can 
see.

Everyone knows that modern 
computers are better than old ones. 
But is it hard to convey just how 
much better, for no other consumer 
technology has improved at anything 
approaching a similar pace. The 
standard analogy is with cars: if the 
car from 1971 had improved at the 
same rate as computer chips, then 
by 2015 new models would have top 
speeds of about 420 million miles per 
hour. That is roughly two-thirds the 
speed of light, or fast enough to drive 
round the world in less than a fifth of 
a second.”

(“Beyond Moore’s Law”, by Tim 
Cross, in Megatech: technology in 
2050, edited 

by Daniel Franklin. Published by 
The Economist Books, 2017, p.55)

The microchip has been the 
lynchpin that has enabled an ever-
increasing amount of information to 
be processed in an ever-decreasing 
physical space at an ever-increasing 
speed. Without it we would not 
have any of the modern computers, 
Smart Phones, gaming consoles, or 
indeed any of the household utensils 
which assist our daily lives. The 
extent to which this single item has 
changed the nature of computing 
can be gauged by the fact that a 
modern smart phone contains more 
computing power than was available 
to entire nations in 1971.

But alongside companies like Intel, 
which produced products that relate 
to the hardware aspect of computing, 
there has developed those companies 
who produce the software – the 
means by which information can 
be processed and exploited across 
a variety of platforms. One of the 
earliest shapers of the modern digital 
age was Microsoft, which was 
founded in April 1975 and floated 
on the stock market in March 1986. 
It took 15 years to reach $1 billion 
in revenue. Google was founded in 

1998 and reached the same figure of 
revenue in five years while Facebook 
took just over four years to reach that 
figure. Amazon was a slow beginner 
by these standards but still reached 
the $10 billion in revenue 13 years 
after its launch in 1994.

But something more than the 
microchip and software programmes 
was needed to get the computer age 
into the position it now occupies. It 
required the correct socio-political 
and financial environment to thrive.

One of the catalysts for this was 
the banking sector where the task 
of processing huge quantities of 
cheques and other paper currencies 
had, by the 1970s, become their 
biggest expenditure both in labour 
and capital (it was estimated that 65-
70% of the cost of running a bank 
was in salaries). Any system that 
had the capacity of automating the 
process in a faster, cheaper way was 
always going to be attractive. Out of 
this need came the Electronic Funds 
Transfer System (EFTS). 

Then, although initially a means 
of cutting costs, banking computer 
systems became a means of tapping 
into a new constituency of bank users. 
By the early 1980s the percentage of 
the population in Britain with bank 
accounts was only 52%. The decline 
in the manufacturing sector led to 
a fall in the number of commercial 
accounts held by the banks and they 
were eager to find a substitute source 
of account holders. This substitute 
emerged  partly through the need of 
people to open bank accounts in order 
to take advantage of the government 
sell-off of council properties. As a 
result new swathes of individuals, 
who had previously operated their 
monetary lives exclusively through 
the medium of cash, became bank 
customers. Initially it was the 
building societies that experienced 
this surge as it was to them that the 
new potential property-owners went 
in order to find the deposits needed 
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REXIT
Getting that feeling things are disintegrating 

around you?
  The crew that you trusted to run the ship
are now all captains in the queue.
  charting a course for the isle of Apocalypse?
Or could this be running on the spot,
  lots of movement but getting nowhere,
contributing to the rot?
  Or the admiral as cabin-boy in full glare
running errands to Brussels
  on yet another dead mare
(being pecked by crows)
  to where the mighty euro rustles
  along with that old fox in the hedgerow.?

Wilson John Haire.  28th March, 2019.

to purchase their homes. Then the banks saw the potential 
and began to directly challenge the building societies for 
the custom:

“From scratch, one of the big English banks has already 
lent over £1,000m. – more than all but a dozen of the 
building societies – and a recent Financial Times survey 
estimated that 40 per cent by value, of all new loans are 
going through the banks. Naturally, the building societies 
cannot stand idly by, as the banks move into their territory, 
and one by one is hitting back by offering its customers 
banking services.” (High Street Battle for Your Cash: 
change at the Bank” by Barry White, Belfast Telegraph, 
29 March 1982).

In the struggle between the building societies and the 
banks for the new constituency of customers:

“Convenience is a major factor, as well as cost, and 
both the building societies and the banks will argue 
strongly that they have the edge. The building societies’ 
main advantage is their longer working day, 9.30 to 4 
and Saturday mornings, but the arrival of automatic teller 
machines, providing a 24 hour banking service, could 
cancel this out.” (Ibid.)

With the banks’ capacity to introduce more convenient 
opening hours being obstructed by the bank workers the 
advent of the ATM machines helped to neutralise the 
advantage of the building societies. However, the cost of 
the machines (£30,000 each), and initial resistance of the 
bank staff meant that this facility took a while to make 
itself felt.

