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Is The Tory Government a 
Russian Fifth Column?

The Report of the Intelligence and Security 
Committee of the British House of Commons suggests 
that the Russian State has been subverting British 
democracy for at least six years. It suggests further 
that the Government has been wilfully diverting 
public attention from this fact.

The Report was compiled about nine months ago 
and given to the Government. The Government 
withheld publication, giving various reasons.

Publication occurred only when a Tory member 
of the Committee, Julian Lewis, defected from his 
Party, voted against it, and was elected Chairman.

The Tory whip was removed from him—i.e., he 
was expelled from the Tory Party. But his action was 
supported strongly by some well-known elements 
on the Tory Right which is out of joint with the 
Government.

The Coup was enacted when the Chairmanship 
of the Committee came up for Election.  The 
Government nominee was Chris Grayling, the 
most thoughtful of the Tory Brexiteers, who at the 
outset of the Referendum campaign argued that the 
consolidation of the Euro would determine the future 
course of the EU and that, since Britain would never 
join the Euro, it should withdraw and let European 
development continue.

Tory MP Julian Lewis unexpectedly nominated 
himself to be Chairman of the Committee.  He was 
supported by the Labour and Scottish Nationalist 
members of the Committee, who made no nomination 
of their own.  Lewis won 5 against 4.  The Report was 
published.  The Committee gave a Press Conference, 
chaired by Lewis, at which the Report was explained 
and expanded upon by Kevan Jones, Labour, and 
Stewart Hosie, Scottish Nationalist.

The Government was indicted of wilful negligence 
in the face of a Russian threat to British democracy that 
became plainly obvious in the Scottish Referendum 
of 2014.

The spirit of the assault on the Government, if 
followed through into action, could only lead to a 
McCarthyite inquisition into un-British activities.

It was said that Russian agents were allowed to 
be active in British political life, and that it was 
intolerable that there was no law to deal with them.

Who were these Russian agents?  A questioner 
asked if George Galloway and Alex Salmond were 
two of them.  They broadcast on Russia Today.  The 
panel would neither confirm nor deny that these were 
some of the people they had in mind, but it was quite 
obvious that they were.

The panel also said that it was strange that there 
was no law against spies, and that spies only broke 
the law when they handed over secret information to 
the enemy.

The implication was that people who expressed 
views that were critical of the British Parliamentary 
consensus, and that gave comfort to the Russian 
State, were Russian agents, and that there should be 
a way of dealing with them.

Immediately after the Press Conference Lisa 
Nandy, who speaks for Labour leader Keith Starmer 
on foreign affairs, came out strongly in favour of 
what had been said.

There was very little critical media questioning 
of the panel, but in this case media coverage cannot 
be held at fault.  If the two major Opposition 
parties and a section of the governing party assert 
on behalf of Parliament that the Government has 
left the democracy of the state defenceless against 
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Normally, we produce a July-
August issue followed by a 

September issue.  And planned 
to do the same this year, despite 

the lockdown.
We have produced this special 

issue after the remarkable 
happenings in the British 

Labour Party.

dangerous foreign tampering with 
it, and if the Government must be 
very circumspect in being dismissive 
of the Report, it is the business of the 
media to reflect that state of public 
life.

This British xenophobia is not 
inspired by the media.  The media 
is only reflecting the xenophobic 
nationalism that has been unleashed 
within the Labour Party under Keir 
Starmer’s leadership.  It expresses 
hatred of the world in which Britain 
must live, now that it has left the 
European Union.  On 22nd July he 
called for the shutting down of the 
Russia Today television channel.  
It’s hardly accidental that two major 
commentators, George Galloway 
and Alex Salmond, would thereby be 
silenced.

Starmer—a Remainer who insisted 
that the holding of a second EU 
Referendum to overrule the first 
should be in the Party programme 
for the Election, prevented Corbyn 
as Leader from giving the Party a 
clear direction—seems to have come 
to the conclusion that it was English 
nationalism that lost the Party the 
Red Belt and gave the Tories a clear 
election victory.  He has therefore 
decided to outflank the Tories on 
the Right with a more overt appeal 
to raw nationalism.  The result at the 
moment is that only the Tories would 
be entitled on policy grounds to sing 
the Internationale.

