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Anger And Betrayal: 
The New Politics

Unless Theresa May can get the Withdrawal 
Agreement through Parliament before 23 May, the 
UK will take part in the elections to the European 
Parliament. Talks between Conservative and 
Labour representatives have been held almost 
continuously since early April, but there is still no 
sign of a compromise agreement. Labour insists 
that its support for the Withdrawal Agreement is 
dependent on the inclusion of a customs union 
and a close alignment with the EU’s single 
market. This would mean legal guarantees that 
workers’ rights and environmental standards will 
not be reneged upon by a future Conservative 
leader, once May steps down. May’s red lines 
do not provide for such compromise and she can 
offer no legally binding guarantees. It should be 
noted that the Tory/DUP coalition can stay in 
power until June 2021. If they get over Brexit, 
they would then unite over the same bad policies 
they’ve followed since Thatcher.

The political declaration attached to May’s deal 
is non-binding so a future Tory leader could scrap 
it if it included a customs union. EU workers’ 
rights and environmental standards could be 
adopted into UK law but protections could be 
unpicked by a future government. Full alignment 
of workers’ rights and of environmental standards 
with legal guarantees, as called for by Labour, is 
needed for assured protection.

The decision by Labour’s National Executive 
Committee to support a second referendum, 
albeit on condition that Labour fails to get 
changes to the Withdrawal Agreement or its 

call for a general election is unsuccessful, is 
the wrong move for the party. Not only would 
a second referendum be a betrayal of its 2017 
manifesto promise to respect the result of the 
2016 referendum, it would also further damage 
public trust in the UK’s parliamentary democracy 
and the reputation of MPs, both already at a low 
ebb. It would damage Labour if Labour-leave 
voters switch to Nigel Farage’s Brexit party. And 
it may also encourage the use of future referenda 
on what are seen as issues of national importance, 
such as capital punishment, where emotions will 
run high as they did in 2016.

Furthermore, a strong performance by Labour 
in the European elections will not guarantee 
that a second referendum will be held. The UK 
Parliament, not the UK’s MEPs, will decide 
on that, and it is unlikely to vote in favour, 
having already rejected it. The aim of a second 
referendum is to reverse the 2016 referendum 
result, however much it is dressed up as an 
exercise in democracy. But whatever the result 
of a second referendum, assuming one is held, 
it will simply exacerbate the existing political 
divisions caused by Brexit. Brexit is well and 
truly out of its box and it will take a political 
miracle to put it back. 

ChangeUK: The Independent Group, created 
out of the eight Labour and three Tory MPs who 
left their party, claims to be an alternative voice 
for moderate voters. But its immediate aim is to 
reverse the result of the 2016 referendum. At the 
launch of its EU election campaign its interim 
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leader Heidi Allen referred to it as 
the “remain alliance”. A Liberal 
Democrat offer to contest the 
elections on a united slate was 
rejected, a sign that ChangeUK, as 
a stand-alone party, has ambitions 
beyond 23 May. It intends to 
contest 70 (of 73) seats in the 
European Parliament elections and 
has attracted support from former 
Labour and Liberal Democrat 
members, the most prominent 
of which are the former Liberal 
Democrat Rachel Johnson, the 
sister of Tory MP Boris Johnson 
and Stephen Dorrell, a senior 
Tory government Minister under 
John Major. Opinion polls suggest 
ChangeUK will perform badly.

The Tory party is forecast to 
lose a large number of seats; 
although they hope to avoid 
contesting the elections by getting 
the Withdrawal Agreement 
through Parliament before 23 
May. A compromise agreement, 
which includes Labour’s red lines 
on a customs union and close 
alignment with the single market, 
will not attract the support of hard 
Brexiteers in the ERG group and 
Northern Ireland’s DUP.

Theresa May is under siege not 
only from her cabinet ministers 
and backbenchers, but also from 
the Tory grassroots who regard 
her failure to get the Withdrawal 
Agreement through parliament as 
a betrayal of democracy. A bizarre 
state of affairs when one would 
expect Tory members to respect 
the sovereignty of parliament, with 
MPs exercising their judgement 
on the means by which the UK 
leaves the European Union, 
not on the principle of leaving 
which has been established. The 
absolute final deadline for leaving 
the EU is 31 October, 2019, with 
or without a deal.

Brexit has created a chasm 
between Tory MPs and the party’s 
grassroots. It is reported that as 
many as 60% of Tory members 
intend to vote for the newly born 
Brexit Party, led by Nigel Farage. 

A switch of this magnitude will 
seriously damage the Tory party’s 
prospects at the next general 
election. Farage, who has drawn 
a salary and enjoyed the perks 
as a member of the European 
Parliament for 20 years is the most 
established of career politicians. 
Yet he is applauded when he rages 
against the establishment and 
MPs who have made a career out 
of being a politician. 

In the short term the Brexit 
Party is determined to see the 
UK leave the EU. But it has long 
term ambitions to be the home 
for angry voters, and there are a 
lot of them, disillusioned with the 
established parties. Farage and 
his party will milk the anger and 
betrayal myth for all its worth. 
Once out of the EU however 
the anger and disillusion may 
dissipate a little. To retain the 
support of their voters the Brexit 
Party will need to offer something 
radically different to the other 
parties on bread and butter issues, 
including Labour which could be 
competing for votes with Farage’s 
forces.

The Brexit Party’s lead in the 
opinion polls suggest it will win 
the largest number of seats in 
the European Parliament, should 
the elections go ahead on 23 
May. The EU elections use the 
d’Hondt system of proportional 
representation within a regional 
closed list. Under this system it 
is difficult to predict accurately 
the exact number of seats a 
party will win in England, 
Scotland and Wales. In Northern 
Ireland, a system of proportional 
representation operates, using the 
Single Transferable Vote. The UK 
can remain a member of the EU 
until the final deadline agreed date 
of 31 October. Should this come 
to pass, the successful Brexit 
party candidates will be forced to 
resign, much to their relief.
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

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

IRELAND. 
08 August 1918. Part One
Mr. DILLON I have no desire in 

the least to intervene and deprive the 
hon. Member of his right to reply, but 
these Debates upon the Motion for 
the Adjournment are always of a very 
unsatisfactory character, and cannot 
be concluded in the same satisfactory 
way or with the same procedure 
as ordinary Debates. We are now 
asked to adjourn for a period of two 
months, at a time when the situation 
in Ireland is more unsatisfactory 
and more uncertain than I ever 
remember it in my life. The truth 
is that in Ireland there is really no 
Government in the true sense of the 
word. There is, of course, a military 
dictator who carries out his own will, 
and there is really no law except 
the will of this Noble Lord who has 
been sent over as a dictator. There 
is no Government in Ireland which 
has the confidence of any section or 
any party in that country, and that is 
a very terrible condition of things, 
and one which, if it were necessary, 
I should be prepared to prove. The 
country is at present drifting, and as I 
fear, drifting towards disaster. In face 
of that condition of affairs there is no 
party, and there is no man in Ireland 
who knows what is the policy of 
what passes for a Government. We 
are left absolutely in the dark. Two 
months ago a policy was announced 
with every form of repeated pledge—
since the new Government was 
sent over to Ireland—and when we 
questioned the representatives of the 
Government, we were assured that by 
that policy, of which in many details 
we did not approve, the Government 
would stand or fall. Minister after 
Minister declared that if they did not 
succeed in carrying that policy into 
effect they would resign office. That 
policy was thrown overboard in all its 
details after about five or six weeks, 
and now the people of Ireland are 
left in a state of blank ignorance as 
to what the policy of the Government 
is. When I listen to the speeches of 
Ministers in this House, and those 
which have been made in Ireland, 
it sometimes occurs to me that they 

have totally forgotten the fact that 
Home Rule, an Irish Parliament and 
an Irish Executive, is the law of this 
land and that, if nothing is done, 
automatically on the conclusion of 
the War an Irish Parliament will come 
into existence—it requires no further 
legislation—and an Irish Executive 
Government will take over the 
control of the country. In spite of that 
fact the Government is allowing the 
country to drift into such a condition 
as will make that great change by no 
means easy.

I said no man and no party in 
Ireland knows what is the policy 
of the Government. A voluntary 
recruiting campaign has been 
started, and in respect of that the 
Government has repeated all the 
blunders and all those transactions, 
with what has been described by the 
Prime Minister on a famous occasion 
as malignity, which destroyed the 
recruiting campaign under the 
late Mr. Redmond in 1914. They 
have launched the campaign under 
circumstances which foredoomed it 
to failure, and they have launched it 
under a threat of Conscription which 
has produced all the results which 
we prophesied and has not done 
anything to extend the military power 
of this country. The Government 
last April introduced and persisted 
in driving through this House a 
Clause taking power to conscript 
the Irish people against their will. I 
and my colleagues warned them that 
that power would create a situation 
which would make it exceedingly 
difficult, if not impossible, for them 
to carry out their pledge to set up a 
Home Rule Government and settle 
the Irish question; and furthermore, 
that under the Conscription proposal 
they would gain no military strength, 
but, on the contrary, would seriously 
injure not only the military strength 
but the moral position of England. 

That is exactly what has happened. 
It is not very much to be surprised 
at that what we said, knowing the 
country as we do, should turn out 
to be true. I desire to say nothing 
against the Chief Secretary, but he 
underwent a kind of sea change. He 
was always supposed to be a friend 
to Ireland, a Home Ruler, an anti-
Conscriptionist, and a sound Liberal. 
He goes to Ireland, spends a week 
there, and without consulting anyone 
of those who know the country, 
comes back here absolutely positive 
that he knows all about the situation, 
and treats with contempt and even 
insult any advice he gets from these 
benches.

I wish to say a few words on 
this question of Conscription. You 
have destroyed at its very outset 
all possibilities of the success of 
the voluntary recruiting campaign. 
Any man who knew Ireland could 
have told you that was so. You were 
warned that it was so. You are now 
leaving Ireland under the threat of 
Conscription, and I want to warn the 
Chief Secretary. You can make no step 
of progress towards the settlement of 
the Irish question until you abandon 
that idea. You will never be able to 
enforce Conscription in Ireland, and 
if you attempt to do it, so far from 
adding to your military strength, you 
will embark on a sea of trouble of 
which you have apparently very little 
conception. You will embroil yourself 
with America and American opinion, 
you will destroy the moral traditions 
of this country, you will madden 
Ireland and embark on a long vista of 
hate between the two peoples which 
will spread from Ireland to America, 
to Australia, to New Zealand, and 
to Canada, and you will find that 
that struggle which will result in 
Ireland will have consequences 
which will make any Minister who 
is responsible for it bitterly repentant 
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for the rest of his mortal life. The 
Conscription of people against their 
will is, in my deliberate judgment, 
one of the greatest crimes any body 
of statesmen could be guilty of. It is 
the worst form of slavery, and when 
hon. Members argue in a sophistical 
way that because we are coerced to 
come to this Parliament, and because 
this is called the United Kingdom of 
Great Britain and Ireland, therefore 
the Irish people are not a separate 
people and must obey the orders of 
this Parliament even in such a matter 
as Conscription, that is a foolish, 
futile and preposterous argument. 
If ever there was a community 
of people in the history of the 
world who bear, as they have been 
acknowledged by British statesmen 
to bear, all the characteristics of a 
nationality, it is the Irish people. 
When you are, particularly under the 
aggravating circumstances which 
exist in connection with this matter, 
seeking to coerce the Irish people to 
submit to Conscription, it is, in my 
deliberate opinion, as great an act of 
tyranny as has ever been perpetrated 
by Germany in Belgium. We were 
told to-day that she has attempted 
to perpetrate it in Poland, but I do 
not know about that. She may have 
induced the Poles to fight for her, but 
I have not seen that she has attempted 
to impose Conscription upon the 
Polish people.

I heard the other day, and I was 
amazed at it, the Leader of the 
House, and. I think, the Foreign 
Secretary talking with great approval 
and satisfaction because the Czecho-
Slovaks, the Bohemians and the 
Jugo-Slavs had deserted in tens of 
thousands from the Austrian flag and 
gone over to the enemy. I want to 
know by what tie of allegiance we in 
Ireland are bound more to the British 
flag than the Czecho-Slovaks or the 
Jugo-Slavs are bound to the Austrian 
flag. I have not heard any generous 
word of recognition spoken of our 
soldiers who have fought with the 
most superb valour throughout all the 
years of this War in the very forefront 
of your battles, and who were 
described by Colonel Reppington as 
the best Infantry troops the British 
Army ever had, and who when they 
were taken prisoners and brought to 
the prison camps in Germany and 

subjected to all forms of temptation, 
out of the thousands of Irish soldiers 
only about thirty were seduced to 
desert the British flag. Yet we have 
British Ministers getting up here and 
holding up as examples to the world 
these Czechoslovaks and others who 
deserted their flag and went over to 
the enemy. I think it is an unwise 
thing under the circumstances that 
prevail in Ireland for Ministers to use 
such language as that and to hold up 
this action as a fine example. I say 
that not by any way of condemnation 
of the Czecho-Slovaks or the Jugo-
Slavs. I sympathise with them. I am 
in favour of all nationalities who 
are struggling for freedom. I am in 
favour of the Czecho-Slovaks. I have 
deep sympathy with the Bohemians, 
because the Bohemians are precisely 
on all fours with us. If you read 
their history you might imagine that 
you were reading the history of the 
Irish. They have gone through the 
same experiences. They have an 
Ulster question precisely like ours, 
a German minority in Bohemia, who 
claim to be a more highly cultured 
race and who cannot tolerate the 
Bohemian Government. You might 
imagine you were reading the history 
of Ireland, the circumstances are 
so similar. Yet Ministers pledge the 
faith of England for the emancipation 
of this nation from the domination 
of Austria and, as the Foreign 
Secretary said the other day, from the 
domination of a privileged minority 
in Bohemia. They forget how closely 
these observations apply to the case 
of Ireland.

If the Chief Secretary for Ireland 
is a wise man, I hardly imagine that 
he will allow the House to adjourn 
without making some statement on 
the situation in Ireland and giving us 
some enlightenment, or attempting 
to do so, as to his policy and his 
intentions in regard to the Irish 
question, on which we have had, 
up to the present, since the great 
refusal and the throwing over of 
the Government policy, not a single 
word of enlightenment. I beg to warn 
him with all the solemnity that I can 
command, that until he abandons 
the threat of Conscription he can 
do nothing, and can take no step in 
the direction of a settlement of the 
Irish question. I think it is disastrous, 

inconceivably foolish, and I might 
almost call it an insane policy, to 
maintain the threat of Conscription if 
you do not intend to put it into effect. 
Nobody in Ireland believes that you 
do intend to put it into effect, but 
the threat which is constantly used, 
both by the Lord Lieutenant and by 
others in Ireland, keeps up a state of 
excitement and of bitter feeling, and 
has a most terrible influence towards 
throwing the whole population into 
the hands of the revolutionary party. 
It has already had a tremendous 
effect in that direction, and so long as 
it is kept hanging over the heads of 
the people that effect will continue.

There are three points which I wish 
to bring under the notice of the Chief 
Secretary, and on which I would 
ask him for a definite and clear 
statement. The first is the question of 
permits. I will dismiss that in a few 
words, because the Chief Secretary 
said that the methods of dealing with 
the difficulty about permits to enable 
us to come here to our Parliamentary 
duties could be improved, and that 
if we went to Downing Street we 
would get a permit authorising us to 
travel without further application to 
the police or anybody else. We were 
told that we should get that permit as 
a matter of course, and that it would 
have no limit of time. Some of my 
colleagues were there to-day, and 
their permits are only dated for three 
months. That is not carrying out the 
promise. The permits ought to be 
permits which would definitely get 
over the difficulty of leaving it in the 
power of the Executive Government 
to interfere with the attendance of 
Members of this House. I understood 
from the Chief Secretary that that is 
what was intended, and that if we 
called at the office in Downing Street 
we should get these permits as a 
matter of course and not as a matter 
of grace, and that there would be no 
limit of time. 

