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Johnson: A Fearful Choice
Following their success in the elections to the 

European Parliament it was widely predicted that 
the Brexit party would win the parliamentary seat 
of Peterborough at the 6 June byelection. Alas, 
for Farage and his acolytes, it did not happen. In 
spite of the ambiguity of its position on Brexit in 
a constituency that voted 61% to leave, the jailing 
of the previous MP for lying to the police over a 
motoring offence, and the charge of antisemitism 
against the Labour candidate Lisa Forbes, Labour 
held onto Peterborough with a 683 majority over the 
Brexit party.

Labour’s 31% share of the vote was the lowest in 
a parliamentary byelection since 1918 on a turnout 
of 48%. But the Tories fared even worse, trailing 
third with a drop of 25% in their vote over the 2017 
general election. Most of their lost votes went to the 
Brexit party, who won 29% of the vote, and who are 
seen as a real threat to the Tories historical monopoly 
of the conservative-inclined voter.

A key factor in Labour’s victory was its ability to call 
upon hundreds of volunteers in the weeks leading up 
to the election and on the day itself. Even the Brexit 
party paid tribute to this. But it seems that Brexit was 
not the sole concern of voters in Peterborough. Local 
issues, such as housing, education, insecure, low paid 
work, and cuts in local government services, also 
influenced the voters’ choice. Peterborough showed 
how Labour can fight and win on issues that people 
care about and which affect them deeply. It could also 
be said  that Corbyn’s “constructive ambiguity” over 
Brexit, much criticised by the media and his Labour 
parliamentary opponents, appears to have paid off, in 
Peterborough at least.

The result in Peterborough has badly dented the 
Tories hopes of winning back its supporters and thus 
its chances of victory at the next general election. But 
it is not only the Brexit party that they need to fear. A 
significant number of  Tory remain voters switched 

to the Liberal Democrats at the EU elections and it 
cannot be taken for granted that they will return to 
the fold. The Tory party as we know it is imploding 
before our eyes and many of its MPs fear for their 
seats at the next general election. That is why Boris 
Johnson leapt into a strong early lead, and held onto 
it, in the elections for a new party leader and Prime 
Minister. Tory backbenchers who are not normally 
Johnson supporters believe he can stop the rot, 
deliver a Tory victory, and save their seats. 

The final choice to be put to the 160,000 Tory party 
members is either Johnson or Foreign Secretary 
Jeremy Hunt, with Johnson the clear favourite to 
win, having gained the votes of more than half of 
Tory MPs. The grassroots members appear to regard 
him as the most likely candidate to win back Tory 
voters from the Brexit party and to scupper Labour’s 
prospects at the next general election. 

Most of the Tory leadership candidates, including 
Johnson himself, said that their aim was to stop the 
‘Marxist’ Jeremy Corbyn becoming Prime Minister, 
forecasting disaster for Britain if that should happen. 
Corbyn is a left social democrat, but the use of the 
term ‘Marxist’ is used to frighten the voters many 
of whom, if they think at all about its meaning, 
associate it with despotic rule and a centrally planned 
economy. Compared to this concocted nightmare 
scene, we are led to believe that the last nine years 
of a ‘freedom loving’ Tory government have been an 
overwhelming political and economic success, from 
which everyone has benefitted and for which they 
should be eternally grateful. 

Johnson’s campaign brazenly included bribes to 
the Tory grassroots, the most notable of which was 
a promise to raise the higher tax rate of 40% to be 
paid from a salary of £50,000 to £80,000. This would 
mean an income increase of £500 per month for many 
Tory members. The fact that this would cost £9.6bn 
a year and be paid for by raiding the Chancellor’s 
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contingency fund, was not referred 
to. He also promised an extra 
£5,000 per secondary school pupil 
in England, although he had never 
before taken the slightest interest 
in education, unless we include his 
voting for substantial real terms 
cuts in spending on education 
since 2010.

His tenure as London Mayor is 
generally considered to have been 
a failure and yet he unashamedly 
claimed credit for a number of 
schemes which his predecessor 
Ken Livingstone had initiated. 
These included the so-called Boris 
bikes and the staging of the 2012 
Olympic games. The £43 million 
loss on the garden bridge across 
the Thames, the costly purchase 
of unused water cannons, and 
his support for the construction 
of luxury accommodation for 
wealthy foreigners at the expense 
of affordable homes for London’s 
poor, have been largely ignored. 
As London Mayor he sang the 
praises of the EU, welcoming the 
single market and migrant labour 
from Europe. A position he has 
since deserted.

Johnson was a gaffe-prone 
Foreign Secretary, displaying his 
ignorance of and prejudice towards 
other cultures. He insulted Muslim 
women, liking those who wear 
the burqa to letterboxes and bank 
robbers.  And he referred to black 
African children as piccaninnies 
with watermelon smiles. He 
apologised for these ‘gaffes’ but 
insisted that he would continue 
to speak plainly! Senior civil 
servants and diplomats became 
exasperated by his behaviour and 
language at home and abroad. 
Theresa May was urged to sack 
him but lacked the stomach to do 
so. With pressure on him building 
he resigned as Foreign Secretary, 
citing his opposition to the Brexit 
agreement reached at Chequers, 
which he then later supported in 
Parliament.

Having supported the austerity 
measures which impacted most 
negatively on working class 

communities, and with the division 
in the country exacerbated by the 
EU referendum result,  bringing 
the country back together was a 
major theme of all the candidates. 
However, the televised debates 
gave little clue of what any one 
of them would do to achieve 
this. Johnson avoided the first 
of the debates and was his usual 
evasive self in the second. Should 
Johnson become party leader 
and Prime Minister he will need 
the confidence and support of 
parliament to govern. Theresa 
May lost that. It’s an open question 
whether Johnson can succeed 
where May failed.

Johnson wants to leave the EU 
with a deal  by the 31 October, 
but is prepared to leave without 
one. He is unclear as to how a deal 
different to that of Theresa May’s 
can be acceptable to the EU. The 
EU have said that there will be no 
reopening of the negotiations. So 
does Johnson have a magic elixir 
not possessed by Theresa May? 
If, as expected, he is elected by 
party members, we will know soon 
enough.

Where does all this leave Labour? 
In recent weeks, Deputy Leader 
Tom Watson has been urging the 
party to back a second referendum, 
appearing to stake his political 
career on it. Corbyn on the other 
hand has blown hot and cold on the 
issue. At first seeming to support 
what he calls a public vote on 
any deal, and then backpeddling 
at a fractious meeting of the 
parliamentary Labour party on 19 
June. As a longtime Eurosceptic 
he is clearly having difficulty 
changing his position. 

This magazine believes that 
Labour has a moral duty to respect 
the result of the 2016 referendum, 
as it promised in its 2017 general 
election manifesto. We have stated 
in previous issues that a second 
referendum would exacerbate the 
divisions in society. It would not 
bring the country back together. 
We see no reason to change our 
position.
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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.

8 August 1918. Part Three (Final 
part of the debate on Ireland)

Joseph Devlin (13/2/1871-
18/1/1934) was MP for the Irish 
Parliamentary Party. He was elected 
unopposed as member for Kilkenny 
North in the February 1902 by-
election. In the 1906 general election 
he was re-elected to Kilkenny North, 
and also elected to Belfast West 
which he won from the Unionists 
by 16 votes. He chose to retain the 
Belfast seat and served as its MP 
beyond 1918. (Source: Wikipedia).

Mr. DEVLIN I would like, if 
he would permit me to do so, to 
congratulate the right hon. and learned 
Gentleman on the tone and temper of 
his speech. It has been no pleasure to 
Members on these benches to engage 
in controversy with him, and though, 
to judge from his appearance, he 
seems to think that is not a sincere 
statement, I can assure him that it is 
absolutely sincere. He has, he says, 
diagnosed the Hibernian character. I 
hope he has learned this lesson, that 
one of the chief characteristics of a 
Hibernian is this, that when he is hit 
on one cheek he does not turn the 
other. There is one diagnosis I have 
also made of the English character, 
and it is this, that neither by military 
operations can you suppress the 
freedom of a country nor by insulting 
the representatives of the people in 
this House can you get further along 
the line you desire to go. I have stated 
that I have noticed gleams of comfort 
in the speech the right hon. and 
learned Gentleman has delivered.

In the first place, I disagree with 
my colleagues altogether that the 
right hon. and learned Gentleman 
does not mean what he says when 
he states that he is determined to 
get the Ulster rifles. I accept that 
declaration. I am quite sure that the 
right hon. Gentleman will procure 
these rifles, and I am one of those 
who quite agree with him that if he 
is to secure these rifles it ought to 
be by the most peaceful methods. 
We have never sought, and we do 
not seek now, to have any tactless or 
provocative conflict in securing these 
rifles, but we want in this matter—

it is all we have ever asked for—
that if you seize rifles of Southern 
volunteers, because you believe an 
army of civilians is a danger to the 
State, then you have to take precisely 
the same action against the same 
spirit manifested in Ulster. That is 
our position.

We are in this fortunate position, 
too, that we can congratulate the 
right hon. Gentleman on the fact 
that he knows the number of rifles 
in existence, and he knows where 
he can find them. That is half the 
work done, because Lord French 
and the right hon. Gentleman have 
not manifested any great intensity 
in carrying out their methods by 
half measures. He knows where they 
are, he knows how many there are, 
he knows where to find them, and I 
have no doubt, with the force at his 
back, he will get all these rifles, and 
in that matter, at all events, he will 
satisfy what is not only the feeling of 
Ireland in this matter, but the intense 
feeling of the masses of the people in 
this country, because, so far as I can 
gather from Members of this House 
from different parts of England and 
Scotland, they could not for the life 
of them understand why these raids 
for rifles were made on the premises 
of the Irish Nationalist volunteers, 
why private houses, and even the 
presbyteries of clergymen, were 
raided where there were no rifles at 
all in order to secure them, and yet 
these rifles are in vast armouries in 
the North of Ireland. I know one 
lordly castle in Ulster in which there 
are over 7,000 rifles. I am not in the 
secrets of the Ulster Unionist party, 
but I know what is an obvious and 
a common fact known to anyone, 
that you have only to go to one of 
these lordly castles in order to get 
7,000 rifles. In this matter we want 
equality; that is all we have asked for, 
and I am very glad, at all events, that 

in relation to this matter we are going 
to secure equality from the right hon. 
Gentleman.

The right hon. Gentleman gave 
a lecture this afternoon on the evils 
of sedition. I think sedition is a very 
elastic expression. I am no worshipper 
of words. I regard disloyalty as the 
highest form of virtue if you are 
disloyal to a thing that is inconsistent 
with public liberty. I go not to Mr. de 
Valera or the right hon. Gentleman 
the Member of Trinity College. I 
can go to the right hon. Gentleman’s 
leader for some lessons as to the best 
form in which you can be seditious 
within the law. Sedition is the revolt 
of a weak people against what they 
think is a public wrong. Sedition, on 
the other hand, becomes a virtue if it 
is preached by the leaders of political 
parties in this country, backed up 
by wealth and power in a powerful 
and wealthy country! I confess that 
if I were a Unionist statesman and a 
member of the Coalition Government 
every time the word “sedition” was 
mentioned I should slyly slink out 
of the House and wait behind the 
Speaker’s Chair until the discussion 
had terminated. I myself during the 
past four years have been applying 
myself to the study of seditious 
literature, and I confess I have found 
no more inspiring vindication of 
sedition than the speeches which 
were delivered, not by the right hon. 
and learned Gentleman the Member 
for Trinity College alone, but by 
many of the eminent constitutional 
statesmen who sometimes adorn the 
Ministerial Bench opposite.

I trust the right hon. and learned 
Gentleman is steadily pursuing his 
Hibernian studies. He will learn this 
in Ireland—as, indeed, one can learn 
it in any country in the world—that 
what is crime in people in a modest 
position cannot be other than a crime 
in castles and cannot be a virtue in 
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people in big position who happen to 
have great wealth and power behind 
them. Whatever you do in this House 
let us not hear these lectures on 
sedition. You talk sedition! There was 
no seditious spirit in Ireland until the 
Ulster movement started, remember 
that! It took a long time in Ireland for 
the constitutional party to eradicate 
that intense spirit of disloyalty that 
seethed in the minds and the hearts 
of Irishmen because of the sufferings 
and persecutions of seventy years. 
But this party succeeded in doing 
it. I ask the right hon. Gentleman 
this question. He is a lawyer: 
Supposing you find the vast body of 
the population who believe that this 
country will never hearten to the cry 
of justice, liberty, or peace, and that 
the only method by which they can 
break the shackles that bind them, 
or even can win ordinary legitimate 
public reforms, is by physical force, 
and you tell them you will not consent 
to physical force, and they then are 
taught to walk along the lines of  
constitutional thought, and they take 
you at your word and follow you, 
as the Irish party have followed this 
party for forty years? 

Suppose you tell them to trust 
to the power of reason and not to 
the arbitraments of the sword? You 
tell them to appeal to the spirit of 
justice of the British people instead 
of organising rebellion against them. 
Supposing that, believing you—as 
they believed us—and supposing that 
policy so far as the vast masses of 
the British people is concerned, that 
that principle was established—as it 
was, because I have never in Ireland, 
and never will, stand on a platform 
and allow the English people to be 
attacked—I have stood before the 
most extreme audiences and have 
resented attacks upon the English 
people. They are not responsible for 
all this. All I know about the English 
people is that for ten years they were 
loyal to Home Rule, and at General 
Elections they sanctioned the policy 
of Home Rule, and this House, which 
was empowered to express the views 
of the people of England, registered 
its faith in Home Rule and passed it 
on to the Statute Book. This Home 
Rule Bill, after going through all the 
vicissitudes of the Parliament Act, 
reached the Upper House, was forced 

upon it, and these English people 
remain faithful.

What the Irish people say—and 
this is the ground, this has been the 
reproach upon your own hypocrisy, 
although you carried it through this 
House with the consent of England, 
Scotland, and Wales, though it 
stands upon the Statute Book, a great 
English lawyer, backed up by a great 
British party, a great constitutional 
party, the Imperial party, the party 
that stands for the stability of the 
State and the upholding of law and 
order, that that party organised the 
forces of rebellion against that Act, 
and, what is worse still, those forces 
succeeded!

How can you expect, from 
circumstances of that character, 
that the people can have any 
faith in moral suasion or even in 
Parliamentary enactments? You 
attack the people first for sedition, 
and then turn round and find out that 
they have some reason for it. The 
Unionist Members in this House, in 
their difficulties and in an attempt to 
use Irish troubles for the purpose of 
promoting party purposes in Ireland, 
go over there and create a physical 
force and stir up rebellion against an 
Act of Parliament. Is it any wonder 
that those who have got that Act of 
Parliament want to keep it there by 
physical force? Therefore, I say, if 
you get down to it the real custodians 
of constitutional liberty are the 
Nationalist party, and the great 
enemies of constitutional liberty are 
the rebels who rebel against an Act of 
Parliament. I do not know whether or 
not that is an Hibernianism, which the 
right hon. Gentleman can understand? 
At all events, the ordinary plain 
man, who can understand ordinary 
plain things, I think, without asking 
me to defend everything that has 
occurred in Ireland, will find it 
difficult to understand how you can 
enshrine yourselves in the glass case 
of Constitutional perfection, while 
you denounce every one whom you 
call rebels and whose rebellion is 
against the rebels that rebel against 
the Constitutional action of this 
Parliament.

It is not a very difficult task for the 
right hon. and learned Gentleman to 
fashion out his measure against our 

advice. If you had taken our advice 
over the three of four years which 
preceded the rebellion there would 
have been no rebellion. We have 
been taunted here with giving advice. 
It is quite true on many occasions 
prior to the rebellion we were asked 
for advice; but it is equally true that 
all the blunders made were made 
because those concerned did not 
take our advice. The right hon. and 
learned Gentleman need not be in 
such a tremendous difficulty as he 
says he is for lack of our advice, 
because he ought to know—I do 
not know whether or not he does—
whether he has been sufficiently 
long in his position to know—but he 
ought to know as a Member of this 
House that we have had dealings 
before with British Ministers. We 
have had negotiations time after 
time. It was not because we felt there 
was anything to compromise about. I 
ask the right hon. Gentleman to pay 
attention to this. These conferences 
were not because we had anything to 
compromise about, because we have 
made it known unmistakably where 
we stand in regard to the claim we 
make for the freedom of our country.