In the meantime other developments were helping to 
expand the numbers of potential new banking customers. 
In 1980 the Government proposed the payment of social 
security benefits by automated credit transfer into the 
recipient’s bank account. This was meant to be introduced 
by 1982 and was seen to offer significant savings on the 
cost of processing the cash transactions involved in the 
1,000 million social security benefit payments it dealt 
with each year. At the same time a government “think 
tank” was also undertaking an investigation into the 
possibility of persuading Britain’s workers to switch from 
cash wages to payment by cheque – or bank transfer - a 
move that was supported by Labour representatives:

“Prime Minister Mrs. Margaret Thatcher is to be pressed 
in Parliament this week to discourage weekly payment 
of wages in cash and to encourage, instead, monthly 
payments by cheque. Mr. Gwilym Roberts, Labour M.P. 
for Cannock, today tabled a Commons question to her 
urging her to have discussions with the T.U.C. and C.B.I. 
with a view to setting this trend in motion.” (“Pay Monthly 
Plea by M.P.”, Liverpool Echo, 1 June 1981, p.8)

This trend to persuade workers to accept a non-cash 
payment continued through the 1980s with the tactic 
of offering one-off bonuses to sign up to such changes 
being increasingly successful. In Ireland, by 1987, efforts 
were also being made to have workers move from cash 
payments:

“Labour Minister Bertie Ahern wants to make it easier 
for employers to pay staff by non-cash methods. He 
proposes strengthening the employer’s hand by changing 
the law on the payment of wages. But workers would 

continue to retain the right to have their wages paid in 
cash. The Minister outlined the proposed changes today in 
a discussion document on a number of aspects of labour 
law. The changes are suggested because, it is believed, 
employers do not have enough flexibility in this area.” 
(New Laws on Cash Wages, Evening Herald, 30 Nov. 
1987).

The argument used to encourage this trend was one 
of security and it had the support of the trade unions as 
well as employers. From the trade union viewpoint the 
payment of wages in cash had always been open to abuse 
by unscrupulous employers who failed to pay the proper 
tax or the proper national insurance. From the viewpoint 
of the Government, the more general replacement of cash 
wages with bank transfers or cheque payment was seen as 
a means of ensuring that its tax revenues were less open 
to cheating. 

These social trends apparent in the early 1980s led one 
commentator to predict that:

“The most dramatic breakthrough in banking in the next 
five years will be outside the banks rather than inside. 
Automatic teller machines, and an array of buttons and a 
small video screen, will provide all the information, and 
most of the services, that the ordinary customer will need 
from month to month, so that his visits to the bank itself 
may be very occasional. At any time of day or night, he 
will be able to find out the state of his account, order a 
cheque-book or draw as much money as he wants, to the 
limit of his credit.” (“Faster Cash to the Man in the Street”, 
by Barry White, Belfast Telegraph, 30 March 1982)

And he observed:
“Experiments are already taking place with point-of-sale 

terminals, in supermarkets, where customers will simply 
feed in their bank card to have their accounts debited by 
the correct amount, without any money changing hands. 
The French are well in the lead, with their high percentage 
of ‘banked’ customers, but there are problems over the 
cost of terminals, and what the shops are prepared to pay 
for the convenience.

In America, a bank has offered a special service to 
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selected customers, who can call up 
their bank statements on their TV 
screens, and order and pay for goods 
and services without leaving home.”

But none of this could have 
arrived without significant financial 
investment in the embryonic 
computer industry. 

Venture capital investment in 
the industry began as early as 
1959 when the U.S. firm, Fairchild 
Semiconductor, received funding 
from Vernock Associates, a company 
associated with the Rockefeller 
family. However, it was 1978 that 
the industry experienced its first 
major fundraising year when around 
$750 million of venture capital was 
invested. One of the major events that 
kick-started this investment was a 
decision by the Carter administration 
in the United States to loosen the 
restraints on the investment strategies 
of pension funds.

“In that year [1978 – ED] the U.S. 
Labor Department relaxed certain 
restrictions under the Employee 
Retirement Income Security Act, 
allowing corporate pension funds to 
invest in the asset class and providing 
a major source of money to venture 
capitalists.” (“Tech Generations – the 
Past as Prologue”, by Ann Winblad, 
in “Megatech: technology in 2050”, 
edited by Daniel Franlin. Published 
by The Economist Books, 2017, 
p.68)

The freedom given to the American 
pension funds to spread their 
investments more widely brought 
them into contact with venture 
funds and added significantly to the 
pool of investment that flowed into 
the computer industry after 1978. 
However, initially, venture capitalists 
were reluctant to invest heavily in 
software companies:

“Fear of the assets – the software 
engineers – walking out of the door 
at night, as well as the fledgling 
nature of business models in this 
new sector, kept software investing 
to $400 million-$600 million a year 
in the late 1980s and early 1990s. In 
1995 the total invested in software 
companies would finally exceed $1 
billion. By 2015 venture dollars in 
software had swelled to $23 billion 
of the $58 billion invested in the 
U.S. This increased the number 
of companies entering each wave. 