Another question is the prohibition 
of meetings. A Proclamation has been 
issued recently under the Defence 
of the Realm Act, prohibiting all 
meetings in Ireland unless a police 
permit has been obtained. A most 
extraordinary thing has arisen under 
that prohibition. It was interpreted by 
the police for the first three weeks as 
applying to all social gatherings and 
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games as well as political meetings 
Not only was it interpreted so, but 
it was put into force, greatly to the 
annoyance of the people of Ireland, 
where the feeling is extremely bitter 
and exasperated. Football matches, 
Gaelic gatherings, dances, and 
concerts were interfered with and 
broken up, and in some cases the 
military were called in with fixed 
bayonets and threats were used. The 
question was raised in this House, 
and the Chief Secretary gave us an 
evasive and uncertain answer. Then 
the Gaelic League announced that 
last Sunday they would hold 1,500 
meetings, one in every parish in 
Ireland, simultaneously. Thereupon 
Dublin Castle, after considering the 
situation for some time, announced 
that the prohibition so far as sports 
and concerts were concerned was 
due to a telephonic mistake, and the 
police were ordered not to interfere. 
It was a curious telephonic mistake, 
and it was only discovered when the 
question was raised in this House 
and the Gaelic League had decided 
to hold these simultaneous meetings 
last Sunday throughout Ireland. I 
want a clear statement upon that 
question.

I desire also a clear statement 
upon another branch of the subject, 
which is of even greater importance. 
The Chief Secretary, in answer to a 
question the other day, affirmed his 
determination and the determination 
of the Government to maintain the 
prohibition on all political meetings 
in Ireland unless a police permit 
was obtained. I told him at once 
that we could not consent to apply 
for a police permit. We regard this 
prohibition as a deliberate attempt—
there is no other explanation of it—
on the part of the Government to 
throw the whole of Ireland into the 
hands of the revolutionary party and 
to kill the constitutional movement. 
What other motive could there be? 
The revolutionary party do not 
depend upon public meetings; they 
have their organisations which do 
not meet in public, and when they 
are attacked they fall back on private 
proceedings. To a constitutional 
movement such as ours the very 
breath of life is public meetings, 
but if we are to be told that we can 
only hold meetings as licensees of 

the Irish police we can hold no such 
meetings, because, by asking for the 
permit of the police and then holding 
the meetings, we would be defeating 
the whole purpose of the meetings 
and playing the game of the extreme 
party in Ireland, increasing its power 
and influence. Therefore there is no 
excuse for this proceeding, unless 
it be the deliberate policy of the 
Irish Executive—and many of their 
proceedings point to that as their 
policy—to throw the whole country 
into the influence and under the 
control of the revolutionary party.

I want to tell the Chief Secretary 
quite plainly that we cannot have 
this prohibition. It is possible that 
whenever a meeting which is held 
to be dangerous to the public peace 
or of a treasonable character is being 
organised to have it prohibited, 
and that is the rule which has been 
followed in regard to all public 
disturbances in the past, such as in 
connection with the Land League 
and previous agitations in Ireland. 
And when my right hon. Friend, 
in reply to me the other day—he 
sometimes makes these replies very 
quickly and without thought—said 
we were not at war in those days, I 
would ask the Chief Secretary, Was 
the country at war in 1916, when 
we had a rebellion in Ireland? This 
Proclamation, except for a short 
period after the revolution, was 
never put in force. Even then, when 
the country had been in rebellion, the 
Executive stopped meetings which 
were of a rebellious or seditious 
character, but they never dreamed 
of issuing a general order that no 
meetings of any sort or kind should be 
held, and I say that this Government, 
without anything like the excuse 
which existed in previous days, has 
gone to an extent of coercion wholly 
unparalleled in the course of the 
history of Ireland, and has embarked 
upon a policy and a method which 
can only have one explanation: that 
it is their deliberate purpose to put 
down and crush as far as they can all 
constitutional movement in Ireland, 
and leave the field perfectly clear 
for the unconstitutional, extreme, 
and revolutionary party in Ireland. 
I, therefore, demand from the Chief 
Secretary that he should modify 
or withdraw this Order so that we 

should be at liberty to address our 
constituents in Ireland, and so as to 
enable all meetings in Ireland of a 
political character, which are neither 
disorderly nor seditious, to be as 
freely held there as in this country. I 
do not think that is an unreasonable 
request to make. This country is at 
war, and you have not applied the 
present prohibition to it. I go further, 
and warn the Chief Secretary that, 
instead of promoting the peace of the 
country and increasing the chances 
of Ireland moving towards a rational 
settlement of the question, this policy 
will hinder it. Sometime or other you 
will have to settle the Irish question; 
you cannot wipe the question off the 
slate as the right hon. Gentleman 
the Member for Trinity College 
proposed the other day. It will not 
be wiped off; you will be bound to 
settle it, and this policy, so far from 
promoting the progress and direction 
of a rational settlement is going right 
in the opposite way. Every day and 
every week that this Regulation is 
in force you will find that the Irish 
question will become more and more 
unmanageable, and, to use the words 
of the Prime Minister himself, more 
tangled.

Now I come to my third point, and 
that is the question of the Ulster arms, 
which is a burning and vital matter. It 
is now over four weeks since it was 
declared that there could be no law 
and no respect for the Government in 
Ireland so long as this gross inequality 
existed. In the south and west of 
Ireland, and in all the Nationalist 
districts, the most stringent measures 
were and are being taken to disarm 
the population; seizures are going 
on, widespread military activities, 
breaking into houses, digging up 
gardens, and so on, in the search for 
arms. As I say, it has been going on 
all over the South-West and Midlands 
of Ireland, and a great many arms 
have been seized, and not only that, 
but I have had letters in the last two 
or three days of bitter complaint from 
farmers whose arms have been taken 
away from them and whose crops 
in consequence are being totally 
destroyed because they are even 
refused sporting cartridges. It is a 
great hardship, and I recommend the 
matter to the urgent and immediate 
consideration of the right hon. 
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Gentleman. I only mention it in this 
connection to indicate something 
of the extreme rigour with which 
disarmament is going on all over 
Nationalist Ireland. Bodies of soldiers 
are sent out, houses broken into, and 
searches made of so exhaustive a 
character that they even go to the 
extent of looking under beds and 
searching in every hole and corner for 
arms. The Chief Secretary declared 
himself that to his knowledge and 
to the knowledge of the authorities 
there were 50,000 rifles in Ulster and 
twelve machine-guns. I do not know, 
because he did not say, how many 
rounds of ammunition there may be in 
Ulster, but I believe there are upwards 
of 1,000,000—certainly there is 
ample ammunition. What must be 
recognised is that those guns are there 
for the purpose of rebellion—you 
must not forget that. Those guns were 
brought in for the purpose, and not 
only that, but on the 24th September, 
1914, six weeks after the War broke 
out, the present Leader of the House 
and the present Member for Trinity 
College went over to Belfast and 
they then and there declared that the 
moment the War was over they would 
call out the Ulster troops and use 
those rifles—to do what? To tear up 
an Act of Parliament and repeal it, not 
to repeal it through this House, but to 
repeal it on the plains of Ulster, by an 
act of rebellion actually announced 
openly amidst thundering cheers 
when they were surrounded, let me 
remind the House, by all the heads of 
the Presbyterian Church in Ulster.

Yet I heard attacks made on the 
heads of my Church because they 
intervened at the request of my 
people—and in my deliberate opinion 
intervened to save bloodshed and 
disorder in Ireland—and the Prime 
Minister comes up to that Box and 
sheds crocodile tears over what he 
describes as the horrible mistake of 
the Catholic hierarchy in Ireland, but 
never says a word in condemnation 
of the  bishop of the Anglican Church 
or of the head of the Presbyterian 
assembly who stood beside the right 
hon. Gentleman the Member for 
Trinity College when he announced, 
while the War was going on, that 
the first act after the War would be 
to lead a rebellion against the King 
and Parliament or this country. But 
of course we know that these loyal 
Ulster-men can rebel whenever they 

like. In their case it is not treason at 
all, and I say it is a mockery for the 
Chief Secretary to come down and 
talk about his determination to get 
all these arms when the right hon. 
Gentleman the Member for Trinity 
College defies him, as he defied him 
openly in the House of Commons the 
other day, when he told him he had 
never been approached on the subject. 
And the right hon. Gentleman said, 
“Oh, I did not know until now that the 
right hon. Gentleman the Member for 
Trinity College controls the rifles.” 
Did the right hon. Gentleman never 
read the speeches of the right hon. 
Gentleman the Member for Trinity 
College? Did he read that speech 
on Belfast when the right hon. 
Gentleman the Member for Trinity 
College, at a time when every rifle 
was worth lives to this country in this 
War, declared: Some men have said, I 
have allowed some of the Ulster rifles 
to leave Ulster. It is a lie, and as long 
as I am the Leader of the Ulster party 
I will allow all the rifles I can get to 
come in, but no rifle will leave Ulster. 
Yet the right hon. Gentleman, our 
new ruler from Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
informs us that he does not know, and 
that it never occurred to him, that the 
right hon. Gentleman the Member 
for Trinity College had any control 
over the Ulster rifles. I tell him that 
he has, and if he will speak to him to-
morrow and to the hon. Gentleman 
the Member for East Down, they can 
get him every single rifle and machine 
gun in Ulster if they choose to do 
so, but I do not believe that he will 
ever get one, and if we come back in 
October we shall have some foolish 
excuse put up. Is it any wonder that 
people in Ireland when they see such 
games as that being played do not trust 
the Government? I would ask hon. 
Members who are now listening to me 
to take a note of the matter, and see 
whether the law is in that one respect 
fairly and equally administered as 
between the Orangemen of Ulster and 
the Nationalists of Ulster and the rest 
of Ireland. We hear a lot of talk about 
Ulster, and we must not forget that 
Ulster is very nearly half Nationalist. 
But the people in the North-East 
portion of Ulster are to be a privileged 
class, like the Germans of Bohemia. 
They are to be a superior race. They 
will not give up their arms, and the 
right hon. Gentleman and Lord 
French dare not take their arms, and 

night after night during the last three 
weeks the right hon. Gentleman has 
been obliged to get up at that Table 
and say that he can make no further 
statement on that question, but that he 
intends to get the arms. I wish him joy 
of the task, but he must pardon me for 
remaining incurably sceptical until 
I see the 50,000 rifles, the machine 
guns, and the ammunition collected 
in Dublin Castle.

Is it unreasonable on these points 
before we break up that we should 
get some statement from the Chief 
Secretary, and that we should also 
have some statement as to the 
general policy in Ireland? Do they 
still maintain the pretence of having 
any intention of settling the Irish 
question, or have they the courage to 
say frankly that they have abandoned 
that intention? Do they intend to let 
the law take its course, which would 
mean that, when the War comes to 
an end, an Irish Government under 
an Irish Parliament would come 
automatically into existence, or do 
they intend to act on the words of the 
right hon. Gentleman the Member for 
Trinity College, which I have already 
quoted—”The first thing we shall do 
after the War is closed, and we have 
beaten the Germans, is to tear up your 
scrap of paper”? Does the Government 
propose to tear up the scrap of paper 
and violate the word of the King and 
of Parliament under the open threat 
of rebellion, not pretending that they 
have discovered any new merits of 
the question or that they are going to 
undo it because they think they were 
wrong, but because they have been 
threatened with rebellion if they do 
not instantly repeal the Home Rule 
Act? They have no more moral right 
to coerce or govern Ireland, and they 
have no more moral right to condemn 
Sinn Fein in Ireland as long as they 
maintain the position which they now 
maintain, that they are now denying, 
and intend in future to deny, to Ireland 
the right which this Parliament gave 
and to which the King put a signature, 
and that they are doing so, and will do 
so, under the threat of rebellion from 
a minority of the Irish people.

The response to John Dillon’s 
speech from Edward Shortt, Chief 
Secretary for Ireland, will appear 
in the next (June) issue of Labour 
Affairs.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Correction
Froggy said last month that the 

Socialist Party and the Communist 
Party did not have their own list for the 
forthcoming European elections.  It is 
true for the SP, but not entirely for the 
CP. The Socialists have joined a group 
called “Place Publique” to form a list, 
and the leader of that group is head of 
the list.  This is Raphael Glucksman, 
an essayist without militant experience, 
given to saying things like  ‘asking 
people to vote for me, it’s just not me’ on 
television.  He is one time adviser to the 
Georgian president Sakhashvili, being in 
that part of the world after a visit to Kiev 
during the Maidan coup.

The Communist list however is headed 
by Ian Brossat, a CP member, in fact the 
present spokesman of the party and also 
deputy leader of the Paris City Council 
in charge of housing.  A leaflet presents 
the first 7 members of his list.   They are 
admirable people, already known to the 
public in other contexts.  Elina Dumont 
for example is famous for the book and 
show she wrote about her experience 
of living on the streets for years.  She 
supports the Gilets jaunes.  Mamoudou 
Bassoum, Europe Taekwondo champion, 
stood on the podium wearing a yellow 
jacket when he won; he teaches the 
sport and is committed to social and 
environmental causes.  Neither are party 
members. However two thirds of the list 
are.

The CP list is forecast to get 2% of 
the vote.  After a successful television 
appearance by Ian Brossat, the CP is 
hoping for a higher percentage.

The great debate
Macron launched a ‘great debate’ as a 

way out of the GJ crisis. 
The Gilets Jaunes on the whole 

rejected the very notion of this debate.  
In the event the top social strata of the 
country participated predominantly, 
as made manifest by the opinions 
expressed: whereas 77% of the country 
are in favour of the reestablishment of 
the Wealth Tax, the debaters were 10% 
in favour.  Whereas the Gilets Jaunes 
demand lower VAT on essential goods, 

the debaters want an extension of income 
tax to more people.  [At the moment 50% 
of wage earners do not pay income tax, 
hence some contempt for the GJ: they 
don’t pay income tax.]  The government 
warned that many would be disappointed 
in the declarations following the great 
debate, and it won’t be proved wrong.  

There is no unified GJ media outlet, 
anymore than there is one strong 
alternative media.  As a result few people 
knew about the other debate, dubbed ‘the 
true debate’ organised by some GJ and 
put together by the same Internet firm 
(a start-up called Cap Collectif) that 
organised the official debate.  90,000 
took part in the ‘true debate’, ten times 
less than the official one.  But, unlike 
the official debate, each proposition 
made could be voted on by the other 
participants, which meant that a hierarchy 
of preferences could be worked out.  49 
propositions came out of this procedure 
(see below for the first 12).

Macron was able to postpone having 
to explain his summing up and his 
decisions by the Notre Dame fire.  

Notre Dame
Notre Dame is one of the big tourist 

attractions in Paris.  Anyone with an 
ounce of religious feeling (but not a lot 
of Christian forbearance) must find it an 
ordeal to visit. 

Suddenly when it goes up in flames 
there is an outpouring of sentiment, 
and not just from France.  The nicest 
one comes from Annette Kramp-
Karrenbauer, leader of the German 
CDU, who quoted in French a line from 
France’s most famous play (Le Cid, by 
Corneille) “Percé jusques au fond du 
coeur” (Pierced to the bottom of the 
heart).  An apposite one came from the 
Hungarian deputy prime minister who 
saw the fire as a “tragic symbol” of 
the “apocalyptic loss of values we are 
witnessing in the Western world”.  

Writing about Notre Dame, a 
chronicler in Le Monde pointed out that 
the absence of a common European 
culture was written in the Maastricht and 
Lisbon treaties:  “The Community shall 

contribute to the flowering of the cultures 
of the Member States, while respecting 
their national and regional diversity and 
at the same time bringing the common 
cultural heritage to the fore.”  Paragraph 
1 of Article 128 - EC Treaty (Maastricht 
consolidated version).

There is no common culture but 
there is a common heritage, and Gothic 
cathedrals are part of that.