He does not know-the right hon. 
Gentleman the Leader of the House 
knows—and I put to him this 
question: Has there ever been a single 
occasion, so far as he knows, when 
British Ministers have entered into 
consultation with us upon matters 
vitally affecting our country and 
found that Irish Members broke their 
word? The right hon. Gentleman 
has had no dealings with us, or even 
conversations with us, but the right 
hon. Gentleman the Leader of the 
House can contradict me if what I 
say is untrue. We are the victims of 
broken promises. Does the right hon. 
Gentleman suggest that we are to go 
and consult with him and discuss and 
decide with him, and then to be told 
that what has been decided cannot be 
carried out. Is it any wonder that we 
do not want conferences with British 
Ministers, and frankly I say that I do 
not think any good purpose is served 
by that course. You know what we 
want perfectly well, and you know 
whether you can give it or not. If you 
are prepared to concede what Ireland 
wants, Ireland’s representatives 
will be prepared to carry that out 
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in Ireland, No doubt the right hon. 
Gentleman opposite has studied the 
whole question in all its fullness, 
and when he introduces a large and 
generous measure of Home Rule 
which will satisfy the aspirations of 
the Irish people, he will not need 
any consultation with Ireland’s 
representatives here, because their 
position is clear and unmistakable.

The Chief Secretary stated that we 
contributed nothing to constructive 
statesmanship, and that our criticism 
was always destructive. I say that 
the right hon. Gentleman ought not 
to make allegations about things he 
knows nothing about. We had not 
only attended to our own business 
and our public duties in Ireland, 
but we have attended almost every 
day for nine months at the great 
Convention in Ireland, and I do 
wish Englishmen would not be so 
constantly throwing in our teeth that 
Irishmen can never apply themselves 
to the task of Ireland’s future. What 
happened in that connection? The 
position is entirely misunderstood. 
We set out to create a Constitution 
for our country, and we succeeded 
in agreeing upon everything except 
customs, and the Ulster Members 
never intended to agree to that. If the 
right hon. Gentleman had turned to 
them and said they never contributed 
one solitary ounce of wisdom or 
statesmanship to the deliberations of 
that Convention, he would have been 
right. That Convention consisted 
of Nationalists and Members 
representing Ulster, the moderate 
Unionists from the North, Labour 
men and others, and upon every 
question, except Customs, every 
Member of the Convention, except 
the small group of Members from 
Ulster, were in perfect agreement. 
How, under these circumstances can 
the Chief Secretary say that Ireland 
will not contribute anything to a 
solution of this problem.

I wish the Convention had 
been open to the public. It was so 
eminently a respectable body that 
it was as orderly as the House of 
Lords compared with the House of 
Commons. During the whole nine 
months we sat on that Convention 
I do not believe the Chairman was 
called upon in one single instance 
to intervene between what the right 

hon. Gentleman has called the 
excited Hibernians on one side or 
the other, and it was an assembly that 
would have been a credit not only to 
Ireland, but to any part of the world. 
With regard to the Chairman of the 
Convention I desire to say on this 
occasion that although I have never 
been a political associate of his and I 
differ from him profoundly in politics, 
I say that Ireland and the Empire and 
all who are anxious for a solution of 
this question owe a great deal to the 
tact and judgment and patriotism of 
Sir Horace Plunkett. Is it right to say 
that Ireland makes no contribution 
to the solution of this question 
when you find Southern unionists, 
Western unionists, landlords, and 
men who have come into bitter 
conflict with the general population, 
agreeing upon everything except 
customs? If we did not absolutely 
agree, can the House not understand 
how it was that a gathering of that 
character could not secure complete 
agreement upon a matter that had so 
passionately divided Irishmen for 
centuries when the whole wisdom of 
the British Empire cannot solve this 
question? At any rate we came nearer 
to agreement in that Convention than 
you were ever able to do in England, 
and having made our contribution 
to a wise solution of this problem, 
it is for those who have the power 
to see that Ireland shall have the 
material fruits of the labours of that 
Convention and the patriotism and 
statesmanship which was displayed 
in coming as near to a solution as it 
was humanly possible to do. I did not 
intend to touch upon this question, 
and I apologise to hon. Members and 
to Mr. Speaker for having occupied 
the House so long with this aspect of 
the question.

I come now to a very serious and 
important matter, and I am glad 
that the Leader of the House is 
present. I sincerely appeal to the 
right hon. Gentleman tonight to 
drop Conscription in Ireland. My 
hon. Friend the Member for East 
Mayo (Mr. Dillon) has pointed  
out that there was not a single 
prophecy we made in the course 
of the Debate upon the question of 
the application of Conscription to 
Ireland that has not been fulfilled. 
We warned you, and I think we 

stated the case most moderately, as 
to what would be the consequence of 
imposing Conscription on Ireland. If 
Conscription could even secure you 
material military assistance there 
might be some justification for it, but 
it will not secure you the slightest 
military aid or help. On the contrary, 
I understand that before Conscription 
was introduced by this House you 
were getting 1,200 recruits a month, 
and since Conscription has been 
introduced practically you are not 
getting one third of that amount. 
That shows that Conscription is not 
frightening the people, but it has 
irritated them, it has spread bad temper 
and bad feeling, and it has created the 
idea in the minds of the Irish people 
that you want to exterminate them, 
because you want to force them 
along a path which is unrecognised 
under any constitutional Government 
in the world by imposing upon them 
a military law that would not be 
imposed upon any other country in 
the world without its consent. So 
long as you were honest, so long as 
you intended to do justice to Ireland, 
the chivalry and loyalty of Ireland, 
in her devotion to the cause of small 
nationalities and human freedom 
contributed her share magnificently. 

I challenge anyone to deny the 
statement that for the first two 
years of the War, under voluntary 
recruiting Ireland’s contribution was 
greater than the contribution even of 
this country or of Scotland, outside 
the large industrial centres. What, 
in heaven’s name, can be the good 
of forcing this question or keeping 
it alive? I believe you will never 
impose Conscription. In the first 
place, if you attempt to impose it you 
will create such a condition of things 
as will arouse a spirit of revolt, anger 
and irritation, not only in Ireland, but 
in America, in Australia, in Canada, 
and in every country where the Irish 
race have found a home. In addition to 
that, there are still many Irish soldiers 
fighting with the superb valour of 
their race, whose hearts are weary 
and whose feelings are harrowed at 
the condition their country is in to-
day. If you want to kill their moral, 
pursue this policy. Those splendid 
Irish-American troops whom I 
saw coming from great ships last 
Saturday in Liverpool, one third at 
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least of whom are sons of men of Irish birth, they love their 
country, too. They love their country as deeply, and I would say 
more profoundly, than the Irish at home. They are going out to 
fight your battles in France. Are they to be sickened, dispirited 
and disheartened in the task they are undertaking by the memory 
that Ireland is a welter of discontent and dissatisfaction and 
revolt against one of the Allied Powers on whose behalf they 
are fighting? I say you can get nothing valuable, no military 
strength, by keeping this wound open. Why do you not frankly 
get up and say: “We will drop Conscription. We will tell the Irish 
people we will drop it, and we will settle ourselves down to try 
once again to utilise the best efforts of our statesmanship and 
apply the highest sagacity we possess to solving this problem.” 

I quite agree it is almost idle to talk about settling the Irish 
question when you create such a pandemonium in the country. 
You should soften asperity. You want to win the people back to 
believe in your principles. You should say to them: “We are now 
going to put one of our chief war aims into operation; we are 
going to have a Government in Ireland sustained by the will of 
the people.” Why not drop Conscription and give the people an 
earnest of your sincerity? Why not show them that you are really 
willing to try and solve this problem? If you will do that, then, 
in my judgment, the question will be solved. Do not let us stop 
until the War is over before we start again to attempt to solve the 
problem of this racial war between two great nations. You do not 
want Ireland angry, irritated, indignant and passionate. You do 
not want England angry with Ireland. But, by your policy, you 
are creating and fostering mutual hatred between two peoples 
who ought to live together in friendship and goodwill for all 
time. The best thing you can have as a foundation for peace in 
this War will be peace between Ireland and England, and I am 
confident if the right hon. Gentleman the Leader of the House is 
bold enough and statesmanlike enough to make this declaration, 
that Conscription has disappeared and that something will be 
done to move along the path of conciliation and goodwill, every 
blessing will come, not only to the man who does it, but it will 
come mutually to the two nations, who will rejoice at what he 
has done.

Mr. PRINGLE I do not intend to continue the Debate which 
has been engaging the attention of the House, but there is one 
question I would like to put, either to the Chief Secretary or 
to the Leader of the House. There was a sentence in the Chief 
Secretary’s speech which appears to have escaped the attention 
both of the right hon. Gentleman the Member for Cleveland 
(Mr. Samuel) and my hon. Friend the Member for West Belfast 
(Mr. Devlin). The Chief Secretary, in dealing with the Irish 
policy of the Government, said that policy now was the policy 
of the Government when he took office. I wish to ask the right 
hon. Gentleman if he adheres to that statement?

Mr. SHORTT Yes.
Mr. PRINGLE Then I wish to remind the right hon. 

Gentleman what the policy of the Government was when he took 
office. That policy was declared by the right hon. Gentleman the 
Member for the Blackfriars Division (Mr. Barnes) on the 16th 
April last, when he was dealing with the Conscription Clause, in 
this sentence. He was answering a question put by the right hon. 
Gentleman the Member for East Fife, among others—a plain, 
clear, straightforward question, “What are you going to do in 
the interval before this Conscription Clause comes into force?” 
The answer was equally plain, clear, and straightforward, “We 
are going to bring in a Home Rule Bill and pass it through 
this House, if it is possible to do so.” Do the Government still 
intend to pass the Home Rule Bill before they put Conscription 
into operation in Ireland? That is a wholly relevant question to 
put to-day, and I think my hon. Friends from Ireland, having 
got a declaration from the Chief Secretary, should insist on 
a plain, clear, straightforward answer to it, either from the 

A Very Short Letter From Our New 
Zealand Correspondent, Feargus 

O’Raghallaigh
Matariki 
Slowly but inexorably 
The year marches, progresses to its Nader low 
Matariki 
And then! 
Summer beckons and before, spring. 
I count the weeks and days. 
The logburner daily fires from noon. 
I split the firewood  
Replenish the stock. 
It’s winter. 
Matariki.

What is Matariki?
Matariki is the Māori name for the cluster of stars also 

known as the Pleiades. It rises in mid-winter and for 
many Māori, it heralds the start of a new year.

Matariki literally means the ‘eyes of god’ (mata ariki) 
or ‘little eyes’ (mata riki). According to myth, when 
Ranginui, the sky father, and Papatūānuku, the earth 
mother, were separated by their children, the god of the 
winds, Tāwhirimātea, became so angry that he tore out 
his eyes and threw them into the heavens.

Cycles of life and death
Traditionally, Matariki was a time to remember those 

who had died in the last year. But it was also a happy 
event – crops had been harvested and seafood and 
birds had been collected. With plenty of food in the 
storehouses, Matariki was a time for singing, dancing 
and feasting.

Modern Matariki
Matariki, or Māori New Year celebrations were once 

popular, but stopped in the 1940s. In 2000, they were 
revived. Only a few people took part at first, but in 
just a few years thousands were honouring the ‘New 
Zealand Thanksgiving’. A special feature of Matariki 
celebrations is the flying of kites – according to ancient 
custom they flutter close to the stars.

Chief Secretary or from the Leader of the House, before we 
separate for the holidays. I hope the Chief Secretary will state 
now whether the Government policy to-day is the Government 
policy as defined by the right hon. Member for Blackfriars on 
the 16th April. Will he do so? I get no answer to that question, 
either from the Chief Secretary or from the Leader of the 
House. What, then, is the use of appealing to hon. Gentlemen 
from Ireland to help? The object of the statement of the right 
hon. Member for Blackfriars was to get the Clause and the Bill 
through Parliament. It succeeded in doing it. Is it now to go 
forth to the people of this country and the people of Ireland that 
the statement of the right hon. Gentleman was a fraud on the 
country and a fraud on this House? If the right hon. Gentleman 
cannot answer that question, it means that it is.

The debate terminated at this point with no response from the 
government.
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Ecology: white and bourgeois
The Green Party in France (EELV 

= Europe Ecologie Les Verts)came 
third in the European elections, with 
a smaller score than in 2009.

Environmental questions range 
between global (climate change) and 
local (the quality of air in cities).  We 
live in a capitalist system, meaning 
perpetual innovation, perpetual 
search for new products and new 
markets, continuously increasing 
exploitation of resources for 
maximum profit. Waste is good, since 
it increases spending. Ditto planned 
obsolescence.

The most that can be achieved 
under this system to protect the 
environment is laws curbing 
pollution, but even that doesn’t work 
completely, since it just pushes the 
pollution somewhere else, e.g. to the 
developing world which has taken 
over the dirty work of production. 
The other avenue at present is 
solutions that use resources and 
create profit, such as wind and solar 
power, or carbon neutral houses.

In the present liberal climate, the 
State is taking a back seat anyway, 
letting the market organise things 
or using the market for the same 
purpose. Charge a few pence for a 
plastic bag, and people will save their 
bag instead: the market has solved 
the problem. Except that it hasn’t.  
You can’t hope that enough people 
will refuse to buy anything plastic, 
causing it to stop being produced 
and ending plastic pollution.

The market does not take into 
account the external costs, that is 
social and environmental costs. And 
it is deaf to justice: increasing the 
cost of diesel to discourage its use 
is unfair to the low paid who had 
been persuaded to buy diesel cars 
by previous government action and 
are now stuck with no alternative. 
The economy works that way, and 
consumers have no choice but to 
go along with it. Their wages are 

designed to a minimum, so that they 
can only afford, for example, pork 
from pig factories that pollute on a 
grand scale. There is an organic food 
sector to keep the better-off  happy.

The biggest polluters are the 
richest people on the planet (the USA 
and Europe), and within these areas, 
the richest people.  A book by the 
Association of Concerned Scientists 
in the US recommends ‘not having a 
yacht or a private jet, and not taking 
up sports such as snowmobiles’.

Thomas Piketty, the media friendly 
French economist, says in Le Monde 
that “Globally, the richest 10% are 
responsible for almost half of the 
emissions, and the richest 1% alone 
emit more carbon than the poorest 
half of the planet.”

And he draws the obvious 
conclusion:

“The drastic reduction of the 
purchasing power of the richest 
would therefore as such have a 
substantial impact on the reduction 
of emissions at the global level.”

The exact opposite has happened in 
recent years: in France for example, 
the purchasing power of the rich has 
increased thanks to Macron’s ending 
the wealth tax and progressive tax on 
income from capital. Piketty again:

“The Institute of Public Policies 
(IPP) has shown that between 2017 
and 2019 these [tax] measures 
produced an increase of 6% in the 
purchasing power of the 1% richest 
and of 20% among 0.1% richest.”

The Gilets Jaunes are right in 
insisting on the reinstatement of the 
wealth tax!

It is the richest who own the media, 
which everyday tells us horror stories 
about the environment, the birds, the 
bees etc. People watch television and 
read the papers for excitement, and 
the environment is one of the modern 
sources of excitement and horror.  
The market again!  Give people 
what they crave.  It makes a strong 

impression on the middle-class 
young, however.  The media owners 
can’t lose though, since everybody 
is enmeshed in the system and the 
problem is not posed in a realistic 
manner, but in the most abstract way 
possible, in phrases such as “Life on 
the planet is endangered and ‘man’ 
is responsible”. In fact, the people 
who cause most damage and those 
who suffer most damage are not the 
same people. Hervé Kempf, scientific 
journalist with Le Monde between 
1998 and 2013) was censored when 
he tried to be more specific, and 
resigned.  He now runs the online 
magazine ‘Reporterre’ (25,000 daily 
readers). He has written the books 
‘When the rich destroy the planet’ 
—quoted by Hugo Chavez in the 
plenary session of the 2009 World 
Conference on the Environment COP 
15— and ‘If you want to save the 
planet, find a way out of capitalism’. 
(In November 2016 he refused 
the Legion d’Honneur offered by 
the minister of the Environment 
Segolene Royal.)

Piketty ends the article mentioned 
above by wondering why the Greens 
in the European Parliament are 
not making alliances with the ‘left’.  
Everything would be possible to 
improve the environment, if only 
they did!

But it wouldn’t make any 
difference: social democratic parties, 
when in power have the same neo 
liberal policies as the right.

In fact all parties, even the ultra-
liberal, pay lip service to ecology.  
Macron’s party has a revolving door 
with the Ecology party.

Some personalities in Macron’s 
party are ex members of the ecology 
party (EELV). The striking example 
is Daniel Cohn Bendit, who led the 
Green campaign in France for the 
European elections in 2009.  People 
like him serve as a green certificate 
for the ultra-liberal Macron. On the 
other hand, prominent members 
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of EELV, such as a previous leader of 
one of its constituent groups, stood in 
Macron’s list rather than EELV for the 
European elections.

The present leader of EELV said in 
an interview that ‘of course we are for 
trade, free enterprise and innovation’, 
and on 1  May this year he joined the 
chorus of condemnation of the Gilets 
Jaunes for something they hadn’t 
done; he apologised afterwards. 
He claimed that ecology (he means 
movements concerned with ecology) 
is ‘soluble in liberalism’; this strange 
phrase probably means ‘compatible 
with’.