In 1995, 435 software deals were 
funded by venture capitalists. By 
2015 that number had increased to 
over 1,800. The winners in software 
also grew fast, both organically 
and by acquiring many other new 
companies. Microsoft’s revenue 
reached $93 billion by 2015. 
Salesforce, a fourth-wave company, 
became the sixth-largest software 
company with $6 billion in revenue, 
Amazon, with $107 billion in 
revenue, and Google, with almost 
$75 billion, came top of the internet-
company list.” (Ibid., pp.68-69)

The point at which venture 
capitalists began to get involved 
in a significant way was when it 
became obvious that the use of 
digital technology had passed the 
point where it remained an option for 
businesses to exploit:

“Entrepreneurs and venture 
capitalists together have begun their 
march to unbundle all that can be 
digital in industry after industry, 
throwing down the gauntlet to 
global businesses in their quest to 
attack bigger opportunities. Venture-
capital investment for new software 
companies unbundling just one 
industry, financial services, reached 
$13.8 billion in 2015, more than 
double the total invested in such 
‘fintech’ in 2014 and six times more 
than the funding deployed in 2011.” 
(Ibid. p.74)

It has now become a condition 
of a business’s existence that it 
utilises the whole array of what 
digital technology has to offer with 
the result that it now touches every 
aspect of people’s daily lives. But as 
far as the industry in which it first 
began to take a firm foothold – the 
financial industry – is concerned the 
use of digital tools long ago evolved 
beyond the bank customer and made 
its way directly into the financial 
markets.

“About half of all buying and 
selling on many of the world’s 
crucial financial markets is now 
automatic high-frequency trading. 
HFT is ultrafast. Whenever I speak 
to someone who might know and 
be prepared to tell me, I ask them 
just how fast that currently is: in 
other words, what’s the minimum 
time interval between the arrival of 
a ‘signal’ – a pattern of market data 

that feeds into an HFT algorithm – 
and an HFT system responding to the 
signal by sending an order to buy or 
sell, or cancelling an existing order? 
When I first asked, in 2011, the 
answer was five microseconds: five 
millionths of a second. At the time 
it seemed extraordinarily fast, but 
now it seems leisurely. Data released 
last September by Eurex, Europe’s 
leading futures exchange, indicated 
that the speed is now 84 nanoseconds 
(billionths of a second): sixty times 
faster than it was in 2011.” (Just 
How Fast: the increasing speed of 
high-frequency trading”, by Donald 
MacKenzie, in London Review of 
Books, 7 March 2019)

We are now in the realms of 
an unknown world where space 
measured in terms of the size of a 
transistor on a microchip can be 
smaller than the wavelength of light 
and the speed between stimulus and 
response is measured in terms close 
to instantly. 

All of this can be deeply disturbing 
when the science behind it occupies 
such an intimate part of our daily 
lives. Our behaviour is now not only 
influenced by the internet but large 
swathes of it is determined by it. 
Increasingly we communicate with 
family, friends and even our doctors 
by email, purchase goods and services 
and interact with our banks online 
and use it to extract information to 
answer a multitude of questions. 
But in the process we generate an 
online version of ourselves, which 
reveals our interests, our patterns of 
consuming, our politics and beliefs, 
and our network of friends. This 
version of ourselves is constructed 
into a profile by computer algorithms 
which is then used by advertisers 
to target goods and services at their 
most likely consumers. We become 
identified no longer as an organic 
entity with a physical presence but a 
digital one that only exists in terms 
that advertisers understand.

But this online profile remains 
a component of who we are in 
the physical world and would not 
exist without the pre-eminence of 
ourselves in the physical world. It 
also provides a vulnerable portal 
by which those who have the skills 
to navigate the digital world can 
invade and take advantage of the 
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growing reliance of our physical 
selves on the digital world. To do 
this of course such people require 
motivation and the most obvious one 
is financial. This vulnerability was 
to a large extent overlooked at the 
dawn of the new digital world.  One 
of the original justifications by banks 
to incrementally shift customers 
towards a cash-free environment 
was the claim that it offered a 
more secure relationship between 
the individual and his/her money. 
The early talk was that traditional 
criminal offences like robberies, 
forgeries, counterfeiting and theft 
would be made obsolete with the 
arrival of Electronic Funds Transfer 
Systems (EFTS). Unfortunately that 
has not happened. What has in fact 
happened is that there has been a 
decline in things like bank robberies 
and an explosion in online fraud. 

In January 2017 the Daily 
Telegraph reported that online fraud 
had become the most common crime 
in the country with almost one in 
ten people falling victim. More than 
five and a half million cyber offences 
were believed to take place each 
year accounting for almost half of all 
crime in the country (see: “Fraud and 
cyber crime are now the country’s 
most common offences”. (Daily 
Telegraph, 19 January 2017).

The ingenuity of hackers and 
fraudsters grows with every 
development of computer security. It 
is similar to an arms race. But people 
are not only concerned about their 
computers being phished or hacked. 
They are also concerned about 
computer malware viruses invading 
their computers. The latest one has 
gained access through the normally 
trusted mechanism by which 
operating systems programmes are 
automatically upgraded.