The day after the fire, one of the 
biggest fortunes of France promised 
100 million euro, then others piled in 
with 200 million euro each to rebuild 
it (They renounced tax deduction).  In 
two days nearly a billion had been 
pledged.  Homeless charities said a 
hundredth of those amounts would 
make a considerable difference to them.  
Referring to Victor Hugo’s books, they 
said they were happy for Notre Dame, 
but what about doing something for Les 
Misérables?

Priscillia Ludosky
Priscillia Ludosky, one of the original 

Gilet Jaune, is a great beauty and looks 
perfect on screen. She speaks clearly 
and firmly, giving an impression of quiet 
strength.  You won’t see her on television 
though; she is so incensed by the way the 
media portrays the GJ that she refuses 
invitations to appear.  She said that the 
movement had good and bad like any 
movement, but the media only showed 
the bad, and ‘this is what our friends and 
relations see’.  She gave an interview 
to the Internet channel mentioned last 
month, Le Media.  

Le Media was at first closely associated 
with France Insoumise, Melanchon’s 
movement, but there was a split on Syria, 
some journalists (who subsequently left) 
following the official line and attacking 
the dictator Assad, and others, sticking to 
a neutral line.  She made clear she would 
not support France Insoumise, despite 
their persistent efforts to co-opt her.  

Ludosky took part in the campaign 
to support the newspaper l’Humanité, 
one time organ of the CP, by recording 

Continued On Page 8
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a brief clip to say that we must save newspapers that give good 
information and showing a copy of the paper.

At the demonstration on Saturday 20th April she was kettled 
with others by the riot police, even though the demonstration 
was authorised.  She showed the authorisation on her mobile 
phone to the police and asked to speak to a superior officer, in her 
calm voice.  This went on for a while, in the end she was sprayed 
in the eyes with tear gas.  She has made an official complaint.

This will add to the 290 investigations taking place at the 
moment. The Human Rights Council of the United Nations and 
Amnesty International have spoken about the excessive use of 
force by police in France during the GJ protest.

Ludosky said that she envisages the movement as lasting a 
long time.  The Saturday demonstrations will continue, but may 
be concentrated in certain cities.  There is one planned for the 
end of August in Biarritz for the G7 meeting and for Wednesday 
1st May.

12 proposals Gilet Jaune ‘Debate’
End of payment and privileges of elected representatives once 

out of office.
Popular Initiative Referendum to be in the Constitution.
Elected representatives must not have a police record
Blank or spoiled votes to be taken into account; if a majority, 

the election is null and void.
Nationalise motorways that are already paid for.
Wages and pensions indexed on inflation; stop increase of 

CSG (a tax); increase pensions.
Penalise and fight against tax evasion and fraud
End CICE (tax credit for firms taking on new employees), or 

keep it only for small firms; refund monies if no new employment 
created.

Deductions from MPs income if they are absent for votes.
Ban lobbies from Parliament and institutions.
Nationalise or renationalise gas, electricity and water as well 

as waste collection.
Financial help for farmers who want to go organic; lower VAT 

for organic produce.

Open Letter to Angela Rayner and Rebecca Long-Bailey part 4.
Christopher Winch

Vocational Education and Local Economies.
Britain needs good jobs but in the right places. At 

present there are too few good jobs overall and far too few 
of them where they are needed: in the regions of England 
and Wales that do not take part in the more vigorous local 
economies of our largest metropolitan areas. Labour 
needs to win seats in these areas in order to form the next 
government and the best way to do so is to attend to their 
most urgent needs. First among these is the revival of 
their local economies and the provision of jobs that enable 
people to live in the areas in which they have grown up 
and which they identify with.

University education encourages people to leave their 
home towns and villages and migrate to major cities which 

are also financial centres, and which tend to have the lion’s 
share of economic activity. This has a harmful effect on 
those parts of the country which ‘export’ their young 
people to university towns probably never to see them 
again. University degrees are also often a poor fit for the 
kinds of jobs that are available even in these metropolitan 
areas. We cannot continue to regard a university education 
as an unqualified good if it is not suitable for everyone and 
if it starves resources needed for more beneficial activity. 
In my last letter I mentioned how advantageous it could be 
to turn some universities back into polytechnics and using 
them to stimulate local economies by providing the higher 
technical and research capacity that is needed to attract 
high quality investment into their regions. They should 
broaden their appeal to local young people by providing 
them with the courses that they will need to get good jobs 
in their own localities.

But universities tend to be located in or near large towns 
or cities. Further education colleges are the backbone of 
vocational education in the smaller towns and rural areas 
across England and Wales and they have been neglected 
for years. Labour needs to revive them and link their 
renewal with investment in businesses for which they can 
provide the skilled workforce. It is no good just developing 
courses and qualifications. Supply of skills will not create 
a demand for those skills unless businesses see that it’s 
worthwhile to invest in localities. Progress can be made, 
as it has been in Preston, by ensuring that supply chains 
remain within the locality. But more needs to be done. 
Fortunately, there are the tools available for Labour to do 
the job.

The government, via the Bank of England, should use 
its purchasing power by issuing bonds to local businesses 
and firms interested in investing in certain areas which its 
own economic expertise plus the use of local knowledge 
suggests will provide a quantity of good jobs and economic 
stimulation. The Bank already has the authorisation to 
do this. Many of these jobs will require technical and 
higher technical abilities which may well be in short 
supply. Such a programme can begin cautiously and then 
gather speed as confidence, expertise and capacity grow 
and the public warms to the initiative and overcomes 
its suspicion of government investment. If the Bank of 
England is not as enthusiastic as it might be about such an 
initiative then a national investment vehicle aligned with 
local expertise and competence would review, amend and 
approve proposals before issuing bonds. Part of any such 
investment strategy will need to ensure that there are local 
resources for vocational education and training within 
each area by upgrading capacity if necessary.

As well as profitability such proposals for investment 
should ensure that:

Good jobs involving task discretion, teamworking and 
career progression are provided by the enterprises that are 
being supported.

That there is the education and training infrastructure 

Continued From Page 7
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available to support such work 
available in a reasonable travel 
distance for those working in those 
enterprises.

Government-funded loans should 
come with a commitment to invest in 
continuing training. In return, there 
should be close support for small 
businesses in taking on apprentices 
and accessing high quality training 
provision. It will not be possible to 
persuade small and medium sized 
enterprises to take on apprentices and 
to train their employees if doing so 
consumes too much time, expertise 
and effort. Ideally, the Department 
of Work and Pensions should set 
up regional support centres for 
vocational education, working with 
local authorities, local enterprise 
partnerships and those trade unions 
that wish to get involved. 

Vocational Education and Training 
(VET) provision should be based on 
co-operation rather than competition. 
There should be increased investment 
in technical education through 
Further Education colleges and Local 
Authorities should gain a greater 
say in college governance than they 
currently enjoy in order to ensure that 
the community’s interests are properly 
represented. By working closely with 
regional universities or polytechnics, 
colleges should be able to ensure 
that provision is not unnecessarily 
duplicated and that there is adequate 
coverage within a region, including 
in relatively remote areas. Where this 
is not possible then thought needs 
to be given to providing adequate 
transport for young people to access 
centres of vocational education. There 
is however no reason why Further 
Education Colleges should not provide 
qualifications at higher education 
level where there is a demand that 
regional polytechnics and universities 
are unable or unwilling to provide. 

Good quality VET has been 
undermined by an unregulated 
training market in which rent-
seeking cowboys often dominate. The 
complexity of this market also makes 
it difficult for a business looking 
for a reliable VET provider to find 
one without being taken for a ride. 
It is important that private training 
provision is properly regulated and 
inspected and that legal requirements 
for VET are met. Training providers 
that fail to meet exacting minimum 
standards should have their licence to 

practise removed.
Some progress has been made in 

improving the quality of vocational 
qualifications, but more needs to be 
done to make sure that apprenticeships 
in particular are of good quality and 
lead to jobs that pay well and  which 
give workers scope for independent 
judgement and autonomy as well 
as opportunities to work in teams. 
Productivity can be increased by 
investment in capital, but it needs to 
be supplemented by a workforce that 
can make best use of that investment. 
While there should be government 
subsidy for the general and civic 
elements of an apprentices’ education 
it is also important that the levy is 
used in such a way as to provide value 
for the employer. It is desirable that 
the levy be extended to smaller firms 
but with the proviso that there is high 
quality assistance with applying for 
levy funding to take on an apprentice, 
managing the scheme and accessing 
VET. Ideally such apprenticeships 
should be between 2 and 3 years 
long, not a minimum of one year as at 
present. Apprenticeships only really 
pay their way for an employer at the 
end of a three year period when the 
apprentice approaches becoming a 
fully productive worker. Employers 
need to want to take on apprentices 
and ideally to retain them when they 
have become fully qualified and have 
become a net productive asset. Further 
reform of VET qualifications is not 
going to be easy and Labour needs to 
draw on specialist expertise in order 
to chart a way through to making the 
levy work for firms and for young 
people.

It was astonishing that it was the 
Tories who introduced a compulsory 
levy, something that Labour under 
previous leaderships would have 
been far too timid to have done. But 
the apprenticeship levy will go the 
way of many other VET reforms 
unless it is made to work for all 
the interested parties. If it is gone, 
then the prospects for a large scale 
apprentice-based VET system will 
have gone for ever. Having said this, 
though the levy should not be tied 
to apprenticeships only, where firms 
are unable or unwilling to provide 
them. A good network of Further 
Education Colleges and Polytechnics 
should ensure that high quality VET 
is available in all parts of the country.

Labour needs to make the 
connection between investment 
in non-metropolitan areas and the 
provision of good quality VET and 
then to make that connection visible 
to the electorate. Unfortunately at the 
time of writing there is little evidence 
of the party showing much of an 
appreciation of how important this is. 
Both of you need to work together to 
ensure that investment in the regions 
becomes a Labour priority. 

POSTSCRIPT.
As I was writing this letter, Jeremy 

Corbyn made a speech promising to 
abolish standardised attainment tests 
(SATS) at ages 7 and 11. Predictably, 
this promise received a warm welcome 
from the teachers assembled at the 
NEU national conference. However, 
this is muddled and lazy thinking 
rather than coherent policymaking. 
The SATS cause distress to teachers 
and parents because of their link to a 
dysfunctional accountability system 
which I argued in the second part of my 
letter should be abolished. However, 
the SATS have an independently 
valuable educational use which would 
be difficult to replace.

They provide reliable information 
on the strengths and weaknesses of 
children’s performance that should 
enable skilled teachers to address 
their needs. 

Teachers do not have the expertise 
to provide these assessments in an 
accurate or reliable way. 

Therefore they should be 
maintained, but minus the failed 
accountability system that they 
currently support. It is tempting to 
play to a gallery of adoring teachers 
by telling them how wonderful they 
could be if they were freed from the 
shackles of an oppressive instrument. 
But the fact is that teachers are not 
in a position to provide an effective 
substitute for the SATS. Their 
abolition will lead, in short order, to 
a decline in performance in numeracy 
and literacy which is already not 
particularly good. Does Labour 
want to be associated with a decline 
in school performance? Please be 
rigorous in your evaluation of policy 
and don’t be too afraid to upset one of 
your natural constituencies if you do 
not think that it is in the best interests 
of the children of this country.
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

A living wage? (etc)

Life is good, life is good.
There is an idea once in the ebb but 

now again, in full flood and high. This is 
so even in the wake of the GFC. It is first, 
that business (profit-pursuing capitalism) 
knows best and is best for society at large. 
Second, even where for whatever reason 
business is excluded (e.g. public health 
provision, local government) the best 
model of provision is one that mimics the 
‘business’ model. So, public treasuries 
imagine themselves as investors or 
investment funds or worse, ‘managers’ and 
public agencies see themselves as business 
units pursuing a rate of return (even – as 
in New Zealand – targeted by the treasury-
as-investor). Another, key, element in this 
capitalist-imposed imagining of the world 
is of course workers, employees having to 
accept, accordingly, a ‘labour market’; the 
individualisation of such ‘market’; and the 
constriction of any form of collective action 
– effective unionisation in other words; and 
acceptance of wage slavery.

Life is good.
Two stories from recent weeks and current 

from New Zealand: one from the public 
sector (health provision), the other from 
everyday factory life (‘production’).

Health
First, doctors or rather ‘resident doctors’ 

(‘junior doctors’ in British and Irish 
parlance). Young doctors, graduated and 
in hospital training (perhaps specialising 
or simply preparing for GP life) are the 
backbone of medical systems everywhere. 
For all kinds of reasons also (and whether 
or not it makes sense) hospital systems have 
weight and priority in health-provision. 
Second, ‘resident’ or ‘junior’ doctors 
(hereafter ‘residents’ or ‘resident doctors’) 
for various reasons accept and endure abuse 
by their employers including the state as 
employer, with employers everywhere 
insisting on being abusive as a matter of 
culture.

Residents are still learning, training (and 
so accept ‘teacher’ which is to say employer 
abuse); are committed to their Socratic 
oath and the vocational idea of service; and 
unless grossly idiotic have a very good life 
prospect at the end of the tunnel. Essential 
to all of this – the mitigation of the worst 
of resident life and the achievement of 
the good life – is strong unionism (in NZ 
through the Resident Doctors Association 
or RDA) and a commitment to collective 
action, negotiating collective agreements 
and the reserve of the strike weapon through 
the RDA.

Now introduce as NZ has done, a full-
fledged ‘business’ model to health provision. 
Like Ireland and unlike the UK the public 

health delivery system is regionally 
organised, in NZ a system of District 
Health Boards (DHBs) including hospitals 
(unlike Ireland, all state facilities). Unlike 
Ireland and the UK the DHBs are critically, 
separate, semi-state corporate entities, 
established according to the business model 
and must aim to balance their books and if 
deficits emerge must eliminate them (i.e. 
cut back). This of course doesn’t work: 
health provision is subject to Baumol’s 
Law. Nonetheless stupid public officials 
(Ministers and civil servants) pursue the 
‘business’ model and never deviate – to 
the extent of forever confronting nurses, 
residents and all of the other grades and 
health service employees in their wage 
demands, stupidly seeking ‘efficiency’ and 
‘value for money’ and so on – even to the 
point of denying living wages and insisting 
on a public sector proxi-equivalent of zero 
hour contracts, the elimination of OT and so 
on and on and on.

DHBs in NZ have finally acceeded to 
sustained over years treasury pressures to 
be ‘business-like’ and ‘responsible’. This 
is to say they are pursuing demolition of 
collective agreements with workers in 
pursuit of the mirage of not being ‘loss-
making’ or ‘deficit-incurring’ or ‘wasteful’ 
(and therefore ‘burdensome on the 
taxpayer’) undertakings (which is to say 
‘businesses’).

Resident doctors are numerous, critical to 
the system (essential), relatively well-paid 
but also with incomes and conditions secured 
by countervailing power, unionisation. They 
and their union power are in accounting 
terms, key costs, obstructions in the path 
to being business-like public businesses. 
Accounting balance calls so, break the union 
and sweat the residents even more and in 
pursuit break the RDA by encouraging an 
anti-union union. Central to the current spat 
is the end-date of a collective agreement 
with the RDA (just passed) and the pursuit 
by the civil servants of a key objective 
– to slip out of the collective agreement 
regime entirely into what every big private 
employer does or pursues under law in 
NZ: individual contracts, which is to say 
employee oppression. A big objective of the 
civil servants is to assign hours/rostering 
in hospitals to ‘managers’ thus uncapping 
hours and roster rules as well as binning 
unsocial hours premiums. Bingo, budget 
cuts! Balanced books! Where is uncle Bob!

Life is good.
For DHB ‘business’ ‘managers’ (civil 

servants) however, currently it is not going 
well. RDA members are a pissed-off shower 
of bolshies (however bright their personal 
longer-term futures as consultants). This 
week they are again on strike and also 
they have been successful in forcing their 
DHB employers into a process known as 
‘facilitation’ – think ACAS (UK) and Labour 

Court (Ireland) and so on. Not going well for 
the civil servant book-keeper entrepreneurs. 
We’ll see how it all unfolds or unravels.