Even ecologist thinkers like Hervé 
Kempf mentioned above, who explains 
in his latest book that the fall of the 
Soviet Union liberated capitalism from 
all social restraints, and that the near 
absence of Communist Parties means 
that the low paid and generally the 
‘losers of globalisation’ have no one 
to unite them and fight for justice, 
someone like him, who looks forward 
to ‘post capitalism’, balks at the idea 
of socialism. Yet only a strong state, 
a very strong state, could tax the 
rich drastically, impose high wages 
and the preservation of factories, 
curb advertising, employ and train 
the young for good jobs and promote 
an ideology of equality, altruism and 
sobriety.

One very good thing from Hervé 
Kempf is his acceptance of Islam; for 
him Islam shows there are alternative 
ways of thinking about the world, not 
just bare capitalist consumerism. If 
more people in France on the left —
and by the way also the Green Party—
gave up their intransigent secularism 
and strident identity politics, they 
could make a start in uniting the 
masses.  If they were serious about the 
environment, they would put aside 
their fundamentalist preoccupations 
and concentrate on common social 
and environmental concerns.

Ecology in the banlieues
Teachers in poor areas report that 

they can’t interest their pupils in 
ecology. Ecology is seen as white and 
bourgeois. It doesn’t take a large place 
on the curriculum for Civic Education, 
which is occupied predominantly by 
secularism education (=don’t be a 
Muslim).

 An interview with Fatima Ouassak 
on the Reporterre site is interesting in 
this respect.

 A Moroccan born woman, a Science 
Po graduate, she campaigned to have 
a vegetarian option at her daughter’s 

school in Bagnolet in the Paris 
banlieue, and was opposed by the 
white vegetarians, who suspected her 
of having religious motives and not 
being a proper vegetarian.  She fell 
out with them, and with the town hall, 
even with the Communist Party.  In 
the end the town hall organised a poll 
suggesting a vegetarian option and is 
now offering it; they tried saying that 
it was at the initiative of Greenpeace!   

The inhabitants of the ‘quartiers’ 
are more likely to suffer from a 
worse environment, and less likely 
to complain. They live with less 
green space and nearer motorway 
interchanges, with not much 
‘biodiversity’.  As Fatima Ouassak 
says, their worry when they think of 
wildlife is more likely to be how to 
get rid of rats and cockroaches. They 
don’t have the power to complain.  
Even when the Bagnolet town hall 
is planning to move a school from a 
classic town centre building opposite 
a park to a new site near a busy road, 
parents are hesitant to oppose the 
plan.  It is in part because they or a 
friend or relation is employed by the 
council, or on a waiting list for housing 
and they fear making things worse. 
Fatima Ouassak suggests that thinking 
about human needs would be a start 
to getting people involved, and could 
command the respect of the local 
authorities and of the white ecologists.

Thinking about the environment 
is worth it if the issue is put in its 
social and political context.  Ecology 
should be political ecology and its 
actions start from specifics.  Take the 
present struggle to stop EuropaCity, 
yet another commercial and leisure 
centre, on ecological grounds.   The 
site is used for agriculture at present.  
Take a wild guess: is this happening in 
the rich West or the poor East of Paris?  
Who will see more land concreted over 
and gain more car traffic and more air 
pollution?  The site is near Gonesse 
in the Eastern banlieue.  The task  for 
ecologists should be to fight for the 
refurbishment of existing commercial 
and leisure centres, and the creation 
of jobs other than retail, to counter 
the arguments of the Mayors of the 
municipalities concerned, and of 
some of their inhabitants, that the 
project will ‘create jobs.’  If you want 
biodiversity and green land you need 
the support of the population, and they 
need jobs before clean air.  Arguments 
for clean air and green spaces, and 
less use of natural resources, should 
be part of general arguments for a 
sustainable life for all.  All this needs 
to be explained to the militant young.

LOVE ON A BED OF NAILS

Head of this and head 
  of that,
keepers of the nation’s
  integrity,
fighting that small boy’s
  terrible memories,
aka: Jamie Hegarity.

One gives D-Day as his
reference,
as if that wipes away the
sins  of man,
facing the German Atlantic
wall,
but less dangerous
than the sweet breath
of the damned.

Sticking mud that soils
  a generation?
The would-be cleaners
  the printed press,
their crucifying cross too big
 for poor Hegarity.
Will the gavel of the state thud
  to make him even less.

Once a light shone into 
  some dark places
and minor figures
  met their doom,
now Caligula’s power
  wantonness 
has a minus
 zoom.

Those childrens’ homes. 
  the warehouses,
the staff forklift procurers.
  We saw into a nation’s
innards, for a time,
  now they have turned to ghosts,
these child wooers. 

Wilson John Haire. 
20th June, 2019.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Iran: I’d Lie For You (And That’s 
The Truth)

The difference between the current 
Iran tanker row and a ‘Heavy Metal’ pop 
fantasy is that Heavy Metal doesn’t get 
anyone killed.

‘I’d Lie for You (And That’s the Truth)’ 
was a 1995 song by US pop-star ‘Meat 
Loaf’.  Its spectacular video features a 
Middle-Eastern tyrant and a demoness.1  
It worked as realisation of all of the 
weirdness and nonsense knocking about 
in Anglo heads.

Similar nonsense dressed in a smart 
suit and with the appearance of reason 
is put in charge of a gigantic military 
machine.  Controls the vast economic 
power of the USA.  

Nonsense one could laugh at, except 
it kills millions and causes gigantic 
suffering.

Wise Cold War victors would have 
used the trillions no longer needed for 
a global war-machine to make it easy 
and pleasant for Russia to move to a 
version of the Western system.  And they 
might in the longer term have toppled 
Communist China, vulnerable after the 
popular revolt it crushed in June 1989.  
It was shaky back then, surviving when 
similar regimes mostly fell to mass 
protests later the same year.

None of the Cold War victors were at 
all wise, apart from George Soros, who 
sensibly called for a ‘Marshall Plan’.  
Wanted to repeat the success in winning 
over West Germany, Italy and Japan.  He 
was disbelieved by people who mistook 
New Right Fairy Tales for Deep Wisdom.  
And Soros himself makes no connection 
between his advice being ignored then 
and the rise of Putin a few years later.  
A Jewish multi-millionaire showing real 
concern for Russian suffering might have 
made a big difference – but that was just 
one of many opportunities he missed.

The West let Russia be looted.  They 
also spent an estimated six thousand 
million dollars on wars that killed half a 
million people.2  (Some would say actual 

1  You can see it at https://www.
youtube.com/watch?v=RbdpXx-PHuM.  
Someone with video talents could do a spoof 
version, building on the links I have suggested.
2  https://www.newsweek.com/
us-spent-six-trillion-wars-killed-half-
million-1215588 

deaths were far higher.)
It began in 1990, with a mysterious 

failure by the relevant US ambassador 
to warn off Saddam Hussein when he 
asked about using military force to 
deal with Kuwaiti cheating on shared 
oil resources.  He correctly noted that 
the USA would be unhappy with a long 
and costly war.  But he could have been 
reminded that the US airforce could do 
him vast damage at very little cost.

This reminds me of the mysterious 
failure by Britain’s Foreign Secretary to 
tell Imperial Germany that it would be 
unacceptable to send an army through 
neutral Belgium.  It was not clear if 
Britain would mind.  France had joined 
Russia’s threatened war to defend 
Serbia’s probable guilt in the murder of 
the heir to the Austro-Hungarian throne.  

It was treated as minor by Britain 
when Germany asked about it, and then 
an unspeakable crime when they actually 
did it.  Suggesting that it was a trap, laid 
by people who had long wanted a war to 
cripple Germany.  Who thought it was 
the best answer to Germany displacing 
the British Empire in the system of 
global trade that Britain had set up.

Probably some powerful Western 
leaders thought a war against Iraq would 
be a smart move.  Would produce docile 
regimes that would let back in the oil 
interests that had been kicked out by 
Arab Nationalists, a cause dear to the 
heart of many powerful US politicians.  
Notably Dick Cheney, who later as 
Vice-President helped organise the 2003 
invasion.

The first Gulf War in 1990-91 featured 
a lot of lies, including a shocking 
and entirely false story about Iraqi 
soldiers throwing Kuwaiti babies out of 
incubators.  And a long-running claim 
that Iraqi Weapons of Mass Destruction’ 
were a danger to the West.

Saddam had no ‘Weapons of Mass 
Destruction’ that would threaten the West, 
or even Israel.  Nor any demonesses, 
as far as anyone knows.  The one was 
barely more absurd than the other, but 
was easier to sell to a fear-ridden public.

Iraq had repeatedly shown it was not 
serious about fighting Israel.  It could 
have saved the independent Palestinian 
organisations in Jordan when King 
Hussein cracked down on them in 

September 1970.3  It did not do so.
Against Israel, it was all talk and no 

action.  But it tried to be a useful agent of 
Western power by attacking Islamist Iran 
in 1980.  It had to be rescued from defeat 
in 1988 by US threats against Iran.  But 
after the Soviet fall, it was one of many 
once-useful allies who were lined up 
for destruction.  (Zaire/Congo, Sukarno 
in Indonesia, Ceausescu in Romania, 
the whole of Former Yugoslavia, Italy’s 
Christian Democrats.)

Iraq was smashed using repeated lies.  
But New Right fantasies about building 
an ideal new state in the ruins were 
exposed as nonsense.  

With the current row, Corbyn took a 
bold stand and said there was no ‘credible 
evidence’ of an Iranian role in tanker 
attacks.4  One of many who doubt.5

Foreign secretary Jeremy Hunt called 
Corbyn ‘pathetic’ for not backing British 
intelligence in the matter.6  Not trusting 
the people who either lied or were 
grossly incompetent in the matter of the 
‘Weapons of Mass Destruction’.

With Boris Johnson suddenly in 
trouble after a row with his live-in 
girlfriend, we could end up with Hunt 
as Prime Minister.  Hard to say which of 
them is the lesser evil.

U-2 Can Lie About Russia
Liberals see Trump as an amazing 

aberration in US politics.  He is just 
the next stage in most things, including 
contempt for truth.

The notorious Gulf of Tonkin incident7 
is being recalled in the latest row over 
Iran.  But it began much earlier.

US Global Imperialism began with the 
Spanish–American War of 1898.  Started 
after an explosion that sunk a US warship.  
Spain was blamed, maybe falsely and 

3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Black_September 
4  https://www.theguardian.com/
politics/2019/jun/15/corbyn-no-credible-
evidence-of-iran-role-in-tanker-attacks 
5  h t t p s : / / w w w . n y t i m e s .
com/2019/06/14/opinion/iran-tanker-attacks.
html 
6  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
uk-48645280 
7  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Gulf_of_Tonkin_incident 
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definitely on too little evidence.8  And 
rather than help people who were 
fighting to liberate themselves, the USA 
made them obedient to US interests.  

The Philippine had tried their own 
revolution in 1896,9 and fought a bitter 
war from 1902 before accepting they 
were now a US colony.  At least 200,000 
Filipino civilians died, mostly from 
famine and disease.10  And it was there 
that the US military first used the torture 
called waterboarding.11  

Cuba, nominally sovereign, was 
kept obedient to the USA until Castro 
overthrew Batista in 1959.  Castro tried 
to be an independent leftist, asking for a 
$30 billion U.S.-funded ‘Marshall Plan’ 
for Latin America.12  The USA, which 
spent vast sums keeping the loyalty of 
Western Europe and non-Communist 
Asia, presumably felt it already owned 
Latin America and could save its money.  
Castro had to look to the Soviet Union to 
get any sort of independence.

More recently, do people remember 
Garry Powers, and a famous U-2 that 
has nothing to do with the Irish rock 
band?13  The U-2 was a spy aircraft, 
repeatedly used for illegal flights over 
Soviet territory.  It supposedly flew too 
high to be shot down, but in 1960 the 
deterioration of the Soviet Union hadn’t 
really begun and they succeeded.  And 
President Eisenhower lied and said it 
was a straying weather aircraft until the 
Soviets produced a live pilot.  (He was 
supposed to commit suicide.)

Eisenhower, sometimes seen as the 
last decent US President, also retained 
Richard Nixon as Vice-President and 
probable successor.  Nixon showed you 
could safely lie to a trusting public with 
the ‘Checkers’ incident, in which Nixon 
confused a slush-fund with a nice little 
dog someone had given him.14

Nixon went on to give gigantic tax 
breaks to the very rich men who had 
funded his political career.  On the 
positive side, he did make peace with 
Mao’s China, which perhaps only Mao 
had the authority to make after so many 
years in which the USA pretended that 
8  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
USS_Maine_(ACR-1)#Sinking 
9  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Philippine_Revolution 
10  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Philippine%E2%80%93American_War 
11  h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o rg /
w i k i / Wa t e r b o a r d i n g # D u r i n g _ t h e _
Philippine%E2%80%93American_War 
12  h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o rg /
w i k i / F i d e l _ C a s t r o # C o n s o l i d a t i n g _
leadership:_1959%E2%80%931960 
13  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Francis_Gary_Powers 
14  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Checkers_speech 

the Kuomintang remnant was the real 
China and entitled to China’s UN seat.  
On Nixon’s part, he had been deeply 
involved in more than twenty years of 
lying about Chinese realities.

The current lot are no more honest 
than Nixon was.  But much less smart 
and realistic.

Tory Brexit Blues
Tory MPs must know that Mr 

Alexander Boris de Pfeffel Johnson 
is an empty loud-mouth, and often 
incompetent.  Pure as New York snow 
– he was born there, though with 
rich British parents.  He has called 
himself a ‘one-man melting pot’, with 
a combination of Muslims, Jews, and 
Christians as great-grandparents.15  Yet 
he repeatedly encourages racist opinions.

Boris Smugenough?  He’s vulnerable 
to being given his full name, and not the 
populist ‘Boris’.

He rose from a first-round total of 
36.4% of Tory MPs to 51.1% in the final 
round.16  They see him as their answer to 
Nigel Farage.  And as a British version 
of Donald Trump, ignoring the detail that 
Trump has split the Republican base.  

Farage is the immediate threat.  In 
the European elections, Farage without 
UKIP turned out to be much stronger 
than UKIP without Farage.  But that’s 
only in elections that were not going to 
give either of them authentic government 
power.  

In 2014, UKIP won 26.6% of the votes 
and 24 seats.

In 2019, the Brexit party won 31.6 
and UKIP 3.3%.  A total of 34.9, with 29 
seats going to the Brexit party.

Dedicated Followers of Brexit haven’t 
gained much.

The same is true for the modest surge 
for Britain’s Liberal-Democrats, and the 
even bigger one for Britain’s Greens.  
The Liberal-Democrats had their worst-
ever result in the last European Elections 
in 2014, when they were in coalition 
with the Tories.  Before that they ranged 
from 13% to 16%: and now have 20.3%.  
Not so impressive.

As for the European Union that we 
probably will be soon leaving, votes 
mostly went against those in power.  
But not in any coherent direction.  “The 
centre-left and centre-right parties 
suffered significant losses, while pro-
EU centrist liberal, environmentalist, 
Eurosceptic and right-wing populist 

15  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Boris_Johnson#Early_life 
16  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/2019_
Conservative_Party_(UK)_leadership_
election#Results 

parties made substantial gains.”17

In Portugal, the ruling Socialists ‘rule 
OK’ and have not abased themselves 
before Austerity and New Right values.  
They kept support.

There is also something healthy in the 
State of Denmark.  In a General Election 
held shortly after the Euro election, 
the centre-left replaced a centre-right 
coalition that included an anti-immigrant 
party.  It helped that the centre-left 
finally faced up to the fact that unlimited 
immigration does not solve anything, 
and has done vast damage to left-wing 
causes:

“The outgoing centre-right government 
… is forecast to finish a distant second 
on about 18%, with support for the far-
right Danish People’s party predicted to 
collapse to barely 11%: half its score in 
the 2015 vote and a repeat of the DPP’s 
poor performance in the European 
elections last month.

“The projected results follow the 
adoption by Denmark’s mainstream 
parties of hardline anti-immigration 
policies previously the preserve of the 
far right, which immigrants and human 
rights campaigners believe have led to a 
rise in racist abuse and discrimination.”18

Free movement of peoples is an ideal 
that might have worked if the original 
Mixed-Economy Globalisation had not 
been derailed in the 1980s. As things are, 
people feeling economic pain needed to 
see their views being taken notice of.

Handmaidens for Greenpeace?
Men are supposed to react mildly when 

women make a nuisance of themselves.  
As the red-clad Greenpeace women did 
when they invaded a Tory gathering to 
protest about Climate Change.