“Researchers at cybersecurity firm 
Kaspersky Lab say that ASUS, one of 
the world’s largest computer makers, 
was used to unwittingly install a 
malicious backdoor on thousands 
of its customers’ computers last 
year after attackers compromised 
a server for the company’s live 
software update tool. The malicious 
file was signed with legitimate ASUS 
digital certificates to make it appear 
to be an authentic software update 
from the company” (“Hackers 

Hijacked ASUS Software Updates to 
Install Backdoors on Thousands of 
Computers”, Motherboard, 25 March 
2019)

It seems that the critical technology 
which society relies upon to function 
and on which individuals depend 
is constantly under threat. The 
anxiety that this creates among 
significant numbers of people is 
regularly acknowledged by warnings 
from institutions, businesses and 
governments about the way in which 
our online profile is vulnerable. This 
is then countered with messages 
of assurance by articles in the 
media, which seek to allay those 
anxieties through highlighting the 
more fanciful myths surrounding 
the new technology. But it is also 
acknowledged in the way that 
modern philosophy is evolving.

One of the leading philosophical 
thinkers of the era is Luciano Floridi 
who is currently a Professor of 
Philosophy and Ethics of Information 
at Oxford. He is one of the proponents 
of what is called the Philosophy of 
Information. In one of his books he 
makes the observation that:

“The agricultural revolution took 
millennia to exert its full impact on 
society, the industrial revolution took 
centuries, but the digital one only 
a few decades. No wonder we feel 
confused and wrong footed.”

But, confused and wrong footed is 
a generous and rather neutral way of 
putting it. The predominant condition 
the digital revolution has created 
is not one of confusion or being 
wrong-footed – it is anxiety. Floridi 
seems to attribute what he prefers to 
describe as confusion to the rapidity 
of the digital revolution. While this 
undoubtedly is a contributing factor 
it is not central to its cause. People 
can accommodate rapid change even 
though they may feel uncomfortable 
with that change. Our townscapes are 
changing all the time as new finance-
driven property booms lead to the 
destruction of familiar physical 
landmarks to be replaced by new 
multi-story residential apartment 
blocks. Familiar physical landmarks 
are disappearing at a rate that may 
be uncomfortable and may create 
anger and feelings of nostalgia for 
the old landmark but those changes 
do not create anxiety. What is felt 

is temporary and people soon learn 
to navigate the new landmarks and 
grow accustomed to them. In other 
words, speed of change does not in 
itself create anxiety. It is not the same 
when it comes to the digital world.

The problem is that anxiety has 
become intrinsic to the nature of the 
thing that defines the modern age. To 
the ordinary person the technology 
involved departs from, and is alien 
to, the conventional technology that 
goes into the making of our familiar 
physical world. As one leading 
theoretical physicist, mathematician, 
and Nobel laureate has put it:

“Fundamental physics both 
constrains and enables technology. 
Abstractly this is a truism, since 
much of technology is embodied in 
machines and structures which, being 
physical objects, are subject to the laws 
of physics. Yet over much of history, 
in almost all areas of technology, the 
relationship between fundamental 
theory and practical applications 
has been rather loose. Consider, 
for example, some understanding 
highlights of Roman engineering, 
their great roads, aqueducts and 
the Colosseum. As described by 
Vitruvius in De Architectura, the 
technology that supported these feats 
was based on long-accumulated 
experience, codified in empirical 
rules of construction materials and 
their preparation – in some ways, 
anticipating the composites of today 
– but there is nothing that we would 
recognise as systematic materials 
science. Similarly, the central motif 
of Roman construction, the arch, 
is presented as a template, not as a 
mathematically determined solution 
to problems of loading and stress. . . . 

Today the connection between 
fundamental physics and 
technology is much tighter. Notably, 
modern microelectronics and 
telecommunications supporting 
the processing and transmission of 
information at speeds that would 
have seemed utterly fantastic just a 
few decades ago. These profoundly 
enabling technologies would be 
unthinkable without deep, reliable 
understanding of the quantum theory 
of matter and of light (including 
radio, microwaves and the rest of 
the electromagnetic spectrum). No 
amount of tinkering or “innovation” 
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could have got you there. ,. . .
Thus in principle we could, by solving 

the appropriate equations replace 
experimentation with calculation, in 
all those applications. This represents, 
in human history, a qualitatively new 
situation. It has arisen over the course 
of the 20th century, primarily as a result 
of dramatic advances in the application 
of quantum mechanics.” (Physical 
Foundations of Future Technology”, 
by Frank Wilczek, in Megatech: 
technology in 2050, edited by Daniel 
Franlin. Published by The Economist 
Books, 2017, pp.22-23).