Factory life
Maori have, they are told, a life on the 

capitalist-model and planet. Pakeha theft, 
exploitation, discrimination and worse 
have been acknowledged and a process 
of restitution put in place through the 
Waitangi Tribunal and financial and resource 
settlements made on claimant tribes. We 
now have Maori capitalism. Life is good, 
life is good.

One big settlement was to give Maori (the 
tribes) ownership in effect of the fisheries 
of the oceans (as in the country’s Exclusive 
Economic Zone or EEZ). I suspect neither 
side to the settlement knew at all what was 
being given and gifted (settled). Then came 
the Japanese – with capital, fleets, demand 
(for fish) and a business model, partnership 
with the tribes for the EEZ. Life looked 
good, life looked good.

Today the biggest beasts in the ocean 
fishing business in the EEZ in NZ are Maori 
corporations in cahoots with Japanese capital 
and resources with fleets crewed by Asian 
slave labour. The high profile front-end of 
this system is Sealord, the ship in which sail 
the Maori-tribal and Japanese hopes for and 
pursuit of global and local profit. It is all 
huge and growing. Life is good, life is good.

Enter ‘da wurkurz’ at Ruakaka. In the 
township of Ruakaka in Northland (the 
Maori heartland) there is an employer, 
Moana New Zealand (‘Moana’). The word 
‘moana’ is Maori (or te reo) for ‘sea’ and 
Moana, the company, is one front end of 
the ocean fishing settlement. It is part of 
the Sealord empire-system. At Ruakaka 
they process blue abalone – and da wurkurz 
(mostly Maori I suspect) are unionised: and 
looking for and now striking for the Living 
Wage, the Maori chiefs at Moana having 
said ‘no’ (bugger off in other words); can’t 
afford; unable to pay (while cranking out the 
dividend).

There is a formula in all of this. First, 
employers (including the state) embrace 
the fictions of the existence of business, 
enterprise, and a labour market. Then, 
statutorily comforted as necessary, they 
individualise and contractualise labour 
relations in the name of profit, efficiency, 
value for money, shareholder return, 
whatever. Life is good, life is good.

Just like the resident doctors, the workers 
at Ruakaka find themselves confronted by 
exploitative employers acting they claim in 
the name of markets and competition and 
efficiency and profits and consumers and 
the taxpayer (in whatever combination you 
choose or combine).

Life is good. Life is good.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Boeing, Going, Gone?
“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.”1

I said that last month.  Further details 
confirm it.  The pilots made no significant 
errors. Those crashes should not have 
happened.

Most people will have run into 
software that thinks its knows best, even 
if just on their mobile phones.  Many 
software writers are ‘User-Scornful’: 
certain they foresee almost everything.  
Claim a right, and even a duty, to prevent 
lesser mortals making foolish errors.

With the two Boeing aircraft, the 
automatics determinedly did a nose-
dive, killing everyone on board.  There 
was no easy way for the pilots to prevent 
it – and better safeguards would have 
cost an extra $80,000 per aircraft.2

How did it happen?  Part of the lousy 
economics that began in the 1980s:

“The Boeing scandal is an indictment 
of Trump’s corporate America.

“There is growing alarm in the US that 
Capitol Hill’s bonfire of the regulations 
has led to hundreds of deaths. It may be 
a turning point.”3

That’s the 737 MAX.  But their other 
big seller also has faults:

“When Boeing broke ground on its 
new factory near Charleston in 2009, the 
plant was trumpeted as a state-of-the-
art manufacturing hub, building one of 
the most advanced aircraft in the world. 
But in the decade since, the factory, 
which makes the 787 Dreamliner, has 
been plagued by shoddy production and 
weak oversight that have threatened to 
compromise safety…

“Workers have filed nearly a dozen 
whistle-blower claims and safety 
complaints with federal regulators, 
describing issues like defective 
manufacturing, debris left on planes 
1  https://www.newscientist.com/
article/2197581-crashed-boeing-737s-lacked-
upgrades-that-could-have-warned-pilots/
2  https://www.vox.com/business-and-
finance/2019/3/29/18281270/737-max-faa-
scandal-explained 
3   https://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2019/apr/07/boeing-737-max-
regulation-corporate-america

and pressure to not report violations. 
Others have sued Boeing, saying they 
were retaliated against for flagging 
manufacturing mistakes.”4

I know absolutely nothing about the 
specifics of management at Boeing.  But 
from the 1980s, stock-market pump-
and-dump spread to productive industry.  
Managers learn how to produce the 
appearance of great success, while doing 
long-term damage.

Those who held out were called 
‘dinosaurs’.  Were thrown out after 
hostile take-overs.

By the time the damage shows up, the 
‘smart money’ is long gone.

The system appealed to the greed of 
top managers with stock options.  Most 
also have a genuine desire to do a good 
job.  But money has a way of overriding 
such scruples.  As does New Right 
ideology, which is certain it will all be 
for the best.

Huawei: Panic Over Better Products
US decline is helped by a vicious 

ideological hatred of the socialist ideas 
that the West took in to survive the Great 
Slump and to win the Cold War.5  1960s 
radicalism was often unreasonably 
hostile to the state.  Not just objecting 
to state regulations about sex, where the 
state nowadays is often more favourable 
than public opinion.  But despite 
winning over parts of the state machine, 
even those who stuck to their original 
left-wing ideals are irrationally hostile to 
most state power.

You could call it Dogmatic Bottomism.  
Real success for ‘Bottom-Up’ methods 
led to an unreasonable fear of Top-Down 
or state-run systems.  

The same people also hate Big 
Corporations.  But threw away the only 
efficient protection people can have 
against privatised Top-Down power.

With vast public fear of Top-Down 
state power, Yesterday’s Rebels in private 
business transformed very smoothly into 
Today’s Tyrants.  

4   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/20/business/boeing-dreamliner-
production-problems.html 
5   h t tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 9 9 - p r o b l e m s - m a g a z i n e /
the-mixed-economy-worked-quite-well/ 

It began with Hippies becoming 
Yuppies in the early 1980s, with 
deregulated finance.  

It went further with children born into 
that era: technologically smart but with 
a silly Dogmatic-Bottomist view of 
everything except their own power.

Facebook’s Mark Zuckerberg was 
born in 1984, very appropriately.

All this fed the self-interest of 
managers.  Unsurprisingly, they liked 
theorists and authors who saw them as 
superhuman.  Said they were vastly 
underpaid for their astonishing talents.

It has also destroyed functional 
conservatism.  Today’s Tories have 
successfully blocked all plausible 
versions of Brexit, or ways to avoid 
Brexit.  And it is part of a general pattern; 
Britain’s governing class lack a sense of 
duty:

“A generation of leaders who are 
‘precarious, rootless and increasingly 
self-serving’. They grab whatever they 
can – be that cheap headlines or fast 
money – and then crash out, even while 
loosening the very foundations of the 
institutions entrusted to them. Crucially, 
this is a genre of politics that relies on 
a strong state even as it bilks it of the 
necessary tax revenue.”6

The author targets Tories, but might 
agree that the US is just as bad.  Maybe 
not that Blair’s New Labour was more of 
the same: but that is how I see it.

Meantime, The East is Red.  China 
has moved on from Mao, but very few 
apologise for Mao.  They accept that 
what he did was needed at the time.  That 
China would be a total mess without 
his 26 years of Radical-Authoritarian 
rule.  If he made errors, it was trying to 
democratise China with a population that 
was not ready.  

The Cultural Revolution, with 
youngsters and ordinary workers judging 
their elders, was the ultimate in real-
world Dogmatic Bottomism.  Many 
radicals saw it so at the time, though 
naturally they now cast fog and darkness 
on the matter.

China still has pro-Western elements 
keen to abase themselves before the 

6   ht tps : / /www.theguardian.
c o m / c o m m e n t i s f r e e / 2 0 1 9 / m a r / 2 7 /
brexit-referendum-conservative-party 
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USA, seeing this as the only path to 
success.  Still believe this after it proved 
nonsense in Russia under Gorbachev and 
Yeltsin,7 and remains so in Ukraine.  They 
fail to notice that their idol has feet of 
clay, to sound biblical.  (But these days, 
the clay is at least waist-high.)

China upholds different values.  
Huawei is one shining example.  Western 
reviewers put its Mobile Phones among 
the best value for money.  And when it 
comes to the corporate backbones for 
such products, they show signs of being 
the best.8  This naturally offends the USA.

“Over the past year, Washington’s long-
simmering distrust toward Huawei, the 
world’s leading maker of the equipment 
that powers cellphone networks, has 
morphed into an all-out assault on the 
company.”9

In the real world, unlike New Right 
stories, corporations lobby and fund 
politicians.  They get a government that 
protects them.  Picks up their gambling 
debts, as with the 2008 financial crisis, 
where nationalising failed banks was 
unthinkable.  

President Obama was persuaded 
that money given to big banks would 
magically multiply and then be given to 
needy individuals and small businesses.  
Maybe still does not understand why the 
rich just looked after themselves.

For Huawei, crazy talk about spying 
is just talk.  As of 30th April, the British 
authorities still resist US demands to 
avoid them and maybe buy from inferior 
US rivals:

“The Royal United Services Institute 
report said that if the Chinese tech giant 
was allowed to participate in the rollout 
of the new 5G mobile networks it could 
install a ‘hidden backdoor”, giving the 
Chinese government access to the system.

“But according to the Daily Telegraph, 
it was agreed at Tuesday’s meeting of the 
National Security Council that Huawei 
would be allowed to help build the ‘non-
core’ parts of the UK’s 5G network, such 
as antennas.”10

Someone leaked these decisions, which 
disrespect the USA.  We now have a big 
row over who it was.11

Meantime there is deep suspicion that 
Huawei is not properly capitalist: though 
there is also double-think on the matter.  A 
7   ht tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 9 9 - p r o b l e m s - m a g a z i n e /
gorbachev-ruining-your-own-country/ 
8   https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
business-47743152 
9   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/25/technology/who-owns-
huawei.html 
10   https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
uk-politics-48061793 
11  Written before Gavin Williamson 
was fired as the supposed offender.

system where the state allows capitalism 
under strong regulation must be seen as 
capitalist when arguing for the merits of 
capitalism.  But not capitalist when it 
comes to deciding what is the best role for 
the state.  Nor for giving power to those 
who do the work and are likely to want to 
make a superior product:

“Huawei’s ownership is a murky matter 
because the company has never, in more 
than three decades of existence, sold 
shares to the public. The firm says that it is 
entirely owned by its employees, and that 
no outside organizations, including any 
affiliated with the Chinese government, 
own shares…

“Huawei … believes it has flourished 
because it does not face the short-term 
financial pressures that publicly held 
companies do. So the company has 
devised an ownership structure that allows 
it to use shares to motivate employees 
while still remaining closely held.”12

That’s the New York Times: liberal-
capitalist and keen to rubbish all other 
ways of life.  They know the current US 
pattern is not working: that it goes much 
deeper than the Sins of Donald Trump.  
But they will never go beyond a liberal 
consensus that has proved unequal to the 
task.13

Selling shares to ‘the public’ always 
means rich individuals and investment 
funds buying most of them.  They replace 
top managers who don’t give priority to 
short-term profits.  Then dump a company 
they have ruined before small investors 
know this.

This works only for as long as the 
public lets them.  A modest little reform 
like a Tobin Tax would undermine pump-
and-dump and other destructive practices.  
But most Western politicians are too timid 
to demand it.

Climate Change as 
Negligent Genocide
“Climate change creates winners and 

losers. Norway is among the winners; 
Nigeria among the losers…

“Poor countries lost out, while rich 
countries, especially those who have 
racked up a lot of emissions over the last 
50 years … have ‘benefited from global 
warming.’

“Inequality among nations, which has 
come down a lot in recent decades, would 
have declined far faster … had climate 
change not been in the mix. It estimated 
that the gap in per capita income in 
the richest and poorest countries is 25 

12   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/25/technology/who-owns-
huawei.html 
13   h t t p s : / / g w y d i o n w i l -
l i a m s . c o m / 9 9 - p r o b l e m s - m a g a z i n e /
asocialism-the-core-idea-of-the-new-right/ 

percentage points larger than it would 
have been without climate change…

“Countries in temperate zones, 
including China and the United States, 
did not feel much of an effect, the study 
said.

“‘If you’re a really cool country you’ve 
been helped a lot, … If you’re a really 
warm country, you’ve been hurt a lot. And 
if you’re in the middle the effects have 
been smaller or much more muted.’”14

It is about lives as well as money.  
Poverty kills.  Natural disasters kill 
people all over the world: but poor people 
and poor countries are much more at risk.

Talk of human extinction is overblow.  
Fearing tens of millions of avoidable 
deaths is not.

Recognised experts should tot up the 
deaths that would have been avoided 
had the 1992 United Nations Framework 
Convention on Climate Change been 
taken seriously.  It might well exceed 
deaths caused by Hitler.

(Nearly 34 million from an avoidable 
war, including seven million non-Jewish 
Germans.  That’s on top of six million 
Jews and five million others killed by a 
death-machine that drained resources 
from the war and helped defeat him.15)

Future deaths after our 1992 failure 
may go higher still.  But will be dwarfed 
by the massive climate shifts that are 
certain if nothing more is done beyond 
current weak measures.

It is also far from hopeless.  If half the 
human race die, the other half will live 
and should learn better.  And anyone not 
already active can take a moral stand 
right now.

‘Extinction Rebellion’ got good 
publicity, but has a bad case of Dogmatic 
Bottomism.  But even as I write, Corbyn 
calls for a National Climate Emergency.16  
Having taken his ideas from Tony Benn, 
he is comfortable with using state power 
for good ends.

I’d go much further, classing Climate 
Change as Negligent Genocide.  
Unreasonable risks are being run.  Part 
of the problem is a dogmatic belief 
that regulation and state subsidies are 
inherently bad.

Saddam’s Ghost in Sri Lanka
I never had any fondness for Saddam’s 

dictatorship in Iraq.  I was also certain 
from 1990 that he’d be replaced by 
14   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/22/climate/climate-change-
global-wealth-gap.html 
15   ht tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 4 4 - f a s c i s m - a n d - w o r l d - w a r - 2 /
deaths-caused-by-hitler/ 
16   h t t p s : / / w w w. t h e g u a r d -
i a n . c o m / e n v i r o n m e n t / 2 0 1 9 / a p r / 2 7 /
corbyn-declares-national-climate-emergency 
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something worse.  Said just that back in 
2003.17

It was even worse than I feared.  For 
decades, the hard-line Wahabi version of 
Islam was a Saudi Arabian eccentricity.  The 
West’s leaders were happy for it to be taught 
as ‘Real Islam’ in well-funded schools all 
round the world.  They also attacked Secular 
Nationalists like Saddam, hoping for docile 
pro-Western leaders who would be silent 
as Israel gradually evicted the remaining 
Palestinians.  And were astonished when 
something quite different emerged.

If you can’t fix it, don’t break it.  A 
lesson that Western liberals and libertarians 
have repeatedly failed to learn.

Radical discontent with the USA’s unjust 
global system is sometimes socialist.  
More often hostile community politics, 
with Muslims sometimes as victims and 
sometimes offenders.  And sometimes both, 
as in Sri Lanka.

Surprisingly, suicidal radicals are often 
those who would be happy and content, if 
New Right ideas were valid:

“He built his fortune on black pepper, 
white pepper, nutmeg, cloves and vanilla. 
His family lived in a beautiful white villa 
and travelled in a chauffeured BMW. He was 
feted by Sri Lanka’s former president for 
‘outstanding service provided to the nation.’