A quick-thinking person might have 
said ‘look, we’re invaded by extras from 
The Handmaiden’s Tale’.

What they mostly did was do nothing.  
No sensible person would have seen the 
women as dangerous.  I’d suppose it was 
staged as an all-female event for just that 
reason.  

If you instinctively feel that an 
unknown misbehaving woman is a 
physical threat, you have some pretty 
screwed-up instincts.  Women are much 
less likely to be violent than men are.  
And when they are violent, it is almost 
always personal, not against people they 
don’t know.  Malice, yes.  I was harmed 
without any actual violence by at least 
17  h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o rg /
wiki/2019_European_Parliament_election 
18  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2019/jun/04/denmark-centre-left-
predicted-win-election-social-democrats-anti-
immigration-policies 
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one person at work I’d never done any harm to, or been more than 
a work colleague to.  But women usually avoid violence, in part 
because the average man is stronger than 90% of women.

I don’t suppose Greenpeace were expecting the free gift of Tory 
MP Mark Field grabbing a protestor and throwing her out with 
unreasonable force.  Another sign the Tories are ‘losing it’.

India Affirms its Hindu Identity
The nice One World vision of the 1950s and 1960s is everywhere 

dying.  Killed in part by the Soviet Union preferring power politics 
to its original ideas, shown in extreme form by the crushing of a 
sensible left-wing regime in Czechoslovakia in 1968.

But further damaged and fatally damaged by the Centre-Right 
helping a rich Overclass exploit the rest of us from the 1980s.  
Their choice when they saw the Soviet model no longer attracted 
large numbers of people in the West.

The New Right expected people to be happy living in a social 
vacuum and moved mostly by greed and vanity.  Still cannot 
understand why this does not work.

In India, sadly, there is no large left-wing movement able to fill 
the gap.  Instead the North Indian version of Hinduism has done so:

“What will Narendra Modi do in his new term as India’s prime 
minister?...

“Coalition partners of his Bharatiya Janata Party (BJP) had 
hoped for top posts. But Mr Modi owes them nothing: he won a 
parliamentary majority without them. So his bulging 57-person 
government consists largely of loyalists from his own party…

“The new government has signalled plans to build on some of Mr 
Modi’s first-term successes. During the campaign Mr Modi claimed 
to have brought electricity to all 600,000 of India’s villages; the 
next step is to make it work around the clock. He will also bolster 
vote-winning social programmes, such as cash handouts to farmers 
and a broadening of health insurance for the poor.

“Mr Modi’s personal pledge to eliminate ‘open defecation’ 
spurred the building of an impressive 92m toilets. His new 
government’s laudable first promise is to follow this up by bringing 
safe, piped drinking water to every Indian home by 2024. As a 
start, it has merged a handful of agencies and ministries dealing 
with water.”19

One notable weakness is that it is very much the North India 
version of Hinduism.  South India speaks Dravidian languages, 
unrelated to Hindi or any other language in the Indo-European 
family.  They may have remnants of a culture older than the original 
Hinduism, believed brought by conquerors after the collapse of the 
Indus Valley civilisation.  They have certainly retained older aspects 
of the later Hindu culture that bounced back after Buddhism briefly 
dominated under Asoka.  They have not been as much changed by 
Muslim influence as North India has been.  They often eat beef, a 
big issue for North India.  And they do not support Mr Modi.20

Could this split India?  Probably not.  For one thing, speakers of 
the main Dravidian languages can’t really understand each other.  
They united to get English recognised in 1963 as India’s second 
official language.  And they must have taken note of how the 
related Tamil people in Sri Lanka failed and suffered enormously 
in their own bid for actual independence.  

Snippets
Hong Kong – Freedom for What?
Western praise for the Hong Kong protests have avoided the 

awkward fact that Hong Kong is indeed a haven for criminals.
Sources not at all sympathetic to Beijing will in other contexts 

freely agree that Chinese criminal gangs known as Triads are 
enormously powerful there.  Are deeply entwined with normal 
19  h t t p s : / /www.economis t . com/as i a /2019 /06 /15 /
what-will-narendra-modi-do-in-his-new-term-as-indias-prime-minister 
20  https://www.economist.com/asia/2019/06/22/why-indias-
south-confounds-the-otherwise-all-conquering-narendra-modi 

business: see for instance the novel Noble House by James Clavell.  
(Who also whitewashed the British Empire’s role of pumping in 
opium to destroy China’s ancient culture.)

The current protests have been correctly reported as bigger than 
the earlier protests over elections biased to the business community.  
I’d suppose the change is that the business community know that 
Hong Kong would be nothing without its links to the rest of China, 
but like living in a little bubble of relative lawlessness.

***
Egypt – Obedience Overrides Democracy 
Mohamed Morsi, dead after gross mistreatment while in jail.
Moderate Islamist.
Democratically elected President of Egypt.
Overthrown after suitable positive signals from the USA.
Thereafter neglected.
Can anyone seriously believe Western leaders care about 

democracy when it does not suit them?
***

Honest When Watched 
It seemed very heartening, when an experiment with lost wallets 

found large numbers of them returned.21

But checking the details, I felt it had been hyped:
“Research assistants walked into post offices, hotels, police 

stations, banks, museums or similar places, approached someone at 
the reception desk and said ‘Hi, I found this on the street around the 
corner.’ They slid the wallet toward the person, saying ‘Somebody 
must have lost it. I’m in a hurry and have to go. Can you please 
take care of it?’”22

It probably matters that someone else knows, even if they are 
unlikely to check.  Wallets dropped in the street or abandoned in 
some waiting-room might get a different result.

***
Normandy – Only a Second Front 
Most people in the West think that it was the USA that defeated 

Nazi Germany.
Recent celebrations of the Normandy landings did nothing to 

correct this.
But the Russians did make the point:
“As historians note, the Normandy landing [in June 1944] did 

not have a decisive impact on the outcome of World War Two and 
the Great Patriotic War. It had already been pre-determined as a 
result of the Red Army’s victories, mainly at Stalingrad (in late 
1942) and Kursk (in mid-1943).”23

But I’ve not seen anyone mention that Stalin went on pushing for 
a Second Front, long after it became clear that the Nazi invasion 
was defeated and that they’d eventually collapse even without a 
proper Second Front.  (There was also the invasion of Italy, but that 
had bogged down.)

Clearly Stalin was concerned about saving Soviet lives.  And had 
no particular ambition to gain control of more of Europe than the 
actual Cold War division gave him.

***
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.

21  https://www.theguardian.com/science/2019/jun/20/
honesty-is-majority-policy-in-lost-wallet-experiment 
22  https://www.nytimes.com/2019/06/20/science/lost-wallet-
what-to-do.html 
23  https://www.reuters.com/article/us-dday-anniversary-russia/
russia-to-west-d-day-wasnt-decisive-in-ending-world-war-two-
idUSKCN1T620J 
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Anti-Irishism in the British Labour Movement
W. J. Haire

James Callaghan, British Labour 
prime minister from 1976–1979, once 
said he was an English Callaghan, not 
completing the assertion that he wasn’t 
an Irish Callaghan. Being Irish I felt he 
was saying he was one step above me. 
The Labour Party was the party most 
voted for by the Irish in Britain. Why 
he had to make this public statement 
is a mystery. He could have sabotaged 
the Irish vote in Britain. All the stranger 
when he was the son of an Irish Catholic 
father who had come to England as the 
result of one of the Irish famines that 
had occurred in 1879. His father was 
also James Callaghan. His mother was 
Charlotte Cundy.  She being Jewish the 
Catholic Church at the time wouldn’t 
marry non-Catholics to Catholics so 
they both abandoned their faiths and 
married in a Baptist chapel.

Michael O’Halloran, from Wexford, 
came to England as a 15 year old 
to work on the railways and in the 
building trade. Later in life he became  
a Labour councillor (1968-1971) in the 
borough of Islington, and then a Labour 
MP (1969-1981) for Islington North. 
The left of Labour then began their 
attack on him when he rejected the idea 
of legislation to make abortion legal. 
At one point his office was raided by 
mostly women. He was punched and 
knocked to the floor and trampled on. A 
labour party member was expelled for 
saying he was dominated by Catholic 
Church influences. That member was 
later reinstated. I remember the scenes 
on TV and the remarks made about 
him by leftist members of the Labour 
Party. Some of which was just anti-
Irishism disguised as anti-Catholicism. 
Catholicism was, and still is an easy 
target for critics, (try doing the same 
to Judaism or the Muslim faith). He 
had worked for J. Murphy & Sons, 
the building contractors, as a building 
and construction works manager 
before becoming an MP. Critics of him 
also added US-type Tammany Hall  
corruption to the list. 

I had been working around the 
Islington area in building construction  
when he was MP and heard the opinions 
of the Irish on the building sites.  
Apparently he was doing a good job 
for the Irish in Islington, like finding 
them council flats and fighting cases 
of anti-Irish bias in the borough. The 
black community, to take one example, 
feel they are underrepresented  in UK 
politics. The Irish in Britain at one time 

totalled one million, but in London only 
had O’Halloran as an MP. Yet this was 
one too many for the left.  O’Halloran 
switched to the Social Democratic 
Party (SDP) run by dissident Labour 
members. In the redrawing of the 
boundaries he lost his seat by not being 
chosen by the SDP. Next he stood as 
Independent Labour but lost out to 
the official Labour candidate Jeremy 
Corbyn in the 1983 general election.

Though at the time I considered 
myself to the left, and felt women 
should have the right to choose abortion 
despite what any religious authorities 
might think, I was totally against the 
dirty campaign against O’Halloran. I 
recognised the anti-Irish rhetoric in all 
its disguises. Labour was saying at the 
time that they represented all people. 
What I got from that was they would 
represent the Irish and that the Irish 
shouldn’t need an Irish representative.

Generally the labour movement 
hasn’t been kind to the Irish in Britain 
in the past. A Labour government 
passed the 1948 Ireland Act which gave 
comfort to the continuing one-party 
reign of the Unionists at Stormont. The 
plight of Northern Ireland Catholics 
seemed to be of no concern to them. 
Geoffrey Bing, a Labour MP, thought 
differently and came to Northern 
Ireland (NI) to campaign for full 
human and civil rights for the Catholic 
population. So Labour knew what 
was going on. Sydney Silverman was 
another Labour MP who, although he 
didn’t visit NI, gave advice on what to 
do if in political trouble with the RUC. 
Though NI didn’t have the same British 
democracy as Scotland, England and 
Wales, Silverman’s name was enough 
to help stop RUC threats against 
some members of the Young Worker’s 
league. (the youth organisation of the 
Communist Party of Northern Ireland 
(CPNI)). But as he wasn’t particularly 
interested in the Catholic side of things 
in NI the RUC had a field day. 

The British labour Movement at 
that time had this prejudice against 
Catholics, especially Irish Catholics 
as being backward and verging on 
fascism. Any attack on the Irish State 
was legitimate, and even better if 
written by an Irish person. It wouldn’t 
be the total fault of the English of 
course. Brian Behan, a construction site 
militant trade unionist, a magnificent 
orator, who sacrificed so much of his 
personal comfort and family well-

being for the sake of others, was a 
member of the Executive Committee of 
the Communist Party of Great Britain 
(CPGB). But he loathed the country he 
came from and made sure all around 
him in London heard him.

He had met with some injustices in 
the Dublin of his day and his anger 
was never to end. He made himself the 
exception to the Irish in Britain for his 
political thinking and those who didn’t 
think like him were Culchies, whose eyes 
shone in the dark. He would reiterate 
his experience of working on the Isle of 
Grain where an oil terminal was being 
built. The builders were mostly Irish 
and as a result an open-air Mass was 
held on the site every morning before 
work began. He failed to connect on the 
fact that these Catholics were also trade 
unionists. He would scoff at  the idea of 
you reading Graham Greene because he 
was a convert Catholic. I still respected 
him for the magnificent militant trade 
unionist that he was. MI5 took a special 
interest in him which he said was better 
than being given an OBE. 

The atmosphere of 1950s Britain was 
almost terminally anti-Irish. You were 
called Paddy or Pads and the women 
Brigid. The Met police called you 
Paddy if they stopped you and heard 
your accent. It was a continual fight to 
correct these people and uphold your 
true identity. Gerry Healy, Irish leader 
of the Trotskyite movement in England, 
also helped to deep-freeze anti-Irishism 
in Britain. The anti-Ireland prejudice 
infesting many Irish leftists made me 
visualise a new Imperialism in which 
a communist/socialist England would 
invade the priest-ridden Republic of 
Ireland, given time. 

The CPGB was also riddled with anti-
Irishism. Being a member meant you 
weren’t one-of-them. They could then 
safely push their prejudice about Irish 
Catholicism in your face. I saw this as 
just anti-Irish racism in a different form. 
During one election campaign  I was 
duped into taking up the microphone 
in a loudspeaker van touring the very 
Irish Camden Town at the time. They 
thought the Irish would listen to me with 
my accent. I broadcasted the electoral 
policy of the CPGB and then we went 
on to Kilburn, a mostly Irish area and 
did the same job. It didn’t go too well 
as I began to hear shouting like: `Shut 
up for the love of fuck!’ A stone hit the 
van’s windscreen. In the end a police 
car escorted us out of Kilburn. My two 
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companions were laughing and saying 
things like: `Paddy doesn’t like to be 
educated.’ .  

It was late evening and back through 
Camden Town, where someone in a 
drunken rage had kicked in half a dozen 
shop windows. One of my companions 
turned to me and said. `One of your 
fellows?’ He seemed sure an Irishman 
had caused the damage though he hadn’t 
been told who the person was. In fact it 
had been caused by a drunken Irishman. 
I felt like kicking in a few myself to 
reinforce my identity to these two. It 
was quite a sport back then among 
some Irish. It has a peculiar sound like a 
bass drum being struck followed by the 
tinkle of a rain of glass. It could be set 
to music.  

I was too involved with the CPGB 
to be pushed out by anti-Irishisms. it 
was  everywhere anyway, including the 
socialist Unity Theatre which I joined. 
Despite some of the problems I found 
the communist movement at the time 
good for building self-esteem, whether 
it was in the CPNI or the CPGB. You 
were motivated to self-educate. You 
learnt how to speak at indoor meetings 
and you were introduced to literature 
you never knew existed, and good 
films. You learnt  to mount a platform 
in public and give a speech. At indoor 
meetings you also learnt how to conduct 
one according to the party booklet `Mr 
Chairman.’ There were no class barriers 
if you decided you wanted to write 
something for the various magazines 
that existed to do with communism. At 
Unity Theatre you didn’t need an agent 
if you wanted to become an actor. You 
walked off the street on to the stage if 
you were passed as able to play a part in 
a play. Some of the well-known names 
in theatre had started there. 

At Unity theatre the CP members 
had their own meeting away from the 
broader Executive Committee. Some 
group within the theatre were meeting 
with the aim of taking it over and 
making it into a commercial venture – a 
try-out theatre for the West-End. Their 
organisation had to be infiltrated and 
names recorded. The task fell to me. 
Spying is a nasty business with plenty 
of lying and having people take you 
into their confidence. You meet their 
wives and children and you feel rotten 
at what you’re up to but the Party wins 
out in the end. You were called to CPGB 
headquarters in King Street, Covent 
Garden, to meet with people who told 
you the best way of infiltrating and how 
to pose as one of the enemy. At one 
meeting someone said something that 
startled me and made me feel worse: 

`The Irish don’t usually inform so 
you won’t be suspected.’ And as I was 
leaving: `Well, not many anyway.’

In the end I got them what they 
wanted which resulted in a number 
being expelled from Unity Theatre. But 
things leaked out. Later I had a play 
accepted  by  the University of Sussex, 
Brighton. The director was Belgian 
and had come over to rehearse it. But a 
former Unity Theatre actor attached to 
the theatre there told me his agent was 
so-and-so and she had been part of the 
group trying to take over Unity Theatre 
for commercial reasons. She knew who 
had infiltrated her group and now she 
was working on the Belgian director to 
drop the play. He dropped it. 

My next assignment was a Young 
Communist League branch in Finchley. 
It had gone Zionist. Zionism had become 
a problem in the CPGB and was headed 
by a physiotherapist who had fled South 
Africa before being arrested for his 
communist activities. He was of the 
opinion that we non-Jews were born as 
anti-Semites; it was part of an inherited 
psychic. Unfortunately the Irish with 
their deeply-rooted Catholicism were 
the worst of the anti-Semites. It seems 
we blamed the Jews for the death of 
Christ, even though such a person 
didn’t exist, in his opinion. He gave 
his opinions discreetly, taking people 
quietly aside after CP meetings or other 
activities. He was very quick to deny his 
views if challenged by a CP official. 