Ever since the division of labour 
became a condition for the survival of 
humankind there has been a division 
of the skills required for that survival. 
In the early days of its evolution 
those skills were by today’s standards 
fairly primitive with the capacity of 
individuals to bridge the divisions of 
the activities involved. Thus, it was 
possible for someone with the skills to 
make stone implements to also have 
the skills to use those implements 
either in hunting or in agriculture – in 
fact it was an advantage if this cross-
over existed as it helped to generate the 
empirical means by which both skills 
and methodology might be improved. 
As social organisation advanced, 
however, the division of labour became 
increasingly complex with the capacity 
for this cross-over of skills markedly 
reduced. The advent of steam-power 
and then electricity impacted on 
everyone’s life but this came with the 
need to have people with increasingly 
rarefied skills to enable everyone to 
benefit from these new technologies. 
We then had the emergence of skills 
that became associated with the making 
of machines (toolmakers, welders, 
metal-workers, iron and steel-makers 
etc.) and the skills associated with 
the maintenance of them (mechanics, 
plumbers, electricians, painters, etc.) 
At each stage of this advancement 
there emerged a class of people with 
skills that could not be easily shared 
and which the general population were 
increasingly excluded from. However, 
what remained was the tactile 
relationship of the broader population 
with the physical representations of the 
dynamic technologies that defined their 
world. People could see the machine 
in action, walk across the bridge that 
spanned expanses of space and even 
though it remained invisible, they 
could see the pylons, cables, switches 
and junction boxes that brought 
electricity to their homes. Likewise 

when something went wrong the cause 
of the fault could be seen in physical 
form and the solution directly linked in 
a tangible way to that fault.

On the other hand, in the modern 
age where an understanding of the 
digital forces that define our existence 
remain a mystery for the vast majority 
of people, the skills of the people who 
control and operate these forces are 
also at a further remove

“Non-physicists are often bemused to 
hear physicists speak of the ‘simplicity’ 
of their fundamental theories. For in 
practice only a very small proportion 
of the human race understands 
those theories, and it takes years of 
determined study and hard thinking 
for any individual human to achieve 
understanding.” (Ibid., p.26)

The theories behind past technologies 
were also elusive to the majority of 
people. Things like steam engines, 
electric telegraph, internal combustion 
engines and air travel all worked 
to principles that defied ordinary 
understanding. But they remained 
separate and distinct in their operation. 
Steam power, electricity, combustion 
and aerodynamics all occupied their 
own corral and could be left to the 
experts to develop and operate in 
the sure knowledge that they did not 
invade people’s personal space in any 
over-reaching way. No record was 
retained every time a person availed 
him or herself of the facilities that 
those technologies made available. As 
a result no profile was build up on the 
basis of how people lived their daily 
lives as individuals. This has now all 
changed. The technology that is now 
an integral part of modern facilities 
transgresses most aspects of our lives 
that had previously remained separate. 
On top of that it operates according 
to principles of physics that ensures it 
cannot be properly monitored by those 
who it impacts in such an intimate way.

While much of what the digital 
technology offers is extremely useful 
and acts as an aid to greater efficiency 
the underlying basis of that technology 
generates a profound and abiding sense 
of anxiety among a significant section 
of the populace. From a political point 
of view it is this and not so much 
the well-articulated surveillance of 
people’s opinions by the State that 
should concern us. Rather it’s the 
constant atmosphere of anxiety that 
the technology leaves in its wake 
that the State can exploit in ways 
that can exclude the need for rational 

assessment of its actions. 
While the anxiety caused by the 

nature of the underlying technology is 
something that is inevitable given the 
level of trust that we are expected to 
invest in intangible electronic pulses, 
the anxiety relating to the security of 
our relationship with the digital world 
is another matter. There is nothing to 
prevent governments from providing 
more protection to the user in this area. 
For instance, a simple online passport 
unique to every citizen would go a long 
way to preventing things like online 
identity theft. Yet, there is a marked 
inertia on the part of governments to 
act in this way. In the meantime there is 
a real benefit to the State in sustaining 
levels of anxiety among the citizens in 
this arena and it would be surprising if 
the State remained unaware of it. 

In the early years of the 20th century in 
the period prior to Britain’s declaration 
of war on Germany the populace were 
maintained in a state of similar anxiety 
by the fear of imminent invasion by 
Germany. Novels, newspaper articles 
and politicians continued to push the 
likelihood of invasion despite the 
counter-arguments that relied on the 
rational logistical argument showing 
such a thing to be impossible. Such 
irrational invasion fears retained their 
potency precisely because the anxiety 
it created became, in itself, the means 
by which the populace were immunised 
from rational thought on the subject.

Today, the invasion is not German 
warships on the British coast but 
Russian cyber ships invading our 
computers. The portrayal of the 
potential Russian threat from this 
source is regularly pushed in novels, 
in newspaper and internet articles 
and politicians in the exact same way 
that the German naval invasion was 
forecast in the early 1900s and, just 
as then, its object is both to generate 
anxiety and exploit that anxiety. The 
extent to which this anxiety is exploited 
is revealed by a simple Google search 
for “Russian hacking” which produces 
over 26 million hits. The fact that the 
only evidence of cyber invasions by 
Governments have been against Iran 
in 2012 (by both the United States and 
Israel) and against Venezuela in 2019 
(by the United States) is of course 
never part of the narrative. 
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Yemen
Emily Thornberry (Islington 

South and Finsbury) (Lab) (Urgent 
Question) To ask the Secretary of State 
for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs 
if he will make a statement on the 
situation in Yemen.