“But on Wednesday the narrative of 
Mohammad Yusuf Ibrahim, one of Sri 
Lanka’s wealthiest spice traders, was ripped 
apart. Officials revealed he was in custody 
in connection with the devastating suicide 
attacks on Easter Sunday that killed more 
than 350 people.

“An Indian official said that two of Mr. 
Ibrahim’s sons, who have been identified in 
Indian media reports as Inshaf and Ilham, were 
among the eight suicide bombers who struck 
at hotels and churches across this island. The 
Islamic State has claimed responsibility for 
the attack, and investigators said Mr. Ibrahim 
was being extensively interrogated…

“Most of the bombers had been well 
educated and had come from middle-class or 
upper-class families.”18

Once, the discontented children of the rich 
mostly became socialists or communists.  
Sometimes came back to their roots, but 
with a much-improved ability to reason and 
be Functional Conservatives.  But the New 
Right helped cut their numbers.  Similar 
people are now even more dangerous to New 
Right values.

The truth is, any human who isn’t a 
sociopath wants to live socially as well as 
individually.  The New Right trashed social 
values.  Conventional liberals are visibly 
ineffective.

Things will get very much worse, if we 
get more climate disasters in poor countries.  
Most of them Muslim: but Christianity 
has also produced many violent terrorists 

17   ht tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 4 6 - g l o b a l i s a t i o n /
reflections-on-the-start-of-the-iraq-war/ 
18   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/24/world/asia/sri-lanka-bomb-
ers-millionaire.html 

claiming religious virtue.  Nor are Hindus 
or Buddhists immune: both have sprouted 
vicious community terrorists, though not yet 
attacking Western interests.

Not yet.

Snippets
Farm Poverty
“Last year, farmers got less than 15 

cents of every dollar that Americans spent 
on food — the lowest amount since the 
Department of Agriculture began tracking 
that figure in 1993.

“Today a farmer can work hard, 
do everything right — even get great 
weather — and still not make it. It’s not 
because farmers today are any less resilient, 
enterprising, or committed than their parents 
and grandparents were. It’s because bad 
decisions in Washington have consistently 
favored the interests of multinational 
corporations and big business lobbyists over 
the interests of family farmers.”19

Sadly, most farmers look to the richest 
and most successful among them as leaders.  
Their politics favour those same people.  So 
subsidies are based on land and crops, much 
more than on trying to keep family farming 
alive.

Modern small farmers grow more food 
per acre.  It is less profitable, because it has 
to support more people.  But from a human 
viewpoint, it is far better.

***
Don’t worry, it’s only an earthquake
“Fracking commissioner resigns after six 

months…
“The UK’s shale gas commissioner is 

resigning after just six months, saying 
fracking is being throttled by rules preventing 
mini earthquakes…

“Ms Engel said government was 
‘pandering to what we know to be myths and 
scare stories’ about shale gas extraction.”20

She thinks the government should be 
relaxed about earthquakes in places where 
no one important lives.  Or should the public 
hope for the same care and attention shown 
by Boeing and the Sri Lankan security forces?

***
What Should We Fear?
Having created dishonest politics and a 

scared population, the centre-right now whine 
about the public being out of control.  Fearing 
things other than socialism, immigrants, and 
the poor.

But the centre-right also wants to keep 
power.  And so are lukewarm about fracking, 
and many other issues of popular fear.

Some fears are foolish.  The discredited 
criticism of measles vaccinations has caused 
an epidemic of a diseases that was nearly 
extinct.21

19   https://medium.com/@teamwarren/
leveling-the-playing-field-for-americas-
family-farmers-823d1994f067 
20   https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
science-environment-48081314# 
21   ht tps : / /www.theguardian.
c o m / c o m m e n t i s f r e e / 2 0 1 9 / a p r / 2 7 /

Honest concerns over risks have led to 
mindless rejection of nuclear power.  It is 
indeed ridiculous that the planned Hinkley C 
station is being massively subsidised by the 
state.22  But in China, plenty of new stations 
are built.  They have not yet had an accident.23

Public life needs to be made rational again.  
But many other things will need to change 
first.

***
Ukraine Opts for a Jewish Joke
“Despite its scarred history, Ukraine today 

is no hotbed of anti-Semitism. It already 
has a Jewish prime minister, Volodymyr 
Groysman, and if he stays on after Mr. 
Zelensky is sworn in [as newly elected 
President], Ukraine will be the only country 
outside of Israel where the heads of state and 
government are Jewish.”24

Outright Neo-Nazis played a big role in 
the Second Orange Revolution.25  But set 
aside hatred of Jews for a later reckoning, 
as had their hero Stepan Bandera in World 
War Two.  He began as an ally of Hitler: 
was an oppositionist after the Germans 
rejected his unauthorised creation of an 
independent Ukraine. Worked with Jews 
in the Underground, but switched back to 
supporting Hitler before the end.

In Ukraine now, outright Neo-Nazis have 
faded.  They looked tough when attacking 
ordinary citizens.  Unlike most Neo-
Nazis, they were also brave when fighting 
tough enemies in East Ukraine.  Brave, but 
not particularly successful.  Mainstream 
politicians took over much of their rhetoric.

But fixed nothing.  Only the sort of 
authoritarian rule that Putin applied to a 
disintegrating Russia would be likely to 
work.  But instead they elected a popular 
comedian who happened to be Jewish.

Who can be expected to fail.  And then 
existing tolerance of Jews may vanish.  Many 
feared when Zelensky first stood:

“Hostility came from Mr. Zelensky’s fellow 
Jews, both secular and religious, for whom 
painful memories of czarist-era pogroms and 
the Holocaust are still very much alive.”26

If Ukraine should happen now to prosper, 
things would be OK.  But I am not hopeful.

***
Websites
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.

vaccines-mmr-fears-anti-vaxxers 
22   ht tps : / / en .wik ipedia .org /
wiki/Hinkley_Point_C_nuclear_power_
station#Economics 
23   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Nuclear_power_in_China#Public_opposition 
24   h t t p s : / / w w w. n y t i m e s .
com/2019/04/24/world/europe/volodomyr-
zelensky-ukraine-jewish-president.html 
25   ht tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 4 6 - g l o b a l i s a t i o n /
ukraine-kievs-five-day-war-machine/ 
26   Ibid.
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

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

Contents:
(1) The Purdah. Or, What did the 

British Empire ever do for us?   
(2) Brexit: Corbyn’s long game

(1) The Purdah. Or, What did the 
British Empire ever do for us?

And what did the British empire ever 
do for us?  It gave us the PURDAH, 
for one thing. Puuuurrrr-daaaaah. It 
rolls off the tongue, doesn’t it? No, 
it’s not the name of another British 
military atrocity in India, like Amritsar, 
being remembered this month.   One 
dictionary defines purdah as “The 
practice in certain Muslim and Hindu 
societies of screening women from men 
or strangers, especially by means of a 
curtain. (The curtain bit is important.) 
The Glossary at Parliament.UK defines 
it as “The term used to describe the 
period between the announcement of 
an election and the date the election 
is held.” For the Civil Service it has 
the most relevance, in relation to how 
Government   business is continued 
in the “interregnum” between the 
dissolution of the old Parliament and 
the introduction of the new. That is, 
perhaps, where the word first came into 
use and, no doubt, while the Empire 
was still extant. 

For the foot soldier it means a 
curtailment of scheduled party 
meetings from the 1st of May until 
May the thirtieth. In my constituency 
of Hackney North the May meeting of  
the ward/branch has been cancelled and 
the important monthly meeting of ward 
delegates has been pushed back to May 
30th. The latter is conditional on us 
delegates not conducting any business, 
beyond discussion of motions. The 
main purpose of Purdah, at local level, 
as far as I can see, is to disaggregate 
election expenses from those of other 
activities and events. But, it also means 
party members can focus their time 
on electioneering during the period of 
Purdah.

Here, in London, there are no local 
elections at this time, only (only!!!) 
the European Parliament elections. 
However “Hackney on Tour,” 

volunteering activists, travel out to 
marginal constituencies, to fight the 
good fight. Some of our readers will 
appreciate why I’d like to see these 
groups of volunteers re-named “Flying 
Columns.”  Something else the British 
Empire gave us: the Irish part of it 
anyway. But we’ll draw a curtain over 
that: a Purdah, if you will. 

(2) Brexit: Corbyn’s long game
An anonymous commentator posted 

the following defense of Jeremy 
Corbyn’s leadership recently and it 
deserves repetition here.  

“So Jeremy Corbyn will have seen 
off two Conservative Prime Ministers, 
taken away a Tory majority, defeated 
a Finance Bill for the first time in 41 
years and help lead the largest defeat 
of the Government. Ever. But still some 
say this is not effective opposition.” 

And, may I add, he may have seen off 
the latest overt coup attempt this week. 
Cast your minds back to the media 
images of Tom Watson “storming 
out” of  the NEC’s deliberations on 
how to present Brexit in the European 
Election campaigning. It was a follow-
up to the election to the NEC (National 
Executive Committee) of at least 9 
additional Corbyn supporters, whose 
term of office began after the September 
annual conference. The New Statesman 
commented at the time: “For the 
third successive election to the party’s 
ruling body, the official candidates of 
the party’s centre-left have been well-
beaten by the candidates of the left.” 
3rd September, 2018. 

Again, Corbyn can be credited with 
that expansion of Labour’s Left. And 
what about Corbyn’s invitation to talks 
with the Government with the declared 
aim of rescuing the Brexit process?  The 
Marxist, terrorist sympathiser made to 
look like a Prime Minister in waiting?  
Doesn’t that deserve some recognition?     

In past entries to this “Diary of  
a Corbyn foot soldier” I’ve used 
a metaphor of the Labour Brexit 
campaign, as a game of football 
in which Corbyn, as team captain, 
has excelled himself in probing the 
opposing team’s defences, holding it, 
the Tory Party, to account, exhorting 
his team mates to keep their shape, be 
disciplined, stay on side - until the time 
is ripe to break forward. Unfortunately, 
but not untypically, all of the genuine 

fans haven’t grasped his long term game 
plan and have shown their impatience 
in a number of ways, threatening the 
support base, threatening to defect to 
other clubs - and mutterings about the 
need for a change of  team manager.  
But the Board, (the NEC) which a year 
or two ago, might have relented, faced 
with the growing unease of the fans, 
in the hour of his direst need for moral 
support have backed him. And by a clear 
majority. His Assistant Manager, seeing 
his chance of promotion evaporate, 
threw a much publicised wobbly. You 
read the sports columns. You know to 
whom I’m referring. 

A clear majority of the NEC voted in 
favour of, effectively, staying with the 
broad thrust of last year’s Conference, 
via a conditional public vote on Brexit 
(conditional on the outcome of Tory-
Labour talks and the possibility of a 
General Election). 

This is how Sienna Rodgers, of 
LabourList commented on the current 
state of play: “In terms of the European 
elections, it means canvassers don’t 
have a crystal clear public vote 
message on the doorstep - but many 
MEP candidates are saying whatever 
they like anyway.”  And, she goes 
on to say: “Nearly half of them have 
already independently made a pure PV 
(“People’s Vote) pledge.” (LabourList, 
1st May)  So, she is saying, Labour 
MEP candidates can save their asses by 
doing their own thing. But what will be 
the effect of the European Election on 
Labour?  

It must be remembered the first anti-
Corbyn coup was sprung on the pretext 
of allegedly disappointing  European 
Referendum results. With the North/
South-Remain/Leave fault lines grown 
more pronounced, why would there not 
be another coup in the pipeline in this 
more unpredictable and game-changing 
scenario?

That’s the problem with the football 
metaphor. Football is played with a 
spherical ball. Its hop, where it’s going 
to land, is predictable. Not so the 
rugby ball. It’s egg-shaped. Its hop is 
unpredictable. Games are won and lost, 
at even the highest level, by an unlucky 
hop of the ball. 

Maybe I should have picked rugby as 
the metaphor?  Or, maybe I’ve kicked 
the sports metaphor to death.      
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Anti-Semitism in the Labour Party – a response to the Editorial Committee.
by Mark Cowling

In the April 2019 edition 
Labour Affairs you were kind 
enough to publish an article by me 
concerning anti-Semitism in the 
Labour Party. You also published 
a response from the Editorial 
Committee. There are some 
matters on which, so far as I can see, 
we agree. The practice of leaping 
upon statements and arguments 
because they appear at first sight 
to fall under the IHRA examples 
of anti-Semitism and using this 
to close down discussion, or to 
indict people as anti-Semites, 
needs to be challenged. This is 
a particular characteristic of the 
Campaign Against anti-Semitism. 
I also agree that Jeremy Corbyn is 
not anti-Semitic. And I agree that 
much of the behaviour of Israel to 
the Palestinians is dreadful. 

The last part of the response 
discusses Israel’s claims that it 
faces a serious existential threat. 
I agree that this is spurious. In 
particular, the threat from Iran 
is grossly exaggerated, and 
Western governments accept far 
too much of this claim, while 
forgetting about the way in which 
Saudi Arabia has provided very 
substantial ideological support 
for Al Qaeda and Islamic State, 
because the Saudis purchase such 
a lot of weaponry. However, if 
the existential threat to Israel 
is spurious, and life for Israeli 
Jews is generally safe, Israel 
can still function as a bolthole 
for Jews. I think that the claim 
to the contrary in the editorial 
response is polemical. I also agree 
that questions to do with anti-
Semitism in the Labour Party and 
the related question of Israel and 
the Palestinians are not simply 
academic discussions, and are 
bound to be heated and fought 
over. Nonetheless, the arguments 
used in such discussions should 
be rational and respect the facts, 
rather than simply post-truth 
polemics.

The account of the closing down 
of the intended discussion of anti-
Semitism by the Stroud Green 
Labour Party is really shocking. 
The set of proposed questions for 
discussion look like an obvious 
starting point, and if any of them 
were felt to be inappropriate they 
could surely be challenged in 
the course of the meeting. This 
episode strengthens the line of 
argument in the response to my 
article that the aim of at least 
some of those accusing Labour of 
failing to deal with anti-Semitism 
is to sling mud at Jeremy Corbyn.

Despite the above degree of 
agreement, there remain two 
issues. First, Corbyn has been 
happy to talk of representatives 
from Hamas and Hezbollah as 
“friends”, describing Hamas as 
“dedicated towards the good of the 
Palestinian people and bringing 
about long-term peace and social 
justice and political justice in the 
whole region” (March 3, 2009). 
The editorial committee says that 
it would be helpful to know if there 
are any anti-Semitic statements in 
the Hamas charter at that time. 
The charter is quite easy to find 
online and includes the following:

Part of the introduction to charter 
(which is described internally as a 
Covenant) reads:

This Covenant of the Islamic 
Resistance Movement (HAMAS), 
clarifies its picture, reveals 
its identity, outlines its stand, 
explains its aims, speaks about its 
hopes, and calls for its support, 
adoption and joining its ranks. 
Our struggle against the Jews 
is very great and very serious. It 
needs all sincere efforts. It is a step 
that inevitably should be followed 
by other steps. The Movement 
is but one squadron that should 
be supported by more and more 
squadrons from this vast Arab and 
Islamic world, until the enemy is 
vanquished and Allah’s victory is 

realised.1

Note that this is a struggle 
against “the Jews”.

Part of Article 7 reads:
the Islamic Resistance 

Movement aspires to the 
realisation of Allah’s promise, no 
matter how long that should take. 
The Prophet, Allah bless him and 
grant him salvation, has said: 

“The Day of Judgement will not 
come about until Moslems fight 
the Jews (killing the Jews), when 
the Jew will hide behind stones 
and trees. The stones and trees 
will say O Moslems, O Abdulla, 
there is a Jew behind me, come 
and kill him. Only the Gharkad 
tree, (evidently a certain kind of 
tree) would not do that because it 
is one of the trees of the Jews.” 
(related by al-Bukhari and 
Moslem).