I got proof of what he was up through 
reading various Jewish publications. In 
one he had written an article on Zionism 
under an assumed name. There was a 
group photograph and I recognised him 
in it. The next time I met him I put it to 
him that he was writing this type stuff 
as a communist and could that be right. 
I was then asked who I thought I was 
in reading such publications. To him I 
was: `A fucking Irish navvy.’ I had to 
correct him to say I was just a ‘fucking 
Irish carpenter’.

Then on to Finchley Young 
Communist League. It had been 
arranged I should give a short talk on 
trade union organisation as a cover 
for finding out what was happening in 
this branch. But these young middle-
class kids weren’t interested. The 
boys and girls were holding hands and 
looking into one another’s’ eyes until 
called to order by the secretary. There 
was to be a leafleting of the Irish in 
Camden Town. As Catholics they were 
fascist. Obviously they wanted rid 
of me. I decided to stick it out while 
they discussed nothing but Israel and 
Christian anti-Semites, That branch of 

SMALL GAME HUNTER

There he goes, back to the 
  battlefield
after six weeks clubbing.
  Half the Army protects him
from the tribes,
  Useful for once as a desired
target,
  though he himself might get
a couple,
  on a whim.

He was born retired
with title deeds to land
and a nanny he called mum,
plus a father of an older brand.

Now he has his war medals,
  more than for two world wars,
 and his collection of uniforms.
  A valet will advise him which one
is the norm.

An expert thinks of genetics.
  The European gene-pool is too
shallow.
  Out with cousins and half-sisters,
too much of this and they are
  fallow,

A bit of social engineering
  is a must,
that reflects the multi-racial
  nature of the nation.
But never to take the throne,
  always a tabloid sensation.

Wilson John Haire. 
22nd June, 2019.

the YCL was closed down soon after. I 
found out later this former YCL branch 
recreated itself intact as a branch of 
Habonim Dror, a socialist Zionist 
movement.

At that time with the large Irish 
population in the UK, Catholicism was 
akin to Nazism. Many Jews were under 
the illusion that Hitler, though a lapsed 
Catholic, had been active with the 
Vatican in the elimination of the Jews. 
Overall, anti-Irishism was top of the 
list in leftist circles, not anti-Semitism 
during the latter half of the 20th Century.
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The Supporters of Boris Johnson for Tory Leader and Prime Minister

We are re-publishing the review below 
to draw attention to the politics of the 
five Tory authors who believe a hard or 
no-deal Brexit will not harm the British 
economy. To a man and woman they are 
ardent believers in an unregulated free 
market economy and  enthusiastically 
supported the austerity programme 
carried out by the Cameron/Osborne 
and May/Hammond governments, 
which has caused so much hardship and 
misery to so many families across the 
country. Although they claim to believe 
in Britain, they clearly do not believe in 
the British worker.

‘Britannia Unchained: Global Lessons 
for Growth and Prosperity’

By Kwasi Kwarteng MP, Priti Patel 
MP, Dominic Raab MP, Chris Skidmore 
MP, Elizabeth Truss MP.  Palgrave 
MacMillan 2012

Five ‘fiercely bright’ new intake 
Conservative MPs offer their thoughts 
and a kind of manifesto about how to 
put the ‘Great’ back in Britain again. 
It is an opportunity for the rest of us to 
get some idea of whether there is any 
fresh thinking or intellectual substance  
at work on the political right in Britain. 
So what should the verdict be?

The central claim of ‘Britannia 
Unchained’ is that the British are 
workshy and that this has to stop if 
we are not to be engulfed by global 
competition. In particular we Brits 
don’t work hard enough at school and 
are averse to doing hard subjects like 
Maths and Physics and consequently 
our economy fails to innovate. Benefits 
are too generous and public sector 
pensions are subsidised by the rest of 
the taxpaying population. We need 
to get our deficit down if we are to be 
prosperous and Canada is the model that 
we should follow at the macroeconomic 
level.

British youth in particular is obsessed 
with celebrity and pop culture and 
mistakenly believe that their idols have 
got to where they are without any effort. 
They need to realise that results come 
with hard graft and that innate talent 
cannot make up for elbow grease. There 
isn’t much to disagree with in this part 
of their analysis. The British, and the 
English in particular, are not terribly 
keen on education and have not been 
for quite some time. On the other hand, 
their rulers have not been too keen on the 
majority getting a good education either. 

Given the dearth of jobs that require 
any intellectual effort it makes much 
more sense, from their point of view, to 
have a labour force of happy pigs rather 
than discontented philosophers. Recent 
reforms of schooling by governments 
from the Thatcher era onwards, 
designed to promote accountability 
in schools have reinforced this trend. 
Teachers have become ‘deliverers’ of 
education and are held ‘accountable’ 
for the results of their pupils. However 
education requires effort from the 
educatee as well as from the teacher and 
if teachers are made to feel that they are 
service providers and that they alone are 
responsible for their pupils’ education, 
then demotivated pupils will happily 
rely on their teachers to do all the hard 
work for them. Kathryn Birbal-Singh’s 
book on a year’s life of a teacher in a 
London Comprehensive, ‘To Miss with 
Love’, brought this out clearly. 

However, Kwarteng and co do not 
have any solutions to this problem. 
There is no awareness of the need 
for improving the quality of teachers 
through better teacher education, and 
no appreciation of the importance of 
factors outside the school, for example 
of the importance of the lack of routes 
into work, other than through higher 
education nor of the shortage of good 
jobs for which a good education is 
required. There is no criticism of the 
featherbedding of employers who 
take rents from the taxpayer to make 
up the meagre wages of the low skills 
jobs that they offer, no mention of the 
state’s responsibility to encourage better 
employer behaviour by itself providing 
more apprenticeships. In their world, 
there are featherbedded scroungers on 
the dole and that is pretty much the 
most significant problem that we face. 
The whole debate about vocational 
education and economic renewal seems 
to have passed them completely by. 
They do not understand that school  
reform needs to go hand in hand with 
labour market reform. Their solution, 
to promote a hire-fire culture and cut 
benefits will just reinforce the low skill, 
low wage economy in which Britain 
currently languishes. They lament the 
fact that we have immigrants who are 
willing to do jobs that Brits will not do. 
Fair enough, but they have no answer 
to this phenomenon nor to the broader 
fact that in any country there are jobs 
which the locals would rather leave to 
immigrants. Short of starving reluctant 

Brits into seasonal fruit-picking it is not 
clear how our authors would address 
this issue, other than by whingeing 
about it.

The authors clearly admire maths, 
physics and computer science and 
regard other subjects as a soft option. 
I do not know what subjects they 
studied at university but their grasp of 
recent British political history leaves 
something to be desired, as does their 
awareness of much of  what goes on 
across the Channel. Some of them at least 
are arch Euro sceptics and regard the 
‘social democratic’ regimes of northern 
Europe as an outdated model, although 
they do not say why. The suggestion 
that we might have something to learn 
from the successful social partnership 
arrangements in the economy  of 
Germany for example simply does not 
belong to their thought world. As for 
British history this is chunked up into 
decade-long disconnected gobbets: 
60s – optimism; 70s – pessimism; 
80s – renewal under Thatcher: more 
optimism; 90s – initially pessimism 
then optimism; 00s - optimism, hubris 
and downfall. No attempt whatsoever is 
made to understand the history of this 
period and in particular the way in which 
Thatcherism, although it trimmed the 
power of irresponsible trade unionism, 
singularly failed to do anything other 
than reinforce the chronic weakness of 
the British economy. 

I picked up this book in the hope that 
it would indicate some vigour on the 
right of British politics, something that 
one could get one’s teeth into and which 
would make the ‘battle of ideas’ relevant 
to British politics once again. There are 
lots of footnotes and facts and figures 
are strewn around with abandon (always 
carefully selected, of course). Sadly this 
book shows that the new generation 
Conservative right are Manchester 
liberals who have learned nothing and 
forgotten nothing. It may well be that 
this does not matter, as the battle of ideas 
is not usually won in the sphere of ideas 
but through the appropriate application 
of power and force. This book is a good 
display of the arrogance, shallowness 
and ignorance of the current breed of 
younger generation Conservative MPs. 
It comes as no surprise that some of 
them, such as Dominic Raab, belong 
on the extreme Euro sceptic wing of the 
party. Fantasy plays a large role in their 
political make-up. 

Christopher Winch
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Modern Monetary Theory- Keynesianism for our time?
A talk given by Peter Brooke in Llaneglwys, Wales, June 2019.  Part 1 of 3

THE LOGIC OF ‘AUSTERITY’
I have to begin by saying that I 

am not an economist. That should be 
obvious by the fact that you won’t see 
any charts, graphs, diagrams, algebraic 
equations or even numbers in the course 
of this talk. By the same token I’m not 
an authoritative spokesman for Modern 
Monetary Theory. There is a very 
substantial academic literature that has 
been built up over the past thirty years, 
at least since the publication of Warren 
Mosler’s Soft Currency Economics in 
1996 and in fact, as I hope to show, there 
is a much older tradition. My aim is not 
to give a definitive account but to arouse 
your interest and encourage you to go 
further. (1)

The term ‘modern money’ was I think 
devised by the American economist 
Randall Wray as a sort of joke since he 
was arguing that this is a description 
of what money is and what it has 
been for the past 4,000 years. Keynes, 
when pondering the origins of money, 
went through a period he called his 
‘Babylonian madness’, seeking those 
origins in the state issued money (and 
this is the crucial definition of money. 
It is a creation of the state) in ancient 
Mesopotamia. (2)

In 1924, the German economist 
Georg Friedrich Knapp published a 
book translated into English under the 
title The State Theory of Money. He 
called his approach ‘chartalism’. (3) 
The American economist and disciple 
of J. M. Keynes, Abba Lerner, writing in 
1943, used the term ‘functional finance’. 
(4) Much of the work done in developing 
MMT has been associated with the Levy 
Economics Institute of Bard College, 
established in the United States by the 
hedge fund manager Leon Levy, where 
the economist Hyman Minsky was 
established at the end of his life. Minsky 
developed a theory of economic crashes 
which rapidly came into favour after the 
Great Crash of 2008. Names associated 
with the Levy Institute are L. Randall 
Wray, Pavlina Tcherneva and Stephanie 
Kelton, Chief Economist on the U.S. 
Senate Budget Committee 2015 minority 
party staff and an Economic Advisor 
to Bernie Sanders’ 2016 Presidential 
campaign. Elsewhere it is perhaps Bill 
Mitchell, Professor of Economics in the 
University of Newcastle, Australia, both 
in his books (recently the large academic 
textbook Macroeconomics) and on 
his very impressive online ‘blog’ who 
has contributed most to popularising 
and developing MMT ideas. In Britain 

the best known supporter is probably 
Richard Murphy, author of The Joy of 
Tax, with his Tax Research UK website.

My own interest in the question is 
largely political. I’m one of the many 
people who joined the Labour Party 
when Jeremy Corbyn became its leader. 
My hopes in Corbyn’s leadership were 
(I suppose I should say ‘are’) twofold: 
first that Britain would withdraw from 
its engagement in overseas military 
adventures; and secondly that a Labour 
Government would be able to reverse 
the appalling ‘austerity’ policy that has 
been imposed on us ever since the Lib 
Dems enabled the Conservatives to take 
power in 2010. It is of course primarily 
the economic question that interests us 
here. (5)

We all know the argument on which 
the austerity policy has been based. The 
Conservatives say that they inherited 
from Labour a huge deficit, and that 
this was the major problem that had to 
be addressed, hence George Osborne’s 
ambition, supported by the Lib Dems, let 
us never forget, to achieve a ‘balanced 
budget’ and hence, of course ‘austerity’ 
(meaning a reduction in government 
spending not of course any restraints 
placed on the conspicuous enjoyments 
of the very rich). And we should never 
forget also that in 2010, when Osborne 
proposed his austerity programme, the 
temporary leadership of the Labour 
Party under Harriet Harman was willing 
to support it. This was seen as the hard-
headed realistic option. 

We know of course also that the 
accusation made against the Labour 
government of profligate spending 
during the Blair-Brown years was 
deeply unjust. Leaving aside the absurd 
expenditure of equipping the army to 
fight in parts of the world that had nothing 
to do with national defence, Gordon 
Brown’s watchword as Chancellor of 
the Exchequer was ‘prudence’ (‘My first 
rule – the golden rule – ensures that over 
the economic cycle the Government will 
borrow only to invest, and that current 
spending will be met from taxation.’ 
(6)). The government did, to its credit, 
engage in a substantial programme of 
building schools and hospitals. But 
ingenious schemes were devised to keep 
expenditure off the government books, as 
far as possible getting the private sector 
to put up the necessary finance, with the 
predictable result we’re all experiencing 
now that these schools and hospitals are 
saddled with long term debts that have 
to be repaid with interest, as well as 

commitments to private sector supply 
of necessary services. Expenses which 
often have to be assumed not by central 
government but by local authorities.

Never mind. A great deal was achieved 
with minimal government expenditure. 
But then of course along came 2008 and 
the financial crash. Gordon Brown had 
to come up with a solution very quickly 
and the solution he came up with was 
‘recapitalisation’ - a massive injection 
of money from the government into the 
banking system which completely undid 
all the budgetary benefits (though I shall 
soon be arguing that those benefits were 
imaginary) that had been gained over the 
years of prudence.

What has been curious has been the 
weakness of the Labour Party’s response 
to the charge of profligacy. The financial 
crash of 2008 was a direct - and I would 
suggest quite predictable - consequence 
of the deregulation of the financial 
services industry by the Conservative 
government in 1986. (7) The 
embarrassment for Labour is that it had 
come to accept this, indeed to accept it 
as a triumph of government policy. After 
1986 things could be done in London 
that could not be done in more tightly 
regulated financial centres elsewhere in 
the world. As a result business flowed 
into London. Other financial centres had 
to follow suit, culminating in the repeal 
of the Glass-Steagall Act (separation of 
domestic and investment banking) in the 
US by the Clinton government in 1999.

And it all looked like a great success. 
Gordon Brown pursued the policy of 
government withdrawal from the world 
of finance further with the independence 
of the Bank of England. he faced very 
little opposition and when he said in 
1999: ‘Under this Government, Britain 
will not return to the boom and bust 
of the past’ or in 2007 ‘We will not 
return to the old boom and bust’ (8) 
he was only repeating a view that 
was generally accepted through the 
economics profession and also expressed 
by Alan Greenspan and his successor as 
Chairman of the US Federal Reserve, 
Ben Bernanke, that the skills had been 
developed by which, effectively, minor 
booms and busts could be shifted from 
one sector of the economy to another in 
such a way as to prevent a crash of the 
whole. This was what Bernanke called 
‘the great moderation.’

So Labour, having accepted the 
logic of deregulation of the financial 
services industry could not blame 
the Conservative architects of that 
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deregulation for the crash and was unable to formulate a policy 
for dealing with it other than providing the banks with the 
means of going back to what they had been doing before it. And 
it is also difficult to protest against the politics of austerity when 
you too have accepted the logic that the government deficit is a 
problem and the ideal (even if it is recognised as an unattainable 
ideal) is a balanced budget.

(1) A useful starting point is the website of the Gower Institute 
for Modern Money Studies - https://gimms.org.uk/

(2) L. Randall Wray: How I came to MMT and what I include 
in MMT - remarks for the 2018 MMT Conference September 28-
30, NYC, published online at http://neweconomicperspectives.
org/, 1 October 2018.

(3) Georg Friedrich Knapp: The State Theory of Money, 
London, Macmillan, 1924. See also L. Randall Wray: From 
the State Theory of Money to Modern Money Theory: An 
Alternative to Economic Orthodoxy, Levy Economics Institute 
of Bard College, Working Paper no 792, March 2014. 

(4) Abba P. Lerner: ‘Functional Finance and the Federal 
Debt’, Social Research, Vol. 10, No. 1 (Feb 1943), pp. 38-
51. According to Robert Skidelsky (J. M. Keynes: Fighting 
for Britain, p.276) ‘Keynes was always conscious that new 
ideas had to be “dressed up” in familiar clothes to make them 
politically acceptable, especially to the business community. 
He criticised Abba Lerner’s concept of “functional finance” - a 
starkly logical application of the General Theory concepts of 
aggregate supply and demand to financial policy, shorn of any 
embellishment, on exactly this ground ...’

(5) My views on Labour’s current ‘defence’ policy (such as 
it is) can be seen on this website at http://www.labour-values.
com/defence/

(6) Gordon Brown’s first budget speech, Hansard, 2nd July 
1997, col 304. Readers will probably recognise Labour’s 
current (June 2019) ‘fiscal credibility rule’.

(7) I discuss this in my articles on ‘Christianity and the 
Financial Crisis’ on the ‘British Values’ site - See http://www.
british-values.com/index-to-articles/griffiths-2/

(8) Pre-Budget Report, 9th November 1999 and 11th Budget 
speech, Hansard, 21 Mar 2007, Col.815.