The Minister for Asia and the Pacific 
(Mark Field) I hope you will indulge me 
for just one moment, Mr Speaker, while 
I pay tribute to my right hon. Friend the 
Member for North East Bedfordshire 
(Alistair Burt), who has left office and, 
in a normal state of affairs, would have 
been answering this question. He is a 
very old friend of mine. We have shared 
offices not just in the Foreign Office 
but in Portcullis House. I know that 
he will make a great contribution to 
international affairs and elsewhere, not 
least in the middle east, in the rest of his 
time in Parliament.

Today is the fourth anniversary of the 
intervention by the Saudi-led coalition 
into the conflict in Yemen, at the 
invitation of the Government of Yemen, 
which began when the Houthi rebels 
captured most of the capital, Sana’a, and 
expelled the internationally recognised 
Government. Since then, Yemen’s 
humanitarian crisis, the largest in the 
world, has continued to worsen, as many 
hon. and right hon. Members know. We 
call on both sides urgently to implement 
the agreements made at the Stockholm 
peace talks and bring an end to this dire 
conflict.

The United Kingdom is at the forefront 
of work towards a political solution to 
this conflict—there can only be a political 
solution, in the long term—and we will 
continue to show leadership as part of 
international efforts to end the appalling 
suffering that millions are facing. My 
right hon. Friend the Foreign Secretary 
visited the region at the beginning of the 
month in a display of the UK’s support 
for efforts to secure peace. During this 
time, he visited the port city of Aden, 
becoming the first western Foreign 
Minister to visit Yemen since the conflict 
began. He also attended the peace talks 
in Stockholm last December. This 
year—the tax year 2019-20—we have 
committed an additional £200 million of 
UK aid, bringing our total commitment 

to over £770 million since the conflict 
began. This support will save, and 
indeed is saving, lives by meeting the 
immediate food needs of more than 1 
million Yemenis each and every month 
of the year, treating 30,000 children for 
malnutrition, and providing more than 
1 million people with improved water 
supply and basic sanitation.

The UK continues to support the 
work of the UN, and the UK-led UN 
Security Council resolutions 2451 and 
2452 were unanimously approved by 
the Security Council in December 2018 
and January 2019 respectively. Those 
resolutions enshrined the agreements 
made in Stockholm and authorised the 
deployment of monitors within the 
UN Mission to Support the Hodeidah 
Agreement, thus bolstering the peace 
process further. We believe that the 
Stockholm conference was a landmark 
point, as the first time that the parties 
had come to the negotiating table in 
over two years, but we all know that 
there is a serious risk that this window 
of opportunity to make progress towards 
lasting peace may slip away. The UK 
therefore urges both sides to act in good 
faith, to co-operate with the UN special 
envoy and General Lollesgaard, and to 
implement the Stockholm agreements 
rapidly. We have been clear that a 
political settlement is the one and only 
way to bring about long-term stability 
in Yemen and to address the worsening 
humanitarian crisis. We shall continue 
to make every effort to support the UN-
led process to get to the solution that so 
many Yemeni civilians so desperately 
require.

Emily Thornberry Thank you, 
Mr Speaker, for granting this urgent 
question.

Let me begin by completely agreeing 
with the Minister about the terrible loss 
from the Foreign Office Front-Bench 
team of the right hon. Member for 
North East Bedfordshire (Alistair Burt), 
who might well have been answering 
this question today were it not for 
his decision on a matter of principle. 
Labour Members applaud the right hon. 
Gentleman for that today, as we do the 
equally principled stance taken by the 
Minister for Asia and the Pacific. We will 
miss both the substance and the tone that 

the right hon. Gentleman has brought to 
our debates from the Front Bench over 
the past two years.

Unfortunately, however, the former 
Minister is one of several Foreign Office 
and Defence Ministers who have told 
us repeatedly from the Dispatch Box, 
in written answers and in evidence to 
Committees that Britain is not a party 
to the conflict in Yemen. Most crucially, 
for the past three years, that phrase has 
been used time and again by Ministers 
to explain that it is impossible to 
assess alleged individual violations of 
international humanitarian law in Yemen 
because we are not a party to the conflict. 
Yet this weekend we read reports in The 
Mail on Sunday that members of British 
special forces had been engaged in gun 
battles with the Houthi rebels in Yemen 
while providing support to the coalition 
forces.

I am not for a second expecting 
the Minister of State to comment on 
the activities of our special forces—
something that the Government never 
do—but I want to ask him two important 
questions of principle. First, in the light 
of these reports, do the Government still 
stand by their long-standing statements 
that Britain is not a party to this conflict? 
We already know about our support for 
the Saudi air force and our supply of 
billions in arms for the Saudi coalition. 
If, in addition to all that, our forces are 
engaged in actual gun battles with the 
Houthi rebels and that does not constitute 
being a party to the conflict, I really do 
not know what does.

The second question of principle 
is this. It is an equally long-standing 
position of the Government that there 
is no military solution to this conflict. 
Indeed, the Minister has reaffirmed that 
today. So I simply ask this: why, if these 
reports are accurate, are British forces 
being put in harm’s way trying to deliver 
that military solution?