Then we come to Article 22:
For a long time, the enemies 

have been planning, skilfully and 
with precision, for the achievement 
of what they have attained. They 
took into consideration the causes 
affecting the current of events. 
They strived to amass great and 
substantive material wealth which 
they devoted to the realisation of 
their dream. With their money, 
they took control of the world 
media, news agencies, the press, 
publishing houses, broadcasting 
stations, and others. With their 
money they stirred revolutions 
in various parts of the world 
with the purpose of achieving 
their interests and reaping the 
fruit therein. They were behind 
the French Revolution, the 
Communist revolution and most 
of the revolutions we heard and 
hear about, here and there. With 
their money they formed secret 
societies, such as Freemasons, 
Rotary Clubs, the Lions and others 
1  One location where this can be found, 
along with all the rest of the quotations 
from the Hamas Charter is: http://avalon.
law.yale.edu/20th_century/hamas.asp
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in different parts of the world 
for the purpose of sabotaging 
societies and achieving Zionist 
interests. With their money they 
were able to control imperialistic 
countries and instigate them to 
colonize many countries in order 
to enable them to exploit their 
resources and spread corruption 
there.

You may speak as much as you 
want about regional and world 
wars. They were behind World 
War I, when they were able to 
destroy the Islamic Caliphate, 
making financial gains and 
controlling resources. They 
obtained the Balfour Declaration, 
formed the League of Nations 
through which they could rule the 
world. They were behind World 
War II, through which they made 
huge financial gains by trading 
in armaments, and paved the 
way for the establishment of their 
state. It was they who instigated 
the replacement of the League of 
Nations with the United Nations 
and the Security Council to enable 
them to rule the world through 
them. There is no war going on 
anywhere, without having their 
finger in it.”

This article contains just about 
every anti-Semitic idea available 
anywhere!

There are a variety of ways in 
which it would be possible to 
distance oneself from the above. 
Hamas appears to have left one 
particular respected member to 
write the Covenant, and many of 
its policies do not flow directly 
from the Covenant. In particular, 
Hamas has played a very 
important role as a social service 
organisation in Gaza. I hope to 
take up the role of Hamas in a 
future article.

Corbyn would have done well 
to distance himself from the more 
prominent anti-Semitic statements 
by Hamas, and also those made by 
Hezbollah. Without some sort of 
disclaimer, it isn’t difficult to see 
how people could get the wrong 

idea.
The other point of disagreement 

is over the question of the need 
for Labour to deal as quickly 
and effectively as possible 
with members accused of anti-
Semitism. There have been 
numerous accusations on this 
point, but the Labour Affairs  
response to my article  takes the 
view that  there is no particular 
urgency  and that the issue is 
spurious. I agree that there is no 
evidence that the Labour Party is 
riddled with anti-Semitism; there 
are many much more important 
and interesting issues to discuss. 
Nonetheless, I stand by my 
assertion that it is important to 
make sure that accusations of 
anti-Semitism against Labour 
Party members are dealt with 
promptly and in a transparent 
and effective manner. There have 
been numerous claims that this is 
not happening at the moment, and 
they should be resolved as soon as 
possible. I am alone in this view. 
The Sunday Times discovered 
a discussion between Corbyn 
and Margaret Hodge, which is 
reproduced below,

“Jeremy Corbyn has privately 
admitted that evidence of anti-
semitism in Labour has been 
“mislaid, ignored or not used”, 
The Sunday Times can reveal.

“He made the admission during 
a secretly recorded meeting with 

the MP Margaret Hodge to discuss 
the party’s anti-semitism crisis.

“It is the first time Corbyn has 
cast doubt on his own staff’s 
ability to tackle the problem 
that has dogged his leadership 
for years and whether they have 
mishandled evidence of racism.

“He made the admission in 
February while outlining his 
intention to recruit the Labour 
peer Lord Falconer to review the 
party’s complaints process.

“‘The point of him [Falconer] 
is that he will look at the speed 
of dealing with cases, the 
administration of them and the 
collation of the evidence before 
it is put before appropriate 
panels and things,” Corbyn said. 
“Because I was concerned that 
evidence was either being mislaid, 
ignored or not used and that there 
had to be some better system.’”2

The above indicates that Jeremy 
Corbyn himself thinks that there 
is something of an issue, and who 
am I to disagree?

As I have indicated before, 
I hope to take up some of the 
more substantive issues to do 
with Israel, the Palestinians, and 
the Middle East generally in 
subsequent articles.

2  https://www.thetimes.co.uk/edition/
news/jeremy-corbyn-admits-labour-ignored-
anti-semitism-rtqjzldp0 

EASTER SURPRISING
What a week, what a week
  made worse by a media tweak.
That English Canute crowd
  sat on roads cold-arsed and proud.
Lyra reported from an armoured position,
  not remembering her parent’s situation
when petrol bombs glared
  and stray bullets never cared.
The Minotaur, birth parents Bush and Blair,
  fed ferociously in its Sri Lanka lair.

Wilson John Haire. 27th April, 2019
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Innovation Without Capitalism
By Gwydion M. Williams

We are told that all of the wonderful 
things we’ve had since the 1980s 
would not exist without capitalism.

We are also told that before the 
1980s, we suffered because we were 
straying from Capitalist Truths.  

If you ignore what was then 
happening in the Soviet Union, 
at least as many wonderful 
technological things happened 
before the 1980s as have happened 
since.  And without all of the stress, 
inequality and malignancy brought 
to us by Thatcher and Reagan.

Ignoring the Soviet Union is 
justified, because it too was doing 
wonderful things as well as harsh 
and ruthless things before the 1970s.  
They were first into space, after all.  

The miserable decay under 
Brezhnev was caused by a wrong 
turning from the 1968 invasion of 
Czechoslovakia, or maybe Hungary 
1956.  These at the time were 
correctly seen by many of us as a 
betrayal of socialism in favour of 
Power Politics.

East and West might have 
converged, and in the 1960s and 
1970s the West was ready.  It was the 
Soviets who let down the ideals that 
the state had been founded on.  Yet 
there was also no return to pre-1914 
capitalism, for all the Libertarian talk 
that this should be done.

State power and tax-and-spend 
remains a fact of life, though not 
always for progressive aims.  ‘Feed-
the-Rich’ has been the reality behind 
New Right rhetoric.

The big Western advances from the 
1940s to 1980s were often funded 
by the military, or spun off from 
academic research.  Safe and cheap 
passenger aircraft were spun off 
from programs the military paid for.  
Likewise microchips.

Nor was this new.  James Watt 
developed his superior steam engine 
with an understanding of heat that 
noted academic Joseph Black had 
developed.  The existing Newcomen 
Engine wasted a lot of fuel by turning 
water into steam and then back into 
water.  Aware of the importance 
of Latent Heat – later understood 

as the energy involved in breaking 
the links between water-molecules 
so that they became a gas – Watt 
invented the Separate Condenser. 
This was a much better design, but 
also more intricate and likely to 
break down.1  It needed help from 
industrialist Matthew Boulton to 
make it a success: but Boulton was 
a member of the socially progressive 
Lunar Society.  This remarkable 
Midland group were at least as much 
interested in social improvement 
as personal profit.2  They were the 
Radical Left of their era.  They were 
everything that the Libertarians and 
New Right think themselves superior 
to.

In the 19th century, Heinrich Hertz 
was an academic who mastered the 
production and detection of radio 
waves.  He did this in the hope 
of proving what fellow-academic 
James Clerk Maxwell had implied 
with his famous equations: that 
light was actually just a type of 
electromagnetic radiation.3  This 
had seemed likely when Maxwell’s 
maths showed that if electromagnetic 
radiation existed, it would have the 
same speed as had been found by an 
astronomer studying irregularities in 
the eclipses of the moons of Jupiter.  
The variations in what we saw on 
Earth if light had a finite, gigantic, 
but measurable speed.  But it was 
still open to question.

Hertz’s project was to create 
another sort of electromagnetic 
radiation: one the eyes could not 
see.  He demonstrated that this 
stuff behaved just like light, if you 
allowed for it being a very different 
wavelength.  An astonishing four 
meters for the waves he generated, 
while the wavelengths for light are 
less than a thousandth of a millimetre.

The notion that light was 
electromagnetic radiation needed 
to be proved.  It might have been 
wrong.  Einstein’s later concept of 

1   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Watt_steam_engine#Separate_condenser 
2   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Matthew_Boulton#Scientific_studies_and_
the_Lunar_Society 
3   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Heinrich_Hertz#Electromagnetic_waves 

space-time says that any massless 
particle must move at the speed 
originally identified for light in a 
vacuum.  There might be several 
different types of radiation with the 
same speed.  Current physics says 
not, with even neutrinos turning out 
to have a very tiny mass.  But who 
knows what will turn up next?

Within known physics, 
gravitational waves ought to have 
the same speed.  Recent detections 
suggest yes, for the one case 
where we saw both together.  More 
measurements are now arriving, after 
an upgrade.

Back in the 19th century, Hertz 
confirmed Maxwell’s view.  But if he 
noticed the interesting fact that his 
ultra-long waves could go through 
walls, he did not see this as important:

“Hertz did not realize the practical 
importance of his radio wave 
experiments. He stated that,

“‘It’s of no use whatsoever[...] this 
is just an experiment that proves 
Maestro Maxwell was right—
we just have these mysterious 
electromagnetic waves that we 
cannot see with the naked eye. But 
they are there.’

“Asked about the applications of 
his discoveries, Hertz replied,

“‘Nothing, I guess.’”4

Luckily he operated within the 
German academic system, which 
was happy to fund the pursuit of 
pure knowledge.  But people also 
know that abstract knowledge did 
sometimes have unexpected practical 
uses.  With the free exchange of 
ideas and discoveries, an Italian 
called Marconi was the first of many 
to develop these invisible rays for 
superior communications.  

Marconi was very much interested 
in money, but not in capitalist 
abstractions.  He supported 
Mussolini’s fascism, joining the party 
in 1923, well before Mussolini was 
transformed from Prime Minister 
to Dictator. He remained in good 
favour, with Mussolini appointing 
him President of the Royal Academy 
of Italy, which also made Marconi a 

4   Ibid.
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member of the Fascist Grand Council.  
He died in 1937, aged 63.  Had he 
lived on into the era of Italian Christian 
Democracy, he would probably have 
continued to fit.

Hertz meantime had died young, 
but would have been in trouble had he 
lived into the Nazi era, since his father 
was a Jewish convert to Lutheranism.  
His portrait was removed by them 
from its prominent position of honor 
in Hamburg’s City Hall.  His widow 
and daughters were among the small 
number of displaced Jews who found 
refuge in England: anti-immigrant 
feelings blocked most of them and 
many were later murdered.

Despite Hitler’s lethal and self-
defeating anti-Jewish obsession, 
fascism was at home with most 
science and all new inventions.  They 
were slightly behind with radar, but 
developed the first jet fighter.  Also the 
first militarily useful cruise missiles 
(V1s) and the first long-range rockets 
(V2s).  These lethal weapons were the 
first fruit of a German space and missile 
project conceived independently of 
Nazism, but taken up by Hitler.  

Post-war US tolerance of those 
tainted by Nazism was enough to let 
Wernher von Braun transfer his V2 
skills to them.  It got the bulk of the 
funding when their All-American 
rockets kept blowing up when stretched 
to give them power enough to launch a 
satellite.  The Nazi connection won the 
Moon Race for the USA.

It also need not have been a race.  
Kennedy saw the space program as 
wasteful, but did not want to be seen 
as a loser.  So in 1963 he proposed a 
joint venture.5  Had this happened, 
there might have been a Russian 
setting foot on the moon first, but then 
hugging his US colleague before they 
jointly planted the flag of the United 
Nations.  This would probably have 
happened in the early 1970s, without 
the risky dash for the USA to manage 
it by 1969.  Kennedy had set this target 
back in 1962, but in a joint venture a 
little slippage would have been OK.  

Had history gone that way, it is also 
likely that the first moon rocks would 
have been brought back by a mostly-
Soviet robotic mission. They actually 
managed this in September 1970, 
after a string of failures that had been 
intended to scoop the US landing with 

5   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Space_Race#Kennedy_proposes_a_joint_US-
USSR_program 

humans.6  And after failing to produce 
a rocket big enough to take humans 
to the moon and bring them back: but 
robotic probes can be much lighter.

The US moon landing is now 
hailed as a triumph of Democratic 
Capitalism.  But had it been capitalist, 
it would not have happened.   Likewise 
had it shown current Western distaste 
for those who worked pragmatically 
with dictators.  It would have been 
much slower without Von Braun and 
his team.  Commercial space launches 
only began in the 1980s, with Ronald 
Reagan requiring NASA to encourage 
them.

Had the Soviet Union decided it was 
time in the 1950s to move on from both 
Lenin and Stalin, everything might 
have been different.  China managed 
this with Mao, but now with some 
return to Maoist values while the West 
is spreading global chaos.  Khrushchev 
distorted everything by having Lenin 
remain sacrosanct but he denounced 
Stalin for carrying through Lenin’s 
program.  This froze politics until the 
final collapse.7

Soviet science remained excellent 
down to the end, though the increasing 
irrationality of the post-Stalin system 
offended scientists like Sakharov.  
Technology too was at one time 
excellent, with the best tanks of 
World War Two.  Also the remarkable 
Katyusha rocket launcher, known to 
Germans as the Stalin Organ.  It was 
only in the 1960s and Brezhnevite 
corruption that the general quality of 
goods declined.  This included the 
once-brilliant space program.  The 
Soyuz spacecraft and its rocket from 
the 1960s remain in use and had a much 
better safety record than the Space 
Shuttle.  But a string of interstellar 
missions achieved little after the first 
landing on Venus.

Let’s imagine a different 1960s, with 
the Space Race turning into a joint 
venture for shared ideals.  Supposing 
Khrushchev is still deposed much as he 
was, but Soviet generals in 1968 might 
decide that invading Czechoslovakia is 
madness and remove Brezhnev.  

Let’s also suppose that Bobby 
Kennedy does not get assassinated 
and instead gets elected President.  
He initiates a policy as radically 
different as Roosevelt’s New Deal.  
6   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Luna_16 
7   ht tps : / /gwydionwi l l iams.
c o m / 9 9 - p r o b l e m s - m a g a z i n e /
gorbachev-ruining-your-own-country/ 

Except the USA pioneered that, 
whereas he perhaps would have 
done something like what Europe’s 
Christian Democrats had already done.  
A ‘Mixed Economy’ in which welfare 
is improved, and which gave Western 
Europe much faster growth than the 
USA up until it was contaminated by 
New Right ideas in the 1980s.8

If all this happened, perhaps Mao 
relaxes.  China still becomes a global 
centre for cheap manufacturing, but 
prevents the massive inequality and 
cultural vulgarisation that actually 
happened.  And perhaps the weak 
industries of other poor countries are 
protected rather than being destroyed.

The USA carries on with its standard 
pattern of growth from the 1940s, but 
the benefits flow to the whole society, 
with the less-well-off continuing to 
gain slightly more.

We still get the Microcomputer 
Revolution and then the Internet 
Revolution.  Indeed, Mao’s Cultural 
Revolution system would have 
permitted a version of this, had their 
science and technology been advanced 
enough.  It favoured low-level 
initiatives, but not for private profit.

Would the same radical technology 
have been possible without the Profit 
Motive?  Several of the pioneers of 
the West’s IT Revolution were not 
motivated by money, and did not 
become rich.  The slew of radical ideas 
found at Xerox Parc did not make the 
Xerox Alto a commercial success.9  
Nor did Steve Jobs’ first imitation with 
the Apple Lisa.  But having made a 
lot of money from the previous more 
conventional Apple computers, he 
was able to make the brilliant Apple 
Macintosh.  

The Internet was invented as a 
military system that could survive a 
nuclear war.  The World Wide Web 
is something different: hypertext that 
runs on an internet system.  It was 
developed by Tim Berners-Lee while 
working at CERN, where the main 
task is subatomic physics, and no 
commercial outcome is expected.