Prominent in Kevan Jones’s 
assertion that the Government has 
left the state vulnerable to Russian 
State influence, which is undermining 
democracy, is the fact that there are 
now many wealthy British citizens 
who were Russian citizens twenty-
five years ago.  These are the 
“oligarchs”.  They certainly were 
Russian oligarchs in the 1990s.  They 
are businessmen today.  But Kevan 
Jones suggests that they remain in 
some profound sense Russian and 
therefore are a danger to British 
capitalist democracy.

Daniel Defoe wrote a famous poem 
called The True Born Englishman.  
He ridiculed the idea that there was 
such a thing.  England, he said, 
was a mongrel drawn from many 
breeds and that was the source of its 
vigorous action in the world.

The Russian oligarchs, when 
they saw that their time was up in 
Russia, set about finding a future 
for themselves in Britain.  They 
transferred their immense wealth to 
the British economy.  It is now being 
said that the City of London acted 
as a Laundromat for them, cleaning 
their dirty money and making it 
respectable.

Is Starmer seriously telling us that, 
if he became Prime Minister, he will 
somehow locate all that laundered 
money within the deluge of money 
that passes through the City of 
London and give it back to Russia—
to Putin who, he says, is undermining 
British democracy?

The oligarchs were oligarchs in the 
1990s—when Russia was recognised 
as a democracy by Britain.  The 
socialist economy‚ the only economy 
in Russia in 1990—had to be made 
capitalist so that Russia could 
become democratic.

How could that be done?  The way 
it was done was that the socialist 
economy was broken up and chunks 
of it were given to well-placed and 
unscrupulous individuals within 
the crumbling power-structure.  
Suddenly there were billionaire 
capitalists, where a couple of years 
earlier there were no capitalists at all.  
The State crumbled around them.  
They had no aptitude for capitalist 
market activity, so they made deals 
with the experienced capitalists of the 
West.  And, in the absence of a State 
which compelled them to pay taxes, 
they paid no taxes.  The standard of 
living of the people plummeted and 
life expectancy fell.

A State structure was eventually 
restored by Putin from a base in the 
security forces.  The billionaires 
were compelled to pay taxes, and 
imprisoned if they defaulted.  That 
was described in the West to be a 
restoration of tyranny.

The era of oligarchy ended.  The 
more astute oligarchs transferred 
their wealth to Britain and learned 
to be businessmen under effective 
commercial law. 

That is the abandoned hornets’ nest 
that Starmer tells us is still full of 
hornets trying to sting us to death.

It puts one in mind of Bebel’s 
description of Anti-Semitism as “The 
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Socialism of fools”.  There were 
certainly Jews among the money 
lenders, and it might be that they 
were greatly over-represented in that 
business, but it was a business that 
would continue without them.  The 
same goes for the former Russian 
oligarchs who have become British 
capitalists.

How might Starmer set about 
rooting them out?  Close down the 
Evening Standard and confiscate its 
assets?  Bankrupt Chelsea Football 
Club?

Kevan Jones admitted that the 
Committee had found no actual 
evidence of damage inflicted on 
British democracy by Russian action.  
But that absence of evidence was 
proof to him that the Government had 
prevented it from being discovered.

The thorny point of course has 
nothing to do with evolved Russian 
oligarchs.  It has to do with Russia 
Today television, and with the 
regular appearance in it of Alex 
Salmond—who was blackguarded 
by the Scottish Nationalist Party—
and George Galloway, who tells 
home truths about the Imperialist 
dimension of the Labour Party.

Starmer says that British 
democracy is being damaged by 
“disinformation” broadcast by 
Russia Today.  By disinformation we 
assume he means information which 
is false.  But no instance of it is ever 
given, so one must suspect that it is 
factual information which he thinks 
should be concealed.