Finally, there was one especially 
disturbing allegation in The Mail 
on Sunday report that our forces are 
providing support to locally recruited, 
Saudi-funded militia and that many of 
the fighters—up to 40%, it was alleged—
are children as young as 13 years old. Is 
that in any way true? If it is, that would 
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confirm that our forces are not just a 
party to this conflict but witnesses to war 
crimes.

Mark Field I thank the right hon. 
Lady for the tone of her contribution. She 
will appreciate—indeed, she expressly 
appreciated—that in relation to special 
forces we do not comment either to 
confirm or deny any  involvement. 
Clearly, she is well aware that we have 
liaison officers who are based in Saudi 
Arabia, and have been routinely. I am 
very keen not in any way inadvertently 
to mislead the House on this matter, and 
therefore I will, if she will forgive me, 
ensure that she has a written response, 
liaising with the Ministry of Defence, 
about the issue of other engagement 
or involvement of British personnel in 
Yemen at the moment. We still hold to 
the firm view that we are not a party to 
the conflict. Clearly, we are supportive 
of Saudi Arabia, which has been a long-
standing ally, as she is aware. There is no 
military solution to this matter.

I have never been to Yemen myself, 

but my late father’s first engagement out 
of Sandhurst was in Aden, in a different 
time. He had the fondest of memories, 
as indeed many people living in that 
country have of this country. That is why 
we have been a pen-holder at the UN 
Security Council.

I have also, of course, read the article 
in The Mail on Sunday, if perhaps 
slightly later than the right hon. Lady 
did—only this morning. It makes some 
very serious allegations. I am keen that 
we get to the bottom of those allegations. 
Again, I am very keen not in any way 
to mislead the House, but allegations 
made in relation to any engagement 
that involves bringing child soldiers 
on board would be appalling. I very 
much hope that the journalist will be 
in a position, within the sources that 
he can reveal, to make it clear what 
knowledge he had on the ground. 
Clearly, that will be investigated as a 
matter of urgency.

investigation for corruption. Rubbish 
piles up in the streets; there are rats; 
Salvini has seen Rome’s “aggressive 
gulls like pterodactyls”. A Lega-run 
administration is his aspiration and he 
says: “The Romans deserve a better 
city. And even the Metro would like me 
to make it work better”.

So, lined up for the aftermath of 
26 May is the Lega “bulldozer” - 
Salvini’s word.  Immediately after the 
EU elections he expects to be in the 
position of being able to “smooth out 
the M5S opposition” to his policies 
with a government reshuffle. Clearly 
Matteo Salvini has ambition. He 
aspires ultimately to be Premier and is 
looking in the longer term to the 2020 
general election to fulfil his plans.

The Trade Union and Employment Forum Conference
In Place of Strife (1969): Trade Union legal rights & responsibilities revisited

Saturday 27 April 2019, 11am-4pm
Modern Records Centre, University of Warwick, Coventry CV4 7AL

Fifty years ago, the conflict between the Harold Wilson Labour Government and the trade unions over 
Secretary of State for Employment Barbara Castle’s White Paper In Place of Strife was one of the pivotal 
moments of post-war British Industrial Relations. It pitched voluntarist ideas of ‘free collective bargaining’ 
against ideas of economic planning and public policy concerns about strikes, inflation and restrictive 
practices. The white paper followed the 1968 Donovan Report and preceded Heath’s Conservative 1971 
Industrial Relations Act.

In response to Peter Dorey’s new book on ‘In Place of Strife’, this day has two parts. In the morning 
there is a historical reassessment of the political episode. In the afternoon, we consider the implications for 
current Labour Party policy on trade unions, as the Manifesto promises to ‘roll out sectoral bargaining’. The 
seminar is held at the Modern Records Centre, the largest UK trade union and industrial relations collection, 
which will also be introduced to us.

Speakers include:
Professor Peter Dorey, Professor of British Politics at Cardiff University and author of   Comrades in 

Conflict: Labour, the Trade Unions and In Place of Strife  (2019)
Dr David Lyddon, founding editor of the journal   Historical Studies in Industrial Relations
Lisa Martineau, journalist and author of   Politics & Power: Barbara Castle, a biography  (2011)
Joe Dromey, Deputy Director of the Learning and Work Institute and author (at IPPR) of   Power to the 

People: how stronger unions can deliver economic justice  (IPPR 2018)
Professor Peter Ackers, co-editor (with Dr Alastair Reid) of   Alternatives to State-Socialism: Other Worlds 

of Labour in the Twentieth Century  (Palgrave 2016)
 
Refreshments are provided and the cost is £12 – to register and pay please sign up on Eventbrite.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

THE BULLDOZER ARRIVES
Brexit? The Italian press are largely 

ignoring it.
The 26th May EU elections are of 

far more interest and importance to 
Italy. Last month’s column considered 
the recent local election results which 
were universally unfavourable for 
The Five Star Movement, M5S. (They 
are the largest single party in the 
Government). The regional elections 
were held in five areas only and the last, 
in the southern province of Basilicata, 
was held on 24 March. 