New Right economics ignores most 
of what happens in the real economy.  
Concentrates instead on maths that is 
largely pompous gibberish.

8   h t tps : / /gwyd ionmadawc .
c o m / 0 3 7 - a d a m - s m i t h - m i s l e a d i n g /
the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 
9   https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
PARC_(company) and https://en.wikipedia.
org/wiki/Xerox_Alto 
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

The UK’s Nuclear Deterrent 
10 April 2019
The debate on the UK’s nuclear 

deterrent was very long. Consequently 
a number of contributions not 
directly related to the subject have 
been omitted. The opening speech by 
Gavin Williamson (since sacked) and 
the response by Labour’s Shadow 
Defence Secretary Nia Griffith, are 
published below. 

The Secretary of State for 
Defence (Gavin Williamson) I 
beg to move, That this House has 
considered the 50th anniversary of 
the continuous at sea deterrent.

Half a century ago, HMS 
Resolution glided into the Clyde and 
sailed into the history books. That 
was the start of our longest sustained 
military operation—Operation 
Relentless—and the beginning of our 
continuous at-sea deterrent. Since 
then, there has always been a Royal 
Navy ballistic missile submarine 
at sea protecting our nation, and 
thousands of submariners have 
followed in the wake of Resolution’s 
crew conducting vital work, unseen 
and undetected, every minute of 
every day. Today it is for the House 
to pay tribute to those brave men and 
women, past and present, who have 
helped to make this operation so 
successful.

We already honour our submariners 
with a deterrent patrol pin—often 
known as the bomber pin—giving 
recognition to their enormous 
efforts, but we want to go further 
still. Consequently, we are going to 
ensure that those who complete 10 
patrols will now be recognised with 
the new silver bomber pin. Future 
bomber pins will be made from 
metal taken from HMS Resolution, 
linking today’s submariners with 
their forefathers and emphasising 
the longevity and the significance 
of the 50-year mission. Even as we 
pay tribute to the submariners, it is 

equally important that we think of 
their families, too—those who often 
have to go for months on end without 
hearing from their loved ones. We 
must also pay tribute to the thousands 
of industry experts who have played 
a vital role in this national endeavour.

Caroline Lucas (Brighton, 
Pavilion) (Green) I wonder how 
the Secretary of State thinks we 
can possibly lecture other countries 
about not seeking to acquire nuclear 
weapons. What moral high ground do 
we have to do that if we ourselves not 
only possess them but are upgrading 
them? Does he really think the world 
would be a safer place if every 
country had nuclear weapons, and if 
that is not the case, how on earth do 
we justify what we are doing?

Gavin Williamson I firmly believe 
that the world is a safer place because 
we have a nuclear deterrent, and 
because of the responsible way that 
it is deployed.

Caroline Lucas But would the 
world be safer if all countries had 
them?

Gavin Williamson The hon. Lady 
and I will probably always find room 
for disagreement on this. I will come 
on to the issue of deterrence later. 
I want to make progress, because 
it would be remiss of me not to 
mention the town of Barrow-in-
Furness and give our thanks to the 
people of Barrow, who have crafted 
these giants of the deep and continue 
to do so, ensuring that we have the 
right technology and the right vessels 
to deliver our nuclear deterrent. 
It is important to understand 
the remarkable engineering 
that goes into these remarkably 
sophisticated submarines, whose 
level of sophistication matches that 
of a spacecraft. It is only fitting 
that this debate marks the start 
of a series of events designed to 
commemorate such dedicated and 
continuous service not only from the 

submariners, but from the industry 
and the communities that have 
supported the deterrent.

Mr Paul Sweeney (Glasgow North 
East) (Lab/Co-op) The Secretary of 
State makes an important point about 
the industrial contribution that our 
shipbuilding industry makes; I have 
worked for the company that builds 
our nation’s submarines and naval 
ships, so I am all too aware of how 
important that impact is. However, 
the construction of these ships and 
submarines is dependent on in-year 
financing, which really disrupts the 
ability to build the infrastructure that 
will serve these ships throughout 
their life cycle. How are we going 
to change the way in which ships are 
financed by the Treasury to ensure 
that we give them proper project 
financing, so that the companies 
involved can build the world-
class infrastructure needed to build 
submarines and ships for the future?

Gavin Williamson I thank the 
hon. Gentleman for his intervention. 
I will deal with it and then make 
some progress, because there is a lot 
of interest in the House and many 
hon. Members want to speak. The 
hon. Gentleman raises an important 
point, and it is why the Government 
have set aside £31 billion to deliver 
the Dreadnought programme and 
ensure that we have continuous at-
sea nuclear deterrence. We have 
also built in a contingency, because 
we are very conscious that we want 
to provide security confidence that 
the programme will deliver within 
budget and on time.

It is important that we pay our 
thanks to those who have served 
on the submarines, to families, and 
to the whole industry. Next month 
there will be the Westminster Abbey 
service recognising the commitment 
of our submariners. In July there 
will be a parade at Her Majesty’s 
Naval Base Clyde, and at the end 
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of the November there will be a 
special memorial commemoration at 
Edinburgh Castle. However, today’s 
debate is important because it gives 
us the opportunity to underline why 
the deterrent still matters so much to 
the United Kingdom, why it remains 
very much at the heart of our national 
security policy, and why it has been 
one of the rare issues to command 
popular support across both sides 
of the House. It is an important 
point to make that the continuous 
at-sea deterrent has been supported 
by both Conservative and Labour 
Governments continuously over the 
last few decades; I certainly hope 
that it will be for many decades into 
the future.

The doubters who persist in 
believing that the deterrent is simply 
a cold war relic need to be reminded 
of three salient points. First and 
foremost, the nuclear dangers have 
not gone away; on the contrary, the 
geopolitical situation is more unstable 
than ever before. We are facing 
challenges that are growing in scale, 
complexity and diversity. Russia 
is rebuilding its nuclear arsenal. It 
has breached the intermediate-range 
nuclear forces treaty and, in Europe, 
has now deployed new nuclear-
capable missile systems to target and 
threaten the West. It also continues 
to develop and adapt its doctrine to 
give primacy to nuclear weapons. 
North Korea is the only state to 
have detonated a nuclear weapon 
in the 21st century. Despite positive 
dialogue, its weapons remain intact. 
We hope it will return to compliance 
with its obligations under the non-
proliferation treaty. The point is that 
both Russia and North Korea have 
shown their willingness to rattle the 
nuclear sabre in the past.

There are no indications that those 
dangers will disappear any time 
soon, so we cannot relax our guard. 
While there is the risk of other states 
developing weapons, we must have a 
credible response to that threat. Our 
independent nuclear deterrent—our 
nuclear weapons posture—gives 
us defences against such actions. 
It is our ultimate insurance policy. 
It protects us every day from the 
most extreme threats to our national 
security and our way of life. Beyond 
that, it gives future generations 

greater strategic options and the 
power to protect themselves into the 
2060s and beyond, whatever may lie 
round the corner.

As was recognised at last year’s 
NATO summit in Brussels, the UK’s 
nuclear deterrent provides a critical 
contribution to our alliance. Since 
1962, the UK has assigned all our 
nuclear forces to NATO’s defence. 
That 50-year commitment to the 
defence and security of every member 
of that great alliance is as strong 
today as it has ever been in the past. 
All member states benefit from that 
capability, which gives the alliance 
another centre of decision making 
to complicate the calculations of our 
adversaries.

In fact, many allies signed the non-
proliferation treaty in the late 1960s 
safe in knowledge they would be 
covered by the nuclear umbrella that 
the United Kingdom provides for 
them. Those who argue that we should 
disarm should consider whether such 
a move would actually make nuclear 
proliferation more, rather than less, 
likely. We cannot blame others, such 
as the United States, for questioning 
why they should be paying the price 
for protecting us from nuclear threats.

Alex Chalk (Cheltenham) (Con) 
My constituency is the home of 
GCHQ, which has unprecedented 
and unparalleled security co-
operation and intelligence sharing 
with the United States. Does the 
Secretary of State agree that the 
UK’s commitment to the continuous 
at-sea nuclear deterrent is one of 
the foundation stones of that strong 
relationship, which keeps our people 
safe?

Gavin Williamson My hon. Friend 
makes an important point, which 
I will touch on later. Our nuclear 
deterrent is a cornerstone of that 
long and enduring relationship. The 
United States does not have such a 
relationship with another country 
anywhere on this Earth. That close 
collaboration makes us and our allies 
safer.

The extent to which our deterrent 
underpins our special relationship 
with the United States must never be 
underplayed. We should be proud of 
the fact we are one of the few nations 
with both strategic nuclear and 

conventional carrier capabilities. We 
should be proud that those strengths 
give the United Kingdom influence 
not just in NATO but across the 
world, giving us the capability to 
influence events in our interest 
and stand up for our values and the 
United Kingdom.

My third point is that there are 
simply no credible alternatives to 
the submarine-based deterrent. Some 
claim that there are cheaper and more 
effective ways of providing a similar 
effect to the Trident system, but we 
have been down that road many 
times before. Successive studies 
by both Labour and Conservative 
Administrations have shown that 
there are no other alternatives. Most 
recently, the Trident alternatives 
review of 2013 found that submarines 
are less vulnerable to attack than 
silos or aircraft and can maintain 
a continuous posture in a way that 
aircraft and land-based alternatives 
cannot. Their missiles have greater 
range and capability than other 
alternative delivery systems. 
Overall, the review concluded that 
a minimum, credible, assured and 
independent deterrent requires 
nuclear submarines with ballistic 
missiles.

Neil Gray (Airdrie and Shotts) 
(SNP) I struggle to see the logic in 
arguing for multilateral disarmament 
while simultaneously rearming 
unilaterally. My question to the 
Secretary of State is this: how many 
nuclear submarines have been 
successfully decommissioned since 
1980? The answer is none, isn’t it?

Gavin Williamson We 
are intending to see the first 
decommissioning of submarines 
over the coming year. That important 
issue needs to be addressed. 
My hon. Friend the Member for 
Berwick-upon-Tweed (Anne-Marie 
Trevelyan) and the hon. Member 
for Plymouth, Sutton and Devonport 
(Luke Pollard) have been looking 
at it and have made some very 
important contributions. It is an issue 
that the Ministry of Defence takes 
very seriously. I was hoping—this 
was obviously very naive of me—
that the hon. Member for Airdrie 
and Shotts (Neil Gray) was going to 
talk about Scotland’s pride at being 
the home of our submarine forces, 
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about the economic benefit that our 
continuous at-sea nuclear benefit 
delivers Scotland, about the fact that 
6,800 people are employed at Her 
Majesty’s Naval Base, Clyde, and 
about the fact that that will increase 
to 8,500. It is disappointing that he 
could not talk with a bit of pride about 
the service personnel who contribute 
so much. This is about saying, 
“Thank you”, to the submariners 
who have continuously put their 
lives at risk and done so much for our 
nation to keep us safe. I hope that all 
Members in this House, regardless 
of their view about the continuous 
at-sea nuclear deterrent, will have 
the courtesy to pay tribute to those 
brave men and women. We cannot 
wish away the rise of the atomic 
bomb, especially given that there 
are some 14,500 nuclear weapons 
on this Earth. That is not to say we 
have given up our determination 
to create a nuclear-free world. On 
the contrary, we have been at the 
forefront of arms reduction. Since 
the height of the cold war, the United 
Kingdom has reduced our forces by 
more than 50%. We have delivered 
on our commitment to reduce the 
number of warheads carried by our 
Vanguard submarines from 48 to 40, 
and we have decreased the number 
of operationally available warheads 
to no more than 120.

We remain committed to reducing 
our stockpile to no more than 180 
warheads by the mid-2020s, but the 
reality is that other nations have not 
taken the hint from the lead that the 
United Kingdom has shown. Even as 
we have cut back, others are creating 
new systems to get around treaty 
obligations or are simply ignoring the 
commitments that they have made. I 
have already spoken about Russia’s 
breach of the INF treaty. The truth is 
that the only way to create the global 
security conditions necessary for 
nuclear disarmament is by working 
multilaterally. Our commitment to 
the deterrent is cast-iron.

We are spending around £4 billion 
every year to ensure the ultimate 
guarantee of our safety for the next 
50 years, not least by investing in the 
next generation of ballistic missile 
submarines – the Dreadnought class. 
We have made significant progress.  
We have already named three of 

the state-of-the-art submarines—
Dreadnought, Valiant and Warspite. 
Construction has already started 
in Barrow on HMS Dreadnought. 
Those names recall some of the 
greatest ships of our naval history. 
We are investing millions of pounds 
in state-of-the-art facilities and 
complex nuclear propulsion systems, 
and we are ensuring every day 
counts by utilising our Dreadnought 
contingency, with access to up to 
£1 billion, to fund more in the early 
years to drive out cost and risk later 
in the programme.

This is a national endeavour. We 
often talk, rightly, about those who 
are serving in the Royal Navy, but 
it is supported by the other two 
services. The Royal Air Force, 
through the P8 Poseidon submarine-
hunting aircraft, and the surface fleet 
of the Royal Navy are all making 
sure that our deterrents are safe. Of 
course, those workers in Barrow are 
constructing some of the world’s 
finest submarines to take to the seas, 
and our gratitude is deep.

We must not forget the 30,000 jobs 
that are dependent on this work, or 
the fact that we are investing in new 
technology and new capabilities, 
bringing prosperity across the 
country.

Mr Sweeney The Secretary of State 
recognises the capital investment 
of over £300 million that is going 
into the shipyard in Barrow, which 
is fantastic for the town. If that is 
good enough for the Trident renewal 
programme, why was it not good 
enough for the Type 26 programme 
on the Clyde, which has not seen the 
equivalent level of capital investment 
in shipyard infrastructure?

Gavin Williamson Simply, BAE 
Systems decided that that level of 
investment in the Govan shipyard 
was not required. But we are making 
a multi-year investment in Type 
26s, providing an order book for the 
Govan shipyard into the 2030s. That 
is something that most shipyards 
would look at enviously.

The investments we have made 
and the decisions that we have taken 
on extra investment on Dreadnought 
mean that the new submarines will 
be delivered on time. To guarantee 
that delivery, we have modernised 

our entire nuclear enterprise. We 
have established the Defence 
Nuclear Organisation to manage our 
portfolio of nuclear programmes. We 
have created the Submarine Delivery 
Agency, which with our industry 
partners has made real progress on 
the ground in building our future 
submarines and ensuring that our 
current boats are able to fulfil their 
missions. We have established the 
new Dreadnought Alliance, which 
through a coalition of MOD, BAE  
Systems and Rolls-Royce combines 
the skills of the large players in 
industry with the talents of the public 
sector to deliver the best for defence 
and the best for the nation

Meanwhile, we are continuing 
to refine the options and technical 
solutions that will inform our 
decisions on replacing the warhead.  
Next year, over half a century on 
since HMS Resolution’s historic 
voyage, Her Majesty’s Naval Base 
Clyde will become home to all 
our submarines. One of the largest 
employment sites in Scotland, the 
base provides for the livelihoods of 
around 6,800 military and civilians, 
and brings significant wider benefits 
to the local economy and the whole 
of Scotland. It is a salutary reminder, 
not just of the enormous role 
that Scotland, as the home of our 
deterrent, plays in protecting the UK 
and our NATO allies, but of its role 
in sustaining hundreds of businesses, 
as well as thousands of jobs, across 
the length and breadth of our Union.

The Barrow-in-Furness shipyard 
gives a sense of the sheer scale of 
the enterprise. The construction hall 
alone, where Dreadnought is being 
built, is the size of 21 Olympic 
swimming pools. The deterrent does 
not just provide jobs: it is helping 
to train thousands of apprentices 
in engineering, design, software 
development, naval architecture 
and combat systems. Many of those 
apprentices are following in the 
footsteps not just of their parents, 
but of their grandparents, and they 
are learning the sorts of advanced 
manufacturing techniques that will 
keep their descendants and Britain 
at the cutting edge of technology for 
years and generations to come.