MODERN MONETARY THEORY - 
A MAGIC MONEY TREE?
It is this logic that is challenged by Modern Monetary 

Theory. MMT indeed contests the very notion of a ‘deficit’. The 
government spends so much money and it receives so much in 
taxes. Someone adds up what is spent and someone else adds 
up how much is received and the difference between them is 
recorded (as it would be if this was an ordinary household 
budget) either as a deficit or a surplus. If it is deficit, so the 
argument goes, the difference must be made up by issuing 
government bonds (otherwise known as ‘borrowing’) on which 
interest is payable. We might remember that in the wake of the 
2008 crash it was on the rates chargeable on their bond issues 
that the economic performance of different members of the 
Eurozone was judged. 

The MMT argument is that, in the case of a government, these 
two sums - what is spent and what is received - are essentially 
unrelated. It may be an unfortunate coincidence that the initials 
MMT for Modern Monetary Theory could also stand for ‘Magic 
Money Tree’ but there is a sense in which government IS a 
magic money tree. Unlike an ordinary household, government 
spending is not constrained by what it receives in income.

This is not a policy prescription. It is a simple statement of 
fact. Governments may choose for one reason or another to 

impose on themselves constraints. The gold standard was a 
constraint. The ‘balanced budget’ is a constraint. I will be talking 
shortly about the constraints the main spokespersons for MMT 
believe need to be accepted. But these are a matter of choice, 
of consciously determined policy. When governments say there 
isn’t the money to do such and such a desirable thing, it isn’t 
true. If the government has full control of its own currency, then 
it can never lack money.

Of course the moment one says this people immediately 
have visions of overworked printing presses resulting in 
hyperinflation. Zimbabwe! Weimar Germany! Venezuela! But 
hyperinflation isn’t the result of overworked printing presses. It 
would be more accurate to say that overworked printing presses 
are a result of hyperinflation. The hyperinflation is caused by 
shortages in the real economy, shortages of available goods 
and services, often exacerbated by foreign exchange problems. 
In Zimbabwe the collapse of agriculture owing to a poorly 
conceived agrarian reform led to massive shortages of food 
and an inability to pay for imports, not helped of course by 
international sanctions. In Germany the means of the economy 
were being sucked away in the post-war reparations and through 
the occupation of the Ruhr. 

In Venezuela  - let me pause for a moment. The BBC continually 
marvels that a country so rich in oil should be reduced to such a 
dreadful economic plight. But Venezuelan oil is very heavy and 
has to be refined. Successive governments - not just the Chavez 
government - have failed to invest in refineries so the oil is 
refined in the US. It is an expensive process so the profit margin 
on Venezuelan oil is very narrow. Chavez had the perhaps 
illusory good fortune that the international price of oil during 
his period in office was very high. Perhaps he should have used 
the windfall to invest in refineries and to wean Venezuela away 
from its dependence on imports paid for with oil. He instead 
made a priority of immediate relief for the terrible conditions 
of poverty so many people were living in. Subsequently the 
international price of oil crashed resulting in an inability to pay 
for imports hence a very high level of inflation. But this has 
been swollen into hyperinflation by the effect of US sanctions 
(amounting to a grand theft of Venezuelan assets). To quote the 
recent (April 2019) report Economic Sanctions as collective 
punishment: The case of Venezuela by Mark Weisbrot and 
Jeffrey Sachs: ‘The loss of so many billions of dollars of 
foreign exchange and government revenues was very likely 
the main shock that pushed the economy from its high inflation 
when the August 2017 sanctions were implemented into the 
hyperinflation that followed.’ (9)

The main spokespersons for Modern Monetary Theory are 
not advocating that government simply throw money at the 
economy after the manner of the ‘helicopter money’ once 
proposed by Milton Friedman. Their suggestion is that the 
money should be spent - the constraint is that there should be 
things to spend it on. The constraint does not consist in any 
arbitrary definition of a permissible ‘deficit’ but in the capacities 
of the real economy - the ability to produce goods and services.

Perhaps a short digression might be in order at this point on 
the Great Depression of the 1930s, especially as it effected the 
US. Here we have the deeply amazing spectacle of an economy 
that was fabulously rich in resources grinding to a halt because 
of a collapse in the supply of money. Money was supplied 
through investment. Investment required a profit. Suddenly 
the financial markets lost confidence in the ability to generate 
profit. The prices and profit generating possibilities of shares 
crumbled. Great fortunes were wiped out. And the physical 
and human machinery that was more than capable of providing 

Continued On Page 17
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

the whole population with a comfortable and pleasant life ground to a halt. With the 
‘New Deal’ as an indication of what could be done - but could only be done - by an 
interventionist state.

The problem is - then as now - marrying the two worlds of the real resources of the 
country, including the labour force, with the means by which production, whether of 
goods or of services, can be financed. The socially useful function of the financial 
services industry is to facilitate this process. What we want is for the financial means to 
be directed to the most socially useful product. The expertise of the financial services 
industry however is to direct it to the most profitable product, which may be, and often 
is, a purely financial product, in which case the financial services tend to spin off into 
a world of their own. Maybe we can’t complain about this. If you or I or the Church of 
England or a pension fund want to invest our money it is in hopes of securing a return. 
But the notion that this process by itself will guarantee efficiency in the market - that 
the criterion of profit will correspond to the criterion of human need - is absurd, even 
if it is the basic assumption of classical economics.

(9) Published by the Centre for Economic and Policy research, Washington. For a 
useful account of Venezuela’s problems see also Nafeez Ahmed: ‘Venezuela’s Collapse 
Is A Window Into How The Oil Age Will Unravel’, Oriental Review, 6th Feb 2019.

Part 2 of Peter Brooke’s talk will appear in the September issue of Labour Affairs.

Continued From Page 16

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

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

Contents:
(1) “So, Mr Corbyn foot soldier, 

what’s Labour’s position on Brexit?” 
There I was, carrying out the 

most basic duty of the foot soldier: 
distributing the Ward Newsletter. We 
were standing on the steps of a typical 
multi-occupancy house, converted 
into flats, myself and this young man, 
the only occupant to respond to my 
bell ringing, he quickly introduced 
himself as being new into the area 
and a life-long Labour supporter 
thinking of switching his support 
to the Lib Dems. So this wasn’t a 
rhetorical question. He was looking 
for an answer.

He took my leaflet and gave it 
a thorough once-over. That was a 
good start. He was interested. It 
contained articles on a number of 
local issues. The 150th anniversary 
of Finsbury Park, up the road, was 
one. A responsibility of neighbouring 
Harringay Council, it’s an amenity for 
residents of our ward, Brownswood, 
Hackney (N), and, thus, an item on 
our ward’s and our Councillors’ local 

agenda. Progress was reported on 
improvements to lighting, security, 
cycle lanes, an increase in full time 
Park staff and more investment 
across the board in leisure amenities. 

There was an important piece of 
news on the Council’s progress in 
reducing greenhouse emissions. In 
the same environmental context, 
the councillors’ report on progress 
in setting up a publicly owned 
clean energy company. From 2020 
Hackney Council will obtain 50% 
of its electricity from renewable 
sources. Of course, local transport 
issues are reported on also, and full 
contact details given, of Hackney 
Mayor, Phil Glanville and local 
councillors, Clare Potter and Brian 
Bell. Well produced, and addressing 
local concerns, it was one of those 
leaflets you feel confident will 
stand up to critical scrutiny and is a 
pleasure to pass on. That isn’t always 
so - as other foot soldiers can attest. 

True, the leaflet might have said 
something about community-based 
cooperative initiatives in Hackney 
and the exciting new concept of 
“Growing Community Wealth” 
being championed by Labour and 
Cooperative Party Mayor, Phil 
Glanville and all the other stuff that 
don’t make it into our mainstream 
media. But there’s only so much that 

can be covered in one informational 
leaflet.    

“Is that you?” He pointed to 
an illustration on the front page: 
me standing amongst other ward 
members on some canvass or other, 
with the Mayor and councillors, 
central to the photo. It had been 
used to illustrate, perhaps, what 
should have been of most relevance 
to him: an article on  Labour’s 
efforts to improve private rented 
accommodation in the area.   

“Nearly half of homes in Hackney 
are privately rented, “ the leaflet read, 
“many are hazardous and in a poor 
state of repair.“ I looked beyond him 
to the hallway of the house in which 
he was living and started to tell him 
about Labour’s efforts to address 
this problem. One of the approaches 
is the introduction of a selective 
licensing scheme which means, as 
the leaflet explains, “all landlords in 
Brownwood will have to apply for a 
license - committing them to keeping 
the property safe and treating tenants 
fairly.“ I think that’s an important 
contribution to the housing problem, 
properly implemented and regulated, 
if not the whole answer, I said.     

“So what about Brexit? What about 
the EU election results?”  He handed 
me back the Brownswood Ward 
leaflet. Brexit?  Panic. I looked at the 
bag of leaflets to be delivered. And 
at him. I pondered the judgement call 
all canvassers and leaflet distributors 
have to face at times: whether to 
press on with the leafletting, or 
devote the necessary time to this one 
constituent, albeit a fellow Labour 
supporter.  I could have said: I’m 
only here to let you know who your 
councillors are and how to contact 
them. I didn’t. Brexit!    

Now, if he’d asked me about the 
May local election results from 
around the country,  I was prepared.  I 
remembered the post-Local Elections 
headlines: Conservatives lose 1300 
seats, Labour lose 80. “Disaster for 
Labour.”  And the cry from the usual 
suspects in the Parliamentary Labour 
Party: “Corbyn must go!”  

While Labour, at that point of the 
electoral cycle, might have been 
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expected to do better, it didn’t do as badly as the media 
was saying.  And it is clear, perhaps inevitable, looking 
back, that discussion of local issues - across the board: 
education, health, housing and social services, decimated 
by the central Conservative government - was swamped 
by Brexit.      

Nor were the EU elections in the UK about the EU, and 
how it ought to be governed,  they were about Brexit: a 
plebiscite on Remain or Leave, in fact.  And the results 
were clear, and can be compared, as follows: The Brexit 
(Leave) Party won 29 European Parliament (EP) seats, 
double the seats of Conservative and Labour combined.  
Labour halved its number of seats and almost halved its 
percentage of the 2014 vote. The Conservative vote went 
down by almost two thirds and its EP seats down to almost 
a fifth of what they had been going into the election. 

In Northern Ireland two of the three EP seats were won 
by pro-Remain parties, Sinn Fein and the largely non-
unionist Alliance Party.  This result is relevant to the 
Backstop aspect of the Brexit talks and, further down 
the road, the issue of the United Kingdom of Britain and 
Northern Ireland itself, post-Brexit.    

And while, for activists, Brexit and all its works and 
pomps fairly fills our minds, and not always in a nice way, 
it should be noted that the EU electoral turnout was only 
37% compared to 34% in the last EU elections, five years 
ago. (On the European mainland it was up in the 40%) 
Nearly 2 of every 3 eligible voters stayed home. And that, 
despite Brexit being acknowledged as the greatest UK 
national issue of modern times.  

The EU election result has given rise to an increased 
demand, within Labour, for a second referendum and 
a clear commitment by Labour to become the party 
of Remain, all the better to take on Brexit, the party of 
Leave. Motions have been  passed at Constituency Labour 
Parties across the country calling for an unequivocal 
Remain position to be agreed at the September Annual 
Conference. These motions are coming from a cross 
section of the Party, from both recognised pro- and anti- 
Corbynism supporters. One came from my own Hackney 
North constituency and will, thus, influence how our 
delegation votes.    

As this diary entry goes to print, deadline this evening, 
the papers are full of Jeremy Corbyn opting to delay, by 
several weeks, a decision on a second referendum and a 
change in Labour’s stance to a forthright Remain position.  
According to the pro-Labour  Daily Mirror,  John 
McDonnell described Labour’s slow-moving position 
as “like watching a slow-motion car crash.” (Mirror, 
26/06/2019)..   

While Corbyn-led Labour is united over supporting 
a second referendum on any final Brexit deal it is now 
seriously disunited over doing anything that would appear 
to disrespect the 2016 Referendum Leave result, such as 
calling now for a second referendum, or the favourite 
euphemism, a “People’s Vote.” Or, even, discussing 
whether, and how, “Remain” might appear on any 
referendum ballot paper. 

As I have heard John McDonnell himself say, no 
version of Brexit  is in itself better than staying in Europe, 

that is, staying in the EU with Remain and Reform, as 
we talked about during the 2016 Referendum campaign. 
And next time with more involvement in the internal 
politics of the EU, not least countering the rise of the 
right. Short of that, he has said, we want a permanent 
and comprehensive customs union for business security 
and stability and alignment with the single market, with 
a second Referendum option to block a no deal or a bad 
deal outcome. 

So, what did I say to the man on the doorstep enquiring 
about Labour and Brexit?  I gave him the official Labour 
position, as this foot soldier understands it. About Brexit 
being a process to be gone through: accepting the fact 
of the Leave vote; holding the government to the task 
of getting the best possible deal in Brexit negotiations, 
measured against the litmus test of  Labour’s six conditions 
for accepting and recommending acceptance of a deal.  
Failing an acceptable deal, press for a General Election 
as a way of putting it back to the People; if getting a 
General Election fails, then, as a last resort, calling for a 
Referendum.

It’s always seemed clear to me, logical and straight 
forward. Everything is in the timing. And trusting the Party 
leadership, not undermining it with “second referendum” 
solo runs. I can’t say our Labour supporter had a “road to 
Damascus” moment.  I just hope he’ll think about it.  And 
I didn’t stoop to reminding him of the track record of Lib 
Dems in coalition.  But I will, if, in the event of a General 
Election, I find myself back on his doorstep. 

POLITICS OF THE BATHTUB
Do we need proof of anything anymore
  or is it a playful language now being spoken
for to be asked for proof is to be labelled a bore
  as if the rules of parliament have been broken.
US admin, dressed as superman, on a high
  plays in his bathtub (those waters of the world)
with his flotilla, while above his head flies
  the air-arm of bombers waiting to be hurled.
These are the rules: If he wants something to happen
  it happens.
In his bathtub he sees all, moves on and rarely recalls.
  Should he decide on war then his tongue fattens
to say it in a language so obscure it appals,
  but it’s his bathtub, query him and he make waves.
Your downstairs will be flooded with the electrics
  sparking,
the plaster on your ceiling falling,
  the walls a muddy river water-marking
So don’t ever again ask him for proof and insult his
  calling.

Wilson John Haire. 17th June, 2019
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Israel Takes the Whole Cake
by Gwydion M. Williams

Creating Israel in the late 1940s was an historic tragedy, but 
understandable.

Israel ratting on the Oslo Agreement in the 1990s was simply 
tragic.  And likely in the long run to prove fatal to the Zionist 
dream.

After 1945, both sides in the Cold War had a determination to 
avoid the foolish errors that had led to fascism and the massacre 
of various populations.  Not just Jews, though certainly 
European Jews lost a far greater percentage of their pre-war 
population than anyone else. In numbers, but from very much 
larger populations, it was Ethnic Russians first and then non-
Jewish Germans.  All dying because Hitler was a greedy fool 
who did not stop when his gambling had brought him a big win 
with the crisis over Czechoslovakia.

A defence of general welfare and a commitment to full 
employment led most Europeans to decide that Hitler’s variant 
of Fascism had been evil.  And allied variants of Fascism were 
tainted and generally faded.  Meantime concern about Jews 
faded at a time when it seemed that elites were doing quite a 
good job for everyone, so any Secret Conspiracies that might 
exist were nothing to worry about.

Making sure everyone gets a fair share of the cake is wise 
even from a selfish viewpoint, if you are looking long-term and 
thinking about the welfare of the next generation.  This is just 
what the silly Libertarians miss.

Modern Hard-Right movements like Farage in Britain and 
Trump in the USA are nothing like fascism.  Farage is as hostile 
to general welfare as the Tories have been since Thatcher.  Trump 
undermines Globalisation, but looks after a rich Overclass and 
has secured further tax cuts for them.  

Fascism did look after the welfare of its own working class, 
apart from a foolish willingness to get them slaughtered with 
vain dreams of conquest by Hitler and Mussolini.  Franco, 
not really a fascist, had the sense to spare Spain a further war.  
Likewise Ataturk kept his nation sensibly neutral.  Both bought 
into the Mixed Economy project when it was clearly flourishing.

Israel and its supporters were drawn into a Global-Anglo 
project that began with Thatcher and Reagan in the 1980s.  
A process that plundered the world for the sake of a club of 
English-speaking countries led by the USA.  A process that 
included many who were not Ethnic-English or even close to it.  
Lots of pro-Anglo elements in Europe, including many Catholic 
Irish.  Vast numbers of hard-line Arab Muslims in Saudi Arabia 
and the Gulf.  And considerable numbers of Jews, including 
most of the Jewish population of Israel.  Including their more 
hard-line supporters in the wider Zionist movement.