Of course Russia Today could be 
closed down, and an Inquisition 
could be set up to identify people who 
express certain opinions as enemy 
agents and punish them.  Parliament 
can do what it pleases now.  But 
Britain would gain little and lose 
much by doing that.  Its propaganda 
system across the world is far more 
extensive than Russia’s.

In the olden days, when there was 
a fundamental conflict of social 
systems between Britain and Russia, 
British democracy coped very well 
with the clash of opinions in which 
fellow-travellers had a voice.

Today there is no conflict of 
systems, only rivalry within the 
capitalist system.  But Labour under 
its new management believes that 

British democracy can now only 
survive by means of xenophobia.

***
 Simultaneously with accusing the 

Tories of facilitating Russian attacks 
on the democracy of the state, Keir 
Starmer stopped the Labour Party’s 
defence of a libel action, brought 
against it by members of the Party 
who collaborated with the BBC in 
making a programme which charged 
the Party of being institutionally Anti-
Semitic under Corbyn’s leadership.  
He did this in a way designed to be 
humiliating to Corbyn.  In effect he 
branded Corbyn as an Anti-Semite 
who had infected the Party with Anti-
Semitism, emphasising that the Party 
was now “under new management”, 
and was being purged.

Corbyn could hardly have let this 
pass without comment.  It was not 
intended that he should.

Corbyn, having taken legal advice, 
had decided that the Party should 
defend the libel action.  When 
Starmer called off the defence, what 
Corbyn did in effect was to say that 
the Party had not lost the action, but 
that Starmer had made a political 
decision that the Party should 
surrender and pay legal costs and 
compensation against itself, as if it 
had been found Guilty.

Surrendering from a position of 
strength is not the same as being 
defeated.

Corbyn’s statement on Facebook, 
as reported, was that the move to 
pay “was a political decision, not a 
legal one”, describing the decision 
as “disappointing”;  adding that—

“The decision to settle the claims in 

this way is disappointing, and risks 
giving credibility to misleading and 
inaccurate allegations about actions 
taken to tackle anti-semitism in the 
Labour Party in recent years.  To 
give our members the answers and 
justice they deserve, the inquiry led 
by Martin Forde must now fully 
address the evidence the internal 
report uncovered of racism, sexism, 
factionalism and obstruction of 
Labour’s 2017 General Election 
campaign.”

Subsequently, representing the 
‘whistleblowers’, Mark Lewis of 
Patron Law stated that he had been 
instructed to pursue cases against Mr. 
Corbyn.

*
The statement that what Starmer 

did was political, not legal, is true 
in commonsense language.  But the 
settlement actually was legal.

There was no Court verdict 
against the Labour Party.  There 
was a political decision to give 
away the game.  But calling off the 
Defence, publishing apologies for 
defamation, and paying damages 
and costs in order to end the action 
advantageously to the Prosecution 
was legal enough.

Starmer, for a political purpose, 
caused the Party to plead Guilty.

It would, however, have been 
much more satisfactory to the 
Prosecution to have won a Court 
verdict.  The damage inflicted would 
have been greater.  On the other 
hand, failure to win in Court would 
have been very self-damaging.  And, 
if the expectation was that the EHRC 
Report on its investigation into 
alleged Labour Party Anti-Semitism 
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would be mild, Starmer had reason to 
give at least the appearance of a legal 
victory against Corbyn’s defence.

Newsnight on July 22nd gave 
considerable coverage to the matter.  
The lawyer against Corbyn said that 
Corbyn, in dismissing the settlement 
as political, had repeated the libel, 
and suggested that libel actions 
against Corbyn personally were in 
preparation.

Newsnight Report (transcript):
“Today the Whistleblowers 

emerged from Court victorious.  They 
will receive substantial damages 
from the Labour Party because of 
what it said after the broadcasts.  The 
Whistleblowers also received an 
unreserved apology.  However, the 
former leader hasn’t said Sorry.  He 
had this to say today:

‘The decision to settle these claims 
in this way is disappointing, and risks 
giving credibility to misleading and 
inaccurate allegations about actions 
taken to tackle Anti-Semitism in the 
Labour Party in recent years.’