The results were consistent with 
the current trend and the left’s 25 
year stronghold was beaten by a 
centre-right coalition. Of interest is 
the halving of votes for M5S and the 
tripling of support for Lega. The party, 
previously called Lega Nord, had 
never considered organising anywhere 
except the north until the arrival of 
Matteo Salvini. Silvio Berlusconi was 
seen celebrating the win. But this was 
a victory for the centre-right coalition 
- rather than for his party. His Forza 
Italia, Fi, continued its decline falling 
from 16.1% at the last general election 
to 9.1%. 

M5S’s Luigi Di Maio claimed 
correctly that M5S were now the 
largest party in Basilicata. But with 
a fall from a 44.3% to 19.7%  of the 
total vote and an insignificant lead of a 
miniscule 0.58% over Lega’s 19.12% 
this was a claim which could only be 
ridiculed. M5S were expected to take 
a firm line against the oil industry’s 
development in this agricultural area, 
but it didn’t materialise.   

Basilicata’s winning Lega candidate 
Vito Bardi is a retired Guardia di 
Finanzia general and some older 
photographs showed him in uniform. 
The Guardia di Finanzia is organised 
as a military structure and is responsible 
for protecting the legal economy, 
which includes customs, tax fraud and 
acting against drug trafficking.  

Di Maio continues to fail to make 
a positive impact on the Government 
or the country. Rather pathetically he 
is trying, unsuccessfully currently, to 
persuade a charismatic ex-colleague 
and ex-MP Alessandro Di Battista 
to join his campaign. The word 

bipolarismo has appeared in the press 
to signify the possible end of M5S 
populism and a return to politics on a 
left/right axis. Indeed M5S must take 
a minimum of 20% of the vote share 
in the EU election to continue to be 
credible. 

 In the EU election waiting-period 
the press has chewed over several 
issues, political, strategic, financial 
and salacious. 

Starting with the last. Many days 
of press coverage were given to the 
unexplained death of 35 year old 
Imane Fadil. In English she is a: 
“bunga bunga model” and in Italian 
she was referred to as an olgettina. 
Apparently Berlusconi paid the rent 
for the apartment in Via Olgettina that 
housed the many girls involved in his 
sex parties. Imane was a witness at 
Silvio Berlusconi’s 2010 trial where 
he was eventually cleared of having 
sex with an underage prostitute but 
convicted of tax fraud. 

Imane said that she was present at one 
of the gatherings at his Arcore residence 
where two “nuns” stripped off and 
performed sex acts. She claims that she 
was openly shocked and Berlusconi 
offered her €2,000 to calm her. 
Recently she said that she had always 
rejected the many attempts to corrupt 
her by Berlusconi and his entourage 
and she had suffered a lot compared 
to those who had been paid off. There 
are no implications in the press of any 
Berlusconi involvement in Imane’s 
death. Investigations have suggested 
either unusual concentrations of heavy 
metals in her body, or radioactivity or 
a bone-marrow deficiency. The police 
have taken away a book that she was 
writing and investigations continue. 
“There are anomalies” they say.

On 17 March The Governor of 
Latzio, Nicola Zingaretti started 
work as the new elected leader of the 
main party of the left: The Partito 
Democratico, Pd. He might sound 
familiar; his older brother is Luca who 
plays Inspector Montalbano, in the TV 
series, based on the novels of Andrea 
Camilieri. Nicola aims to be  “a leader 
rather than a chief”, marking a clear 
distinction between his intended 
future style and that of the dictatorial 

Matteo Renzi. His pressing task is that 
of uniting the fractured Pd as soon as 
possible and certainly in time for the 
EU elections. 

Meanwhile the Government 
struggle to resolve several issues, 
unlikely to be confronted successfully 
before the EU elections. TAV, the high-
speed train line from Lyon to Turin is 
planned to run through a new tunnel 
between France and Italy. The current 
tunnel is unsuitable for development. 
It is an issue of enormous conflict. 
M5S at all levels (including Turin’s 
M5S mayor) are bitterly opposed to the 
new tunnel, which does cut through 
asbestos rocks. Commercial Turin 
needs the new line and Lega are also 
in favour. 

The Finance Minister, Giovanni 
Tria, is struggling to respond to an 
increasing budget deficit and pressure 
from the EU to curb and control 
spending. Meanwhile the M5S and 
Lega want to introduce a minimum 
wage and a flat tax.

The State visit of China’s President 
Xi started in Italy. Luigi Di Maio is 
very keen to establish good relations 
and investment opportunities with 
the Chinese. He also favours the 
development of links with Russia. 
But it seems that Macron and Merkel 
successfully diverted attention away 
from Italy in favour of their two central 
European countries. An editorial in La 
Repubblica was headed: “Count on 
Merkel, not Di Maio”. It went on to 
say that Xi understood immediately 
where Europe’s power lay, and his 
Italian visit became just a recreation. 
After that diversion “the most serious 
part of his European journey” took 
place. 

Meanwhile Salvini is more interested 
in the development of links with Trump 
and the United States.  

Rome’s ineffective M5S mayor 
Virginia Raggi’s failure is now viewed 
as a challenge by Matteo Salvini. 
Currently one central Metro station 
in Rome has been out of service for 
five months. Two more are failing. 
Yet another of her colleagues is under 