Those opposed to the SubAmericanisation project often make 
the ignorant error of thinking it’s driven by Zionists.  The answer 
is to cure their ignorance, rather than rant about Anti-Semitism 
as if it were something vastly worse than other prejudices.

It is best not to treat people as stupid, even when they are.  
It is wise to give them clear and specific reasons why they 
should believe the set of ideas that are currently fashionable.  
Unjust and unwise to expect deference and obedience from a 
population that has been taught to expect otherwise.

There are a lot of Jews involved in Globalisation, but also 
many opposed.  And those involved have many diverse opinions.  

George Soros at the time of the Soviet collapse wanted a 
Marshall Plan for Russia.  He wanted to spend the trillions 
making Russia comfortable in its transition to capitalism.  And 
this is just what an intelligent World Zionist Conspiracy would 

have done, had it existed.  But of course it did not happen.  
Specifically Jewish influence was small, and much of it was 
split between most of the possible variants of Centre-Right 
politics.  And the elite chose to spend maybe six trillion on 
senseless wars in the Middle East.1

The global Anglo elite stupidly lost Russia, when it was theirs 
for the taking.  They let Russia’s economy fall apart.  They let 
its people suffer and floated crackpot privatisation schemes that 
led to state property passing into the hands of criminals.  And 
were utterly astonished when this led to a massive rejection of 
Western values by 95% of Russians.  A revival of the Russian 
Communists as the main opposition party.  

Being bad at self-criticism, they and most left-liberals see 
it as an inexplicable outbreak of evil led by Putin.  Cunning 
conspirators, they are not.  Or not beyond some fairly small-
scale manipulations that probably make them feel brilliant.

Belief in a Zionist World Conspiracy cropped up in 19th 
century France, evolving from the work of an eccentric Scotsman 
called John Robison.2  He believed the French Revolution was 
caused by a conspiracy of Freemasons.  There were indeed 
large numbers of Freemasons who were genuinely involved.  
But the chaos of the early Republic shows that Freemasons 
had no disciplined Leninist-style organisation that could have 
either organised a revolution or taken command of the resultant 
disorder.  They were splayed across the political spectrum, and 
many were guillotined as the political crisis worked itself out.

Robison was not concerned with Jews – he’d have been 
aware that Scots within England were doing much better at the 
time than Jews were.  He’d have been aware that it was informal 
networks and hard work rather than any conspiracy.  But in 
France, the imaginary Masonic conspiracy became Jewish-and-
Masonic, sometimes with the addition of a small long-extinct 
secret society called the Illuminati.

These crazy ideas moved from fringe politics to serious power 
in Tsarist Russia, where it was the actual belief of many of the 
elite, including the last two Tsars.  It was easily transmitted to a 
population bewildered by the capitalism that the Tsars were also 
promoting.  Easily believed in lands that had at one time been 
part of the Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth.

The Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth was much less 
benevolent than most Anglos suppose.  If they have even heard 
of it, or know that it was not just Poland.

Most West Europeans think of Poland just as a victim.  Not as 
a former oppressor victimised once fallen.  Or as a victim who 
went back to oppression when given the chance: this always 
baffles left-liberals, even though it is remarkably common.

The Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth was something quite 
unlike any modern state, though it had a lot in common with the 
Roman Republic.  

Polish attempts to capture Russia from 1598 to 1613 are 
remembered there as the ‘Time of Troubles’.  They coloured 
Russian attitudes long after Tsarist Russia joined in the 
Partition of Poland in the late 18th century.  I’d noticed the lack 
of sympathy for Russian-ruled Poles in Dostoyevsky’s The 
Brothers Karamazov.  That’s how my mind works, noticing the 
things that mainstream Anglos presumably ignore because it is 
not supposed to be there.  I saw that it was there, and needed to 
be understood.  I asked on a high-end question-and-answer site 

1  h t t p s : / / w w w . n e w s w e e k . c o m /
us-spent-six-trillion-wars-killed-half-million-1215588 
2  h t t p s : / / gwyd ionwi l l i ams . com/40 -b r i t a in /
the-original-conspiracy-theory/ 
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called Quora, and it seems most Russians 
take the same view even today.

The current success of Poland’s right-
wing ‘Law and Justice’ party makes me 
think that the Russians have a point.  It 
and its allies emerged as stronger in the 
most recent test, the 2019 Euro election.3  
I do not find this baffling in the way the 
left-liberals do.

The Polish–Lithuanian Commonwealth 
included Polish landlords oppressing 
peasants outside of ethnic-Polish areas.  
And Jews were useful as middle-
men helping landlords oppress those 
peasants.  (And I do say men, because all 
ethnic groups confined most women to 
male-dominated households.)

The elite of Tsarist Russia might have 
understood that it was Russia’s muddled 
and inconsistent introduction of Western-
style capitalism and industrialism that 
was the problem.  But that would have 
needed more intelligence than most of 
them were capable of.  Blaming a sinister 
Jewish conspiracy was much less of a 
strain for limited minds.

As I’ve explained in detail elsewhere,4 
the Protocols owe their strength to being 
plagiarized from Maurice Joly’s satire on 
Napoleon the Third.  

Joly’s Dialogue in Hell between 
Machiavelli and Montesquieu is a vastly 
more intelligent criticism of liberalism 
as practical politics than anything the 
Far Right could ever manage.  Joly was 
a liberal deeply offended by the corrupt 
and functional liberalism of the Second 
Empire.

France’s squalid reality made Joly 
depressed enough to kill himself, 
maybe because he realised he had no 
answer.  His work was largely ignored.  
But someone – probably a Russian 
secret policeman operating in France – 
reworked it to make out that corrupt and 
functional liberalism was actually part of 
a sinister Jewish conspiracy.5

Someone could do an excellent fact-
based drama based on Joly and the abuse 
of his work.  It should include Henry Ford 
the car-maker sharing the same ignorant 
enthusiasm and publicising them.  You’d 
have thought Jews had a strong interest 
in something of the sort.  But those 
on the left are normally caught up in a 
different vision.  Those signed up with 
Global-Anglo interests are locked into 
its values: they prefer that Anti-semitism 
be denounced rather than explained and 
3  ht tps: / /en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/2019_European_Parliament_
election_in_Poland 
4  https:/ /gwydionwilliams.
com/048-anti-semitism-and-zionism/
hitler-the-13th-chancellor/ 
5  Norman Cohn’s book Warrant for 
Genocide explains how it might have happened.

possibly cured.
Likewise criticisms of Israel are 

denounced rather than understood.
One big difference between the Israel-

Palestine conflict and other ethnic 
divisions is that virtually the entire 
Jewish population came from elsewhere 
within living memory.  This continued 
with Russian Jews – some suspected of 
not being actual Jews – being funnelled 
into Israel rather than allowed into 
the USA, where most of them wanted 
to go.  That’s what Mark Cowing 
misunderstands in his detailed account 
of the original creation of Israel, and the 
often-foolish Arab reactions to it.6

Israel can be seen as the last wave of 
European colonisation of lands ruled by 
European empires.  Which swamped the 
original populations in some countries, 
but was defeated in Kenya and then 
Rhodesia.  Has been forced to yield to 
majority rule in South Africa.

Another big difference is that Islam, 
like Christianity, sees the Hebrew 
histories of the Old Testament as part 
of its own heritage.  They might have 
accepted a genuine sharing between 
a Jewish state and a Palestinian state.  
They cannot possibly consent to the 
bulk of what was once British-defined 
Palestine becoming a Jewish state with 
powerless Muslim enclaves.

The world contains more than a 
billion Muslims.  Anglo authority has 
unintentionally made them much more 
devout and intolerant Muslims than they 
once were.

Versions of Islam can be as diverse 
as Christians like Torquemada, Pope 
Francis, Martin Luther, Martin Luther 
King, the late Reverend Ian Paisley, 
Billy Graham and the Archbishop of 
Canterbury.  But Western politicians, 
with a false understanding of the 
likely results of their own actions, put 
enormous efforts into knocking over 
secular Islamic regimes like Saddam’s 
Iraq and Gaddafi’s Libya.  

Being fools, and fed fancy false theories 
by other fools who became best-sellers 
by flattering the rich, they thought their 
own politics were ‘normal’.  Expected 
‘normality’ to happen spontaneously in 
post-Soviet Russia.  Expected it in Iraq, 
Libya etc. after they had smashed the 
politics that those people had produced 
for themselves.

Tolerance is not a natural human 
condition.  And nor is intolerance.  Most 
people are ‘conditionally nice’ – happy 
to be generous if their own lives match 
their expectations.

A few people are noble enough to 
6  Labour Affairs, May issue.  Expected 
to be on-line from May 2020.

be good in the face of the most awful 
misfortunes.  And at the other extreme, 
some will be selfish or hate-filled no 
matter how good things are for them.  
But successful politics looks to the 
Middle Muddled Majority and tries to 
keep it content.

Hyping expectations beyond what 
most people can possibly get is one 
common form of foolishness.  It makes 
for good advertising, and horrible 
humans.

The current dominant politics of the 
West demands tolerance for currently 
fashionable values, without giving 
people any good reason for it.  Without 
giving them assurance that their own 
interests will be looked after.  And with 
growing inequality, austerity and crisis, 
they can see that they are not being 
looked after.  

The reactions are often foolish and 
self-harming.  But they come from a 
genuine and justified revolt against being 
mistreated.  Against their own values 
being sneered at.

All of which is bad news for Israel.  
Russia and China are increasingly 
lining up as a single block opposed to 
an increasingly disorderly Anglo elite.  
Both are looking for allies in the Islamic 
world.  And on the Anglo side, the need 
for these and other elements unfriendly 
to Jews could very easily outweigh 
the small global Jewish population, 
despite their current large influence in 
SubAmericanisation.

If you think I fantasise, please note 
that I have made some good forecasts 
before now, in the face of the ‘informed’ 
consensus.

In 1987, I said that the Brixton Riot was 
a ‘reformist riot’.7  A protest by people 
who wanted a better spot in the existing 
system, not the break-up of Britain.  I 
anticipated that Afro-Caribbean Britons 
would fit in, much as they have.

In 1989, I said that since Chinese 
Communism was likely to survive 
the crisis of the Tiananmen Square 
crackdown. 8  I reasoned that since they 
had both the army and the peasantry, 
they had the same sort of stability that 
most of Continental Europe had after the 
wave of revolutions in 1848.  And this 
without anticipating how Russia would 
be mistreated after the Soviet collapse.

In 2000, when I was still a humble 
7  https:/ /gwydionwilliams.
com/40-britain/the-brixton-riots-of-1987/ 
8  Printed in Labour and Trade Union 
Review, which is now Labour Affairs.  Not 
currently on-line.

Continued On Page 21
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Continued From Page 20

employee in a run-of-the-mill IT Department for a Building Society, I said that the 
notion of the Internet as fatal to authoritarian government was nonsense.9  I know of 
no one else who said that at the time, though many have said it since.

From the initial Iraqi invasion of Kuwait, I said that overthrowing Saddam was 
foolish.10  Repeated it when the main invasion began.11

More recently, I was one of the first to emphasise that economic inequality is not 
99% against 1%, but 1% gaining at the expense of 90%, with a comfortable 9% neither 
gaining or losing much.

For future reference, I have said that President Xi has been raised up by the 
Communist Party leadership in expectation of the crisis they now face.  That he could 
easily be replaced if those leaders lost faith, in a way that was not possible with Mao.12  
Though it would be amazingly weak and foolish to do so in face of the current stand-
off with the USA.

In the case of Israel, I’d much sooner my gloomy expectations should prove false.  
But I very much fear that I will once again be very close to the truth.

9  https://gwydionwilliams.com/46-globalisation/the-web-is-always-insecure/ 
10  Pamphlets, not currently on-line.
11  https://gwydionwilliams.com/46-globalisation/reflections-on-the-start-of-the-
iraq-war/.  This was part of a general assessment by the Ernest Bevin Society.
12  https://gwydionwilliams.com/99-problems-magazine/post-liberalism/ - print 
only till late 2019. 

Ford in Bridgend
10 June 2019

The car industry in Britain, 
mostly foreign owned, is in crisis. 
The announcement by Ford that it 
intends to close its engine plant at 
Bridgend in South Wales, (see debate 
below), follows on from similar news 
by Honda in Swindon in the west 
of England and Nissan in Peterlee/
Sunderland in the North East of the 
country. The latter will remain open 
but has reversed its decision  to build 
a new vehicle. And Jaguar Land 
Rover is planning to cut thousands of 
jobs at its plant in the Midlands.

Government ministers deny 
there is a direct link between the 
announcements and Brexit. However, 
motor industry executives point to 
the uncertainty created by the vote 
to leave the EU which they say 
has curtailed investment in the car 
industry and increased the prospect 
of switching production to mainland 
Europe, where it can operate freely 

within the customs union and single 
market.

The Secretary of State for 
Wales (Alun Cairns) With your 
permission, Mr Speaker, I would like 
to make a statement about the future 
of Ford’s engine plant in Bridgend, 
south Wales.

On Thursday, Ford announced the 
start of a consultation with its unions 
concerning the potential closure 
of the Ford Bridgend engine plant 
in south Wales. I am not going to 
understate what a bitter blow this is 
to the 1,700 skilled and dedicated 
workers at Ford in Bridgend and 
their families, to the many more 
people and businesses who supply 
the plant, and to the town of 
Bridgend and the wider community. 
Our focus will be on working with 
Ford and the unions to understand 
the challenges and opportunities and 
to gain the best possible outcomes. I 
have spoken with the company, the 
unions and colleagues across the 
House. Colleagues at Jobcentre Plus 
are standing ready to provide advice 

and support to people, if required.
I live close by and absolutely 

understand the importance of this 
plant to the local community. The site 
has been worth over £3 billion to the 
local economy over the last 10 years. 
The town of Bridgend has proudly 
been home for 40 years to a world-
class engine manufacturing facility. 
Ford has relied on Bridgend and 
Dagenham to supply one third of its 
total engines worldwide—a fact held 
with great pride by the employees.

We have known for some time 
that the production of the Sigma 
engine was coming to its natural 
end and that the Jaguar Land Rover 
contract would not be renewed, but 
the news that the Dragon engine may 
no longer be produced in the UK is 
disappointing, to say the least. It is 
very disappointing that it could be 
taken out of the UK and, in fact, 
out of Europe, to be manufactured 
in Mexico. That underlines that this 
was not a decision about Brexit. The 
decision was about the challenging 
conditions faced right across the 
global automotive sector.

Bridgend has been particularly 
impacted by the downturn in Ford’s 
share of the passenger vehicle market 
in Europe, with volumes of the new 
Dragon engine falling significantly 
below the installed capacity at the 
site. Ford is restructuring its business 
across Europe to significantly 
decrease structural costs and allow for 
investment in future electrification. 
To that end, it is optimising its 
European manufacturing footprint 
and reducing operations in France, 
Germany and Spain. Bridgend is 
significantly underutilised, with 
projections of the number of engines 
that it will produce falling far below 
what would be commercially viable 
in a single plant. Bridgend also 
faces a significant cost disadvantage 
compared with other Ford facilities 
around the world building the same 
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engine.
I have spoken to my right hon. Friend 

the Business Secretary, colleagues 
in the Welsh Government, the trade 
unions and other representatives since 
Ford’s announcement last week. The 
Business Secretary and I have spoken 
with local Members of Parliament, too. 
Together, we will continue to engage 
with all stakeholders and elected 
representatives. Although the hon. 
Member for Bridgend (Mrs Moon) 
cannot be in the Chamber today, I spoke 
with her on Friday.

We in the UK Government are 
committed to working closely with 
the Welsh Government and the local 
community to ensure that south Wales’ 
justified reputation as a place of 
industrial excellence in manufacturing 
and technology is maintained and 
expanded. On Thursday, the Welsh 
Government’s Minister for Economy 
and Infrastructure announced the 
establishment of a taskforce to work 
with partners over the difficult weeks 
and months ahead to find a sustainable, 
long-term solution for the plant 
and its workforce. UK Government 
Departments and I will play a full and 
active part in that body. That builds on 
the existing group that has been working 
jointly since it was confirmed that the 
Jaguar Land Rover engine would end 
in 2020. It is important that it builds on 
the Honda taskforce, working together 
to support the automotive industry in 
general.

We are already looking at opportunities 
to attract new investment to the area. I 
remain optimistic that south Wales is 
an attractive proposition and place for 
industry to operate from. In fact, over 
the last two years, I have been in Japan, 
China and the USA to promote the 
opportunities that Wales presents for the 
advanced manufacturing sector and our 
modern industrial strategy. Last year, 
Aston Martin announced that it will 
bring the production of the DBX vehicle 
there, which will create 750 jobs for St 
Athan. Last September, it announced 
a further £50 million investment that 
will make south Wales the home of its 
electric vehicle range.