He was supported by other Labour 
left-wingers like Unite Secretary, Len 
McCluskey.  Today in Parliament 
discussing another chequered Corbyn 
legacy, in this case the Salisbury 
poisoning, Starmer told the Prime 
Minister this:  ‘In case the Prime 
Minister hasn’t noticed the Labour 
Party is under new management’.  
He could just as easily have been 
talking about what happened in 
Court today…’

Emily Maitlis:  ‘First to Mark 
Lewis, a lawyer representing those 
Whistleblowers in Court earlier 
today.  Mark, you’ve one case this 
morning.  We understand you’ve 
now been instructed to take further 
action.  Is that right?  Can you tell us 
what’s happening?’

Mark Lewis (Partner, Patron Law):  
That’s correct.  I mean I’ve seen 
the front page of today’s Jewish 
newspaper, and it highlighted very 
clearly the difference between two 
leaders, Keir Starmer, I’m sorry;  
Jeremy Corbyn, I’m not sorry.  

And then an apology, a full apology, 
was made in Court and it was 
completely undermined afterwards 
by Jeremy Corbyn saying he was not 
sorry, that he’d been advised, that the 
Labour Party had been advised that 

there were good defences;  as if to 
say, there was an apology to you but 
we had our fingers behind our backs.

EM:  So, just to clarify this, it’s 
specifically over the statement that 
Corbyn issued after today’s ruling, 
that’s where your instruction has 
come now?

Lewis:  That is in respect of one issue 
is in relation to the libel is effectively 
repeated.  What the public has been 
told, what the ordinary reader has 
been told, is that those settlements 
were not legal settlements, they were 
done out of a pragmatic response to 
say, We’re getting rid of these cases, 
that those people ought to have lost 
those cases.

EM:  I’m guessing that, with the 
settlement that Keir Starmer made, 
the Labour Party hoped, it hoped to 
have drawn a line under the events 
of the past.  Is this the end of your 
action against the Party, or does it go 
further in other cases now?

Lewis : Well the case, the libel case 
in respect of the Panorama against the 
Party has gone now.  There are other 
cases against the Party in respect of 
the leaked Report which has been 
mis-characterised, mis-quoted.  It’s 
a very factional Report, and there 
are 32 people who’ve instructed me 
to take action.  Their actions are in 
respect of data breaches, misuse of 
private information, libels.  It’s like 
an exam question for a libel lawyer 
to look through them and see how 
many claims you can find.

EM:  So, you’ve got 32 new people, 
32 more people, taking actions 
against the Party.  Can you give us 
any names.

Lewis:  Well, Lord McNicoll is one 
of the people who is taking action, 
who has been named in the Report.  
There are many other people who 
are named in the Report.  They come 
under different categories, people 
who work for the Party, people 
who were in the Party in political 
positions, and people——

EM:  But, sorry to interrupt you, 
are you talking about Ian McNicoll, 
the General Secretary?  What is he 
claiming for?

Lewis:  Well, Lord McNicoll, Ian 
McNicoll as you call him, is named 
in the Report and is blamed for 
things that simply didn’t happen.  It’s 

a mis-characterisation of the Report 
which is being taken on.  And what is 
being prepared as a Report is a very 
factional basis, which is incredibly 
edited, incredibly slanted, incredibly 
misleading, and of course the Left 
are quoting from that as if it’s some 
sort of Gospel, is the answer to 
everything.  Obviously the people 
who are quoting it haven’t read the 
eight hundred and fifty one pages of 
the Report.

EM: Can I just ask, Mark, I mean 
clearly what you’re showing is that 
this hasn’t had a line drawn under 
the whole affair, and yet there would 
be those saying, Look, there is new 
management now.  Aren’t these 
new claims in danger, if you like, of 
punishing the guy who’s trying to 
clear up the mess?