I want to underline the important 
point made by the right hon. Member 
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for North Durham (Mr Jones), 
because it is about investing in those 
skills continuously. Barrow has one 
of the healthiest order books that 
it has seen for a long time, and the 
sense is that that includes a whole 
generation not just of Astute but of 
the Dreadnought class submarines. 
That is why we are looking at how 
best to take advantage of how we 
conduct warfare sub-surface at the 
moment, making sure that we invest 
in the right type of technology to 
keep a competitive advantage over 
our opponents, and keeping the skills 
here in the United Kingdom.

Mr Kevan Jones (North Durham) 
(Lab) I agree with everything that 
the Secretary of State has just said. 
A lot of the work on the naval design 
of the early stages of Dreadnought 
is being carried out now, but it will 
come to an end quite quickly. It is 
important that we have follow-on 
work for those designers, otherwise 
we will get a gap and those people 
will be employed in other nuclear 
sector industries. When we come to 
the next generation of submarines, 
therefore, they will not be there.

Gavin Williamson We saw that 
difficult problem occur after the 
sustained gap in Barrow when work 
was not undertaken on submarines 
over a period of almost 10 years, 
so we are very aware of that. We 
are currently doing a study on how 
we develop the next generation. If 
the investment in the Dreadnought 
programme were to come to an end, 
the skills that are being developed in 
Barrow—and in Derby with Rolls-
Royce and in hundreds of businesses 
across the country—would be 
lost. We would lose that national 
capability. That is why we are doing 
what the right hon. Gentleman 
suggests, because those skills are 
almost impossible to replace. We 
recognise that the investment in the 
deterrent is an investment in our 
future in more ways than one.

Nineteen sixty-nine will always 
be remembered as an iconic year: 
it was the year an astronaut first 
set foot on the moon. From a UK 
perspective, however, an event far 
less heralded has proved to be far 
more enduring, for the unsung heroes 
who began their undersea vigil that 
year have guaranteed our peace and 

prosperity for decades. Our nuclear 
deterrence posture is only possible 
thanks to their commitment. Out of 
sight they may be, but they are never 
out of mind. We can never fully 
repay them for what they have given 
our nation, but in a more uncertain 
world we are ensuring that they will 
have the means to perform their 
outstanding and vital service to our 
nation, safeguarding our way of life 
relentlessly for another 50 years.

Nia Griffith (Llanelli) (Lab) 
Labour fully supports the UK’s 
continuous at-sea nuclear deterrent, 
and we are committed to the renewal 
of the nuclear submarines.

I pay tribute to all those whose hard 
work and dedication have supported 
the deterrent over its lifespan: 
workers on the new Dreadnought 
class at sites across the country, 
including those whom I visited in 
Barrow; and Royal Navy personnel 
past and present who have crewed 
the nuclear submarines over the past 
50 years. Their commitment and skill 
are integral to the continuous nature 
of the deterrent. We are indebted to 
them for their service, and to their 
families for their support.

The first duty of Government is 
the protection of their citizens. The 
nuclear deterrent makes an important 
contribution to our country’s security, 
alongside our brave armed forces 
and a range of conventional and non-
conventional capabilities.

We recognise that we live in a 
world where the number of states 
that possess nuclear weapons has 
continued to grow, and where others 
are actively seeking to acquire them. 
The threats facing the UK are real 
and undiminished, and there is a need 
to deter the use of nuclear weapons 
in all circumstances—none of us 
ever wants to be in a position where 
the deterrent is used. If we ever got 
to that situation, it would represent 
a catastrophic failure of our rules-
based system and of the very concept 
of deterrence.

Deterrence encompasses a broad 
range of actions, from diplomatic 
means to conventional force and, 
ultimately, the nuclear deterrent. We 
must always ensure that we have 
the very best conventional forces, 
including cyber-capabilities, and 

that the UK uses its influence on the 
world stage to ensure that we deal 
with conflicts and tensions early, 
without allowing them to escalate 
dangerously.

The nature of the threats we face 
is changing, be they the ravages of 
climate change, drought, starvation, 
gross inequality within and between 
countries—whether state or non-
state actors—ever more complex 
technologies, hybrid warfare, or 
the sophisticated use of cyber-
information warfare to attack our 
democratic institutions and our 
open public cyber-spaces. We are 
committed to working with fellow 
NATO countries to counteract such 
threats and to guarantee the collective 
security of our allies.

As a nuclear-armed power, the 
UK has important obligations 
under the non-proliferation treaty, 
which British Prime Minister 
Harold Wilson was instrumental in 
establishing. Next year marks the 
50th anniversary of its entering into 
force, the only treaty that imposes a 
binding commitment on the nuclear-
weapon states to pursue the goal of 
multilateral disarmament together. 
Labour is committed to the NPT and 
to working with international partners 
on a multilateral basis to create a 
nuclear-free world. In government, 
Labour worked to reduce the number 
of operationally available warheads 
to fewer than 160. The last Labour 
Government signed the international 
code of conduct against ballistic 
missile proliferation, as well as 
the international convention for 
the suppression of acts of nuclear 
terrorism.

The other objective of the non-
proliferation treaty is of course 
to prevent the spread of nuclear 
weapons and weapons technology. 
Unfortunately, the number of states 
that possess such weapons has 
continued to grow, and other countries 
are working actively to acquire them. 
North Korea has continued in its 
pursuit of nuclear weapons, despite 
significant UN sanctions and attempts 
by the international community to 
seek dialogue with the regime. The 
Iran nuclear deal, which was so 
painstakingly negotiated to curtail 
that country’s nuclear ambitions, is 
now under immense pressure due to 
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Continued From Page 24
President Trump’s decision to withdraw US support for 
it. As a nuclear-weapon state and a member of the P5, we 
cannot simply stand by as the international norm against 
proliferation of such weapons is eroded. Instead, the UK 
should take a leading role in multilateral efforts to combat 
that trend.

We know that there have been issues with the 
affordability and timely delivery of our own programme. 
The Public Accounts Committee has said that one-year 
budget cycles can present problems for programmes 
such as Dreadnought, and it recommended using this 
year’s spending review as an opportunity to explore 
longer-term budgeting arrangements for the nuclear 
programme. When the Minister winds up, will he set 
out the discussions he has had with Treasury on that? In 
addition to the Dreadnought programme, the Government 
are in the process of considering options to replace the 
warheads used in the Trident missiles. Will the Minister 
tell the House when he expects that work to be completed?

Finally, although I had not wanted to mention the B 
word, the Government have acknowledged that elements 
of the supply chain for the nuclear enterprise are based in 
other European Union countries. However, almost three 
years since the referendum, the level of access that we 
will have to EU markets post Brexit is still unclear. In 
the light of that significant uncertainty, what assurances 
will the Minister offer suppliers to ensure that there will 
be no impediments to parts crossing borders? I will be 
most grateful if he addresses those issues in his winding-
up speech.

Continued From Page 22
award winning Italian writer Paolo Giordano saw a Benito 
Mussolini calendar on sale at a news kiosk on Rome’s Termini 
station. He was shocked and wrote about it in Corriere della Sera. 
But it is still possible to see one for sale on Amazon although 
it is labelled as “not currently available”. Then hundreds of 
neo-fascists demonstrated in Predappio, Mussolini’s birthplace 
and ‘shrine’ on 28 April, the anniversary of his death. This 
is an annual event but it was bigger than ever this year. The 
importance of the exercise is obviously to mock the Liberation 
Day as Mussolini was actually born in July.

To refer finally to football, Salvini has exercised his killer 
instinct by repeatedly undermining Virginia Raggi the M5S 
mayor of Rome.  Rome is a mess, it must be admitted: rubbish 
piles up in the streets, seagulls swoop and three metro stations 
are out of use because escalators are unsafe. Raggi is also under 
investigation for abuse of office relevant to the building of a 
new football stadium. “Romans deserve better”, Salvini says. 
But he then blocked a budgetary increase to one of the most 
indebted Italian cities, saying that Italians shouldn’t have to pay 
for Rome.

Salvini is capitalising on sections of the electorate’s uncritical 
wish for positive leadership. Proof is that Lega have made gains 
in the 28 April Sicilian regional elections to the detriment 
of M5S. Meanwhile La Repubblica reports that Di Maio is 
convinced that history will hit and sink the Lega. Don’t hold 
your breath. 

COME KINDLY FIGHTER-BOMBERS

Legal aid to defend an ISIS girl causes a storm,
  but not as big a storm as that which destroyed Iraq,
in fact, the demise of Libya and almost Syria,
  was, and is, the norm.
Big buttocked British Army majors rant on TV as if 

correct
  when they took away the civil and human rights
of Middle-Eastern nations at a cost of billions.
  It was a neo-liberal carpet-bombing fight
to the dance of the cotillion.
  They who fought back survived a cyclone of steel 

rain,
the falling suns of incredible temperatures.
  Those who volunteered, as they did for Republican 

Spain,
inherited death, torture and beheading as their 

signature,
  answered by kindly fighter-bombers who sought only
to kiss the earth,
  backed by a C-of-E choir in khaki uniforms,
as if evensong filled in for the meanness of spirit
  and its dearth,
though to acknowledge the truth is to have an Imperial 

brainstorm.
Wilson John Haire. 15th April, 2019.

HAVE BIKE CAN CANUTE

If dinosaurs could have fixed climate change
    they’d still be about within our range.
If Britain had cancelled the industrial revolution
    there would only be peasants now as a solution,
instead of being occupied by a nation-state
    who burnt coal and forged steel at a hell of a 

rate.
Now the UK lives by the casino and the air is 

relatively clear
   though a whiff of manufacturing puts them in 

fear.
They want to get back to the grass and the woods
    but with iPhones, and growing their own shoes 

if they could.
Meanwhile
  with guile
plant life fills the lifeless, the pale of face,
    a paranoid anxiety hits the elitist race.

Wilson John Haire.  29th April, 2019.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

FREEDOM v ORDER
Italy is not able to settle to plan 

anything on the political front until 
after 27 May when the results of a 
large number of local elections and the 
simultaneously held European elections 
become clear. The results are expected 
to force resolution within the current 
uncomfortable and discomforting 
coalition government. The electorate on 
mainland Italy have been making their 
prior judgements in a series of local 
elections in the last months, plus one in 
Sicily on 28 April. Relations between 
all parties are fractious and unpleasant. 
Legal investigations into various serving 
ministers have also added considerable 
proverbial fuel to the already raging fires 
of discord.

The five parties and leaders of 
significance are: 

Matteo Salvini of The Lega, although 
a Deputy Premier alongside Luigi Di 
Maio of The Five Star Movement (M5S), 
he works with a sense of assurance, 
arrogance and authority as if he were 
The Premier himself. Premier Conte has 
expressed his annoyance at occasionally 
being treated as the enabler for Salvini’s 
policies; Salvini oversteps his position. 
Di Maio does not have the leadership 
qualities or the bravado of Salvini and 
Salvini capitalises on this whenever 
he can. Salvini is frequently reported 
to boast that Lega will win well in the 
elections and that HE will thereafter 
change the shape of the government. 

La Repubblica (15 April) ran a 
headline “ ‘With regret’ the sinking of 
Fi - they throw B. into the sea” (The 82 
year old Silvio Berlusconi is habitually 
referred to as B. ). The article listed many 
party members and sympathisers who 
were deserting the metaphorical ship 
of Berlusconi’s Forza Italia Party (Fi). 
One called it ‘exhausted’. Berlusconi 
never seems to give up and in January 
had announced his own Euro election 
candidature. 

Fratelli D’Italia Fdi is a small but 
possibly increasingly significant right-
wing part of the current centre-right 
coalition. It is run by Georgia Meloni, 
known as La Meloni. It is currently 
taking support away from Fi and can 
be seen openly agreeing with Matteo 
Salvini’s views, or to paraphrase La 
Repubblica, is cuddling up to him. 

Last is Nicola Zingaretti, President 
of the Lazio region and the new leader 

of the Partito Democratico (Pd) in office 
since 17 March 2019. They are the 
largest group in the centre-left coalition. 

25 April saw the annual commemoration 
of The Liberation from Italian fascism 
and the German Nazis. The President 
of the Republic Sergio Mattarella made 
an obviously anti-authoritarian speech, 
aimed pointedly at Salvini. “History, 
he said, teaches that when people trade 
their freedom in exchange for promises 
of order and protection it always takes a 
tragic and destructive turn”.  Everyone 
except Matteo Salvini was seen to mark 
this special day in the Italian calendar 
and the press questioned the reasons 
behind his absence. Something easily 
answered as Salvini has paraded his 
links with the extreme right parties in the 
European Parliament. Provocatively, he 
was canvassing in Sicily and refused to 
be drawn when asked to comment on the 
anniversary of the downfall of fascism. 
In an obvious side swipe at Di Maio he 
said “it would have been easier for me to 
wake up late in Milan or Rome, .... (but I 
am) here with the men and women ...who 
risk their lives to free the country from 
mafia occupation”. 

On the eve of Liberation Day, Italy 
was shocked by a group of Lazio football 
supporters flashing a banner proclaiming 
“Honour to Mussolini”. The link with 
the date was clear, as was its presence in 
Milan’s Piazza Loreto where Mussolini’s 
dead body had been displayed. This was 
also close to the spot where more than 
40 partisans had been slaughtered by 
the Nazis. The Club issued statements 
opposing the demonstration from these 
fascist supporters or “Irriducibilli”. 
But it was also part of a wider, well-
coordinated manifestation of fascist 
symbolism in other parts of Italy. 

There is a strong and continuing 
actual and emotional link of football to 
fascism. The government of Mussolini 
was actually responsible for developing 
football in Italy. Football teams existed 
late in the nineteenth century. However, 
by the 1920s interest and enthusiasm had 
developed in the newly industrialised 
northern cities. The fascists had several 
different attempts to use massed groups 
to promote themselves but football 
became the most powerfully effective. 
Fascist theatre for example did not have 
the same appeal.

In 1925 Genova played Bologna 
in an unresolved game. There were 

contentious refereeing decisions and 
eventually five replays. This triggered 
crowd disorder and there were even 
gun shots. As a direct result the 
government restructured the game and 
its administration. It was called the 
Carta di Via Reggio and everything was 
tidied up under Mussolini Government 
control. The fascist-controlled Figc, 
Federazione Italiana Giuoco Calcio, or 
Italian Football Federation was then set 
up in 1928/9, which developed into the 
first single national league: Serie A in 
1930. 

The potential for using the game to 
give a sense of national identity was 
enabled by persuasion, combining 
the many small teams into larger 
units. Leandro Arpinati, originally a 
Bolognese fascist and now head of Figc, 
encouraged this and, for example, The 
Associazione Sportiva Roma, AS Roma, 
(which, for non-footballers, still exists) 
was one result. Although paradoxically 
the presence of a national league also 
encouraged regional affiliations and 
rivalries.

Mussolini’s regime also saw the 
potential of emphasising fitness and racial 
purity, echoing the similar philosophies 
of Nazi Germany. Arpinati said that “for 
the physical improvement of the race 
nothing is as useful as sport that teaches 
everybody an amount of discipline and 
moulds muscles with character”.

The fascist government and Mussolini 
fell. Football continued but by the 
1990s there was a change. A fanatical 
type of fandom, that espoused more 
than a simple enthusiasm for the game 
had developed. The fans, called the 
“ultras”, were characterised by their 
hatred of difference, their adherence 
to fascist ideas, their violence. Shaved 
heads and black shirts became normal. 
Foreign players, such as  Kalidou 
Koulibaly, currently are now regularly 
and continuously racially abused during 
a match. No lead is given by Carlo 
Tavecchio, a former head of the Figc, 
who said the league was being swamped 
by “banana eaters”. This is paralleled 
in the political field by the frequent 
hatred and ridicule given to black former 
Minister Cécile Kyenge. 

There are two further examples of the 
rise of interest in fascism. In October 