I and many other colleagues across 
the House have worked hard over 
the last three years to make the case 
for investment in Britain. Despite 
the devastating news for south Wales 
operations, Ford’s commitment to the 
UK will remain as a major employer 
of some 10,000 people, with other 
significant operations in the country, 
including Ford’s technical centre in 
Dunton, Essex, which is home to Ford’s 

European market-leading commercial 
vehicle business; Ford’s engine facility 
in Dagenham, where it will continue to 
produce diesel engines; Ford’s mobility 
innovation office in London, where it 
will develop future mobility solutions in 
Europe; and the Halewood transmission 
plant, producing transmissions for cars 
such as the Ford Fiesta.

It remains the case that Ford, as an 
American company with a century-
long history of operating successfully 
in the UK, undoubtedly recognises our 
international reputation as a place to do 
business, with skilled and innovative 
staff, access to innovation and a strong 
determination to make those strengths 
even greater in the years ahead. This is 
the Government’s ambition, as is well 
evidenced by the steps we have most 
recently taken to build on the successes 
of our automotive sector deal.

Our Advanced Propulsion Centre has 
awarded grants worth more than £800 
million to more than 150 organisations 
across the UK. Just last month, the 
Under-Secretary of State for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy, my hon. 
Friend the Member for Pendle (Andrew 
Stephenson), announced a further £28 
million of support to further enhance 
our UK Battery Industrialisation Centre, 
giving investment of more than £100 
million in a world-leading facility to 
enable industry and academia to put the 
UK at the forefront of bringing battery 
technologies from the lab into the next 
generation of vehicles to drive on our 
streets. Working with industry, £80 
million of investment through our driving 
the electric revolution programme will 
see support for innovation in electric 
motor technologies.

We are determined to ensure that the 
UK remains one of the most competitive 
locations in the world for automotive 
and other advanced manufacturing.  
The announcement of this consultation 
by Ford is a disappointing blow, but 
the Government’s bold mission to put 
the UK at the forefront of the design 
and manufacturing of zero emission 
vehicles presents significant new 
opportunities for the UK. That includes 
new industries and ventures that will be 
well suited to the skills and expertise 
of those dedicated workers at Ford and 
their suppliers. I remain committed to 
ensuring that Bridgend and other parts 
of Wales benefit from that work. We 
will continue to work with the Welsh 
Government and our many partners 
across the industry as we seize the 
opportunity for Britain to provide 
great jobs and careers for hundreds of 
thousands of people across our country 

in the years ahead. I commend the 
statement to the House.

Christina Rees (Neath) (Lab/Co-
op) I thank the Secretary of State for 
advance sight of his statement.

Last Thursday’s news of the 
closure of the Ford plant in Bridgend 
was absolutely devastating for the 
exceptional workforce, their families, 
the town of Bridgend and the wider 
south Wales community. As a former 
Bridgend county borough councillor, I 
completely understand. It is absolutely 
devastating for the businesses in Ford’s 
supply chain and the tens of thousands 
employed in them, and it is absolutely 
devastating for the automotive sector, 
UK manufacturing and our entire 
economy. Ford must rethink its plans 
to strip away 1,700 highly skilled, 
quality jobs from the area, and the UK 
Government must do all they can to 
support those dedicated workers.

This news is disastrous for all 
concerned. The chaos caused by the 
Tory Government’s calamitous handling 
of Brexit, coupled with the Secretary of 
State’s continuing inability to stand up 
for Wales, has allowed Ford to deliver 
a hammer blow to the workers in 
Bridgend and the Welsh economy. This 
is a betrayal of the hard-working and 
loyal staff who have been committed 
to delivering savings in making the 
Bridgend plant one of the most efficient 
in the world.

It is clear that Ford needs urgently to 
reverse this treacherous decision and to 
stand by the highly skilled workforce 
in Bridgend, rather than chasing profits 
via cheaper markets in places such 
as Mexico and India. It is disgraceful 
that Ford no longer produces a single 
vehicle in the UK despite its growing 
market share of car sales. Companies 
such as Ford originally chose to locate 
production plants in the UK because it 
was renowned for its skilled workforce 
and seen as economically stable 
compared with other turbulent markets 
across the world, but the Government’s 
botched Brexit has changed this. It 
is causing chaos and uncertainty and 
undermining business confidence.

Ford is just the latest in a long list of 
companies, including Airbus, Nissan, 
Honda and Jaguar Land Rover, to halt 
investment, cut jobs or close plants as a 
direct result of this uncertainty. We know 
that the Tory Government offered Nissan 
a deal. Was Ford offered a deal? There 
can be no doubt that this Government’s 
reckless threats of no deal, accelerated 
by a self-indulgent leadership contest 
with hard-Brexit contenders, is having 
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an impact on business decisions across 
the UK, not just in Wales. Yet again, this 
is catastrophic news for Wales—news 
that has come as a direct result of UK 
Government shortcomings where Wales 
is concerned and that follows their 
shortcomings on rail electrification, the 
Swansea Bay tidal lagoon and the steel 
industry. This is just one of a string 
of failures on the Secretary of State’s 
watch. I call on him to apply pressure on 
Ford to do the right thing and rethink its 
catastrophic plans.

I thank my hon. Friend the Member for 
Bridgend (Mrs Moon) for all the work 
that she has done to support the plant and 
its workforce, now and in many previous 
years. I also thank my hon. Friend the 
Member for Ogmore (Chris Elmore)—
who represents the neighbouring 
constituency—for all that he is doing to 
support the many hundreds of people in 
the area who are being affected. I thank 
other Welsh Labour Members whose 
constituents work at Bridgend Ford and 
in its supply chain, and I thank the trade 
unions.

The automotive industry is the 
backbone of our manufacturing sector, 
supporting highly skilled, quality 
employment and making an enormous 
contribution to our economy, but its 
future, in Bridgend and across the UK, 
is in jeopardy. I call on the Secretary of 
State to do now what he has failed to do 
previously and stand up for Wales. He 
must speak with Cabinet colleagues to 
seek the financial support and stimulus 
which will match what has already been 
committed by the Welsh Government.

Alun Cairns I thank the hon. Lady 
for her comments, but I must express 
disappointment in the tone that she chose 
to take, which contrasted with the tone 
adopted by both the Welsh Government 
and the unions.

Earlier, the Business Secretary and 
I spoke to Ken Skates, the unions and 
many local Members of Parliament as 
part of a communications plan to share 
our ambitions and discuss the steps that 
we will take before the taskforce meets, 
hopefully later this week. Ken Skates 
and I will be joint vice-chairs of that 
taskforce and there will also be a chair 
from industry. That demonstrates the 
joint approach that we are taking, in a 
constructive way, recognising that this 
is a commercial decision made by Ford 
because of the change in the marketplace 
caused by the shift from petrol and diesel 
engines to electric vehicles. I commend 
the Welsh Government for the joint 
working that they have demonstrated so 
far, and I commend the unions for their 
engagement and the tone that they have 
adopted in the discussions.

Like many other Members, the hon. 
Lady pointed to Brexit. Those Members 
are being somewhat selective. It is 
right that the manufacturing sector, in 
particular, seeks a stable economic 
environment from which to export to the 
European market, but Ford was a strong 
supporter of the Prime Minister’s deal, 
which the Labour party chose to vote 
against. Whatever uncertainty exists over 
the Brexit negotiations, I think that the 
hon. Lady and other Labour Members 
need to accept their responsibility. They 
played a part in that. They have been 
highly selective in quoting comments 
and recommendations from Ford.

The hon. Lady was right to say that 
this is a highly efficient plant with a very 
skilled workforce. We will continue to 
work to attract investment in the site, 
be it from Ford—although we have 
not succeeded in doing that since the 
Jaguar Land Rover engine contract was 
announced—or others. We will also 
engage with other potential investors in 
the Brocastle site, which is adjacent to 
the Ford plant. We are in discussion with 
some potential investors at a mature stage, 
but it will be up to those organisations to 
make the final decision about whether to 
invest. We are in discussion with other  
organisations in the automotive sector 
that could provide exciting opportunities. 
We all recognise the skill and the quality 
of the workforce. The potential investors 
recognise it, which is why they are 
engaging so positively with us and with 
the Welsh Government. I also underline 
that Ford job losses are also taking place 
in Europe: there have been 5,000 job 
losses in Germany as well as job losses 
and shift changes in Spain.

In closing my response to the hon. 
Lady, I remind her that there are now 
100,000 more manufacturing jobs in 
the UK economy and 13,000 more 
manufacturing jobs in Wales than there 
were in 2010.

David T. C. Davies (Monmouth) 
(Con) Does my right hon. Friend 
welcome the fact that so many politicians 
in Cardiff Bay and London who only last 
week were proclaiming climate change 
emergencies and competing for who 
could demand the fastest possible ban on 
petrol and diesel engines have suddenly 
become champions of the manufacturing 
of petrol and diesel engines in this 
country?

Alun Cairns My hon. Friend makes an 
important point and highlights the shift 
taking place in the industry from petrol 
and diesel engines to electric vehicles. 
Some manufacturers are trying to catch 
up with the fast-changing consumer 
demand, but it is absolutely right that the 
UK is at the forefront of this technology, 

which is why we are investing so much 
in the sector to ensure we are active in 
the next generation of motor vehicles.

Alan Brown (Kilmarnock and 
Loudoun) (SNP) I thank the Secretary 
of State for early sight of his statement. 
May I say on behalf of the SNP that our 
thoughts are clearly with the workers at 
Bridgend and those in the supply chain?

My constituency has suffered severe 
losses in manufacturing over the years, so 
I fully understand the devastating impact 
this can have on local communities, 
including the knock-on effects on shops 
and service providers. What supply 
chain impact assessment has been done 
as a result of the decision by Ford? 
What funding guarantees can be given to 
match Government actions, rather than 
just warm words?

The Secretary of State said that Brexit 
is not responsible for this decision, but 
Ford was one of the companies that 
warned of the dangers of a no-deal 
Brexit, so when will this Government 
rule out a no-deal Brexit to stop any 
further job losses in the manufacturing 
sector?

The Secretary of State said in his 
statement that Bridgend faces cost 
disadvantages compared with other Ford 
plants doing the same work. How long 
has this cost disadvantage issue been 
known about and what opportunities have 
the Government looked at to overcome 
that and to support the plant? What 
opportunities have been identified by the 
existing working group, formed in 2018, 
to plug the gap by the loss of the Jaguar 
Land Rover contract and how will the 
new taskforce build on that and identify 
the much bigger gap and challenge that 
needs to be overcome? What future 
investment will the UK Government 
make to ensure there are no further cost 
disadvantages to any companies located 
in this area?  The Secretary of State 
also said they were already looking at 
opportunities for investment in the area, 
so can he give timescales for positive 
announcements on the opportunities that 
have been identified?

I understand why the Secretary of 
State gave assurances about the other 
Ford plant operations across the UK, 
but how robust are those assurances? 
Padding out his statement by mentioning 
a £28 million investment in Coventry, 
£800 million in UK-wide grants from 
the Advanced Propulsion Centre and 
£80 million for the electric revolution 
programme is of absolutely no comfort 
to the Bridgend workers. What we need 
to hear is that the right actions are being 
taken now, not platitudes.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

Digital  Utopianism
The last issue of Labour Affairs noted 

that Nigel Farage had visited the HQ of 
the Italian Five Star Movement (M5S) 
to research the way that the Movement 
is run in a non-traditional and digital 
way. Farage stated that there were 
organisational strategies that he could 
use in the setting up of his new Brexit 
Party.

M5S was founded in 2009 by web 
strategist Gianroberto Casaleggio and 
Beppe Grillo, a comedian and blogger. 
Their aim was to organise a political 
alternative to the mainstream, binary 
political parties which they saw as self-
serving, corrupt and out-dated. They 
would use the web as their primary 
tool, describing it as a “transparent, 
unified, coherent entity”. Uniquely, 
M5S is owned by a private company, 
now headed by Gianroberto’s son 
Davide, after the death of his father. 
Following the first electoral successes 
in 2014, a directorate group was set 
up which also included 5 MPs. This 
was abolished within a year and Grillo 
proclaimed himself as the “political 
head”. 

At first the autonomy of members 
and indeed elected M5S politicians was 
severely restricted and the directorate 
alone made statements.  Transgressing 
members were expelled either by 
internet votes of all members or by 
dictat from Grillo. As just one of many 
examples a regional director, Giovanni 
Favia, was unilaterally expelled 
by Grillo for criticising the lack of 
internal party democracy. Councillors, 
MPs, Mayors and even selected 
candidates standing for election have 
been expelled from the Movement for 
giving their own point of view. 

The five key issues for the Movement 
are referred to in their title:  Movement 
of Five Stars. These are public water, 
sustainable transport, sustainable 
development, right to internet access 
and environmentalism. Over time 
specific issues have been added and 
some ambiguity has arisen in their 
“beliefs”. 

Grillo refused to countenance 
any political alliances in the Italian 
Parliament with established political 
parties, all of whom were considered 
corrupt. Luigi Di Maio, the Leader 

following Grillo, accepted an 
alliance with Matteo Salvini’s Lega, 
recognising the reality that M5S had 
too small a majority to govern alone. 
Again, funding within the European 
Parliament follows the making of 
alliances and M5S joined a group with 
Farage’s UKIP.   

M5S’s digital framework was of 
particular interest to Farage. The IT 
system, is called Rousseau, after the 
French Philosopher Jean-Jacques 
Rousseau, who believed that good 
government must have the freedom 
of its citizens as its most fundamental 
objective. It aims to be a “democratic 
encounter outside of party and 
associative ties without the mediation 
of directive or representational 
organisms, recognising to all users of 
the Internet the role of government and 
direction that is normally attributed to 
a few.” The Brexit Party’s website’s 
aim appears in an identical, but easy-
read, tabloid format: “We’re out to 
challenge the self-serving two-party 
system, make the people sovereign...”.  
This is the  “Democratic Earthquake” 
of post-Orwellian Farage’s populist 
party which has, to date, no policies 
at all. But, crucially, M5S is a private 
company influenced ultimately by the 
non-elected with absolute power, while 
The Brexit Party has unelected Nigel 
Farage and shadowy figures such 
as Aaron Banks in similar positions 
of absolute power. In this context is 
the meaning of making “the people 
sovereign” just a catch-phrase for the 
gullible?

Enrica Sabatini, who works closely 
with Davide Cassaleggio says that 
M5S’s goal in developing Rousseau “is 
to enhance people’s skills and create a 
network for those who want to change 
their country”. The digital platform 
has an “education” section, which 
asks members to vote on issues, from 
developing and approving policy, to 
ejecting members or giving expressions 
of confidence to elected politicians. 
Following the Euros elections, 
Salvini’s Lega received considerably 
more votes than M5S - predicted, but a 
crushing defeat nevertheless. Members 
gave Luigi di Maio an on-line 80% 
vote of confidence.

In this context it isn’t cynical to 

question the security of the Rousseau 
system. The Italian Data Protection 
Authority were sufficiently concerned 
to levy fines on M5S. The evidence 
they considered included that Rosseau 
had been a vulnerable victim to several 
hacker attacks. Then internally to 
M5S, there were the sharing of access 
credentials so that it was impossible to 
verify who was operating the system at 
any specified time. The votes given by 
members on any issue could also easily 
be traced and were therefore not secret.

The UK’s system should provide 
a safety net because the Electoral 
Commission gives clear stipulations 
to any group applying to be recognised 
as a party. There must be a Leader, 
Treasurer and a Nominating Officer. 
They must comply with “rules on 
spending, sources of funding and 
certain reporting requirements to 
ensure that political finances are 
transparent.” But there is currently no 
system like Rousseau in the UK with 
Electoral Commission guidelines. A 
similar system could provide Farage 
with a simple way of controlling and 
commanding his loyal and enthusiastic 
and largely uncritical followers. 

Relevant to this, is that M5S’s 
original members had a different socio-
economic background to current Brexit 
Party members. From the description 
of author Fabio Bordignon they largely 
had a good level of education, interests 
in environmentalism and renewable 
energy; the problems of poverty, 
precarious employment and political 
corruption and were anti-big business 
and globalisation. 

A swift look at The Brexit Party’s 
website is sufficient to show that their 
manifesto consists of nothing more 
than the issue of Brexit and a scattering 
of utopian statements. “It is about what 
sort of democratic country we live in....
restore trust in our democracy” The 
29 MEPs and the candidates currently 
being selected for UK seats are all 
operating in a policy vacuum. On what 
criteria are the selections being made? 
Don’t worry, our Nigel reassures, “We 
are now developing our policies on the 
big issues facing the UK - and you can 
play a part.”