Lewis:  Well, that might be so, but 
the problem is that the people—the 
departing Generals—effectively 
threw lots of grenades at the bunkers 
they were leaving, and those have to 
be sorted out.  There are casualties, 
there are people’s lives that have been 
ruined, people are being attacked 
on social media, people are being 
attacked in real life, and they have to 
be sorted.  One of the things that Keir 
Starmer can do is, of course, expel the 
people who’ve been making all these 
cases.  It doesn’t matter if they’re in 
the Parliamentary Labour Party.  If 
[unintelligible] they need to go.

EM:  Mark Lewis, thank you very 
much indeed.  Let me pick up with 
James Mills, who clearly worked 
very closely with Jeremy Corbyn 
and with John MacDonnell.  I want 
to start first of all with that statement 
that came from Jeremy Corbyn.  
Should he have put that out, in your 
view?

James Mills (Senior Strategic 
Adviser to Jeremy Corbyn, 2018-19):  
Look, I will not confuse your viewers 
very much from the [unintelligible:  I 
come from the] ‘draw a line under 
things and move along’ [camp];  and 
I actually welcome the settlement.  
I think it sends a strong message 
on Anti-Semitism.  But also from 
a wider Labour Party perspective.  
I think dragging this thing on for 
months on end:  absolutely no one 
wins, no one benefits from this.  But, 
you know, I totally get why some 
people are angry though.  And look, 
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you know, that’s not different from 
[unintelligible].  Jeremy Corbyn as 
an individual obviously rightly feels 
aggrieved and wants to make his case 
and put across his case in respect to 
this but it hasn’t stopped the Labour 
Party taking a more wider perspective 
on this from an electoral point of view 
for what’s in the interest of the Labour 
Party.

EM:  He’s caused an awful lot of pain 
to an awful lot of people.  As you heard 
Mark say, casualties and people’s lives 
here.  Are you saying that he still should 
have put out that statement because he 
felt aggrieved?

Mills: It was within his right as 
an individual backbench MP, as an 
individual for that matter, to put out 
any statement he likes in respect 
of somebody that he thinks has 
[unintelligible] against him to do that.  
My point is that, seen from a wider 
Labour Party perspective, dragging this 
up doesn’t help anyone really.  I think 
Mark has got a good settlement for his 
clients.  He should spend more time 
rejoicing that before moving on to extra 
business.  You know——

EM:  Hang on a sec, you know.  
Before you assume it’s just a lawyer 
touting for business—

Mills:  Those are your words.  I just 
said he should rejoice in getting a good 
settlement for his clients.  My honest 
opinion on this is I strong suspect that 
the legal opinion might have been 
[unintelligible] the EHRC Report—that 
the Labour Party has seen it and it isn’t 
as negative as most people suspected 
it would be.  I don’t see the utility of 
carrying on a case over the coming 
months against that backdrop would be 
actually quite successful.  So…  And 
one last point.  I think people shouldn’t 
forget Keir Starmer, I’m pretty sure, he 
said he was going to do this when he 
ran for Leader.  So he was well within 
his rights to do what he did today, in 
my view.

EM:  I mean you could say it was the 
mandate he got from the people who 
voted him in.

Mills:  [Unintelligible:  several of the 
candidates in the leadership election] 
said they were going to do this.  So it’s 
not a complete surprise.

EM: Yea.  When you hear that there 
are other claimants, and when you know 
how close you were to running the 
campaign, I mean, they destroyed the 
Party for many of these people, haven’t 
they?  Do you think that they’re right to 
go and try to get closure on this?

Mills:  As a Trade Unionist, I think 
it’s quite sad that people’s personal 
details, if you’re a member of staff, 
being shared and laundered in public, 
and I just wish it hadn’t been done 
personally.  I wouldn’t have leaked 
that Report.  I don’t think members 
of staff should be brought into the 
public gallery per se, but of course, 
they would be heartfelt about things 
about this.  My colleague and friend, 
James Schneider, got on to it today.  
His account, where he turned around 
and said, describing individuals that 
Mark represented, and he was saying 
that there were cases in particular—
he’s from a Jewish background—many 
people who worked for Jeremy Corbyn 
were from a Jewish background—he 
was putting across a case in particular 
[Unintelligible] Anti-Semitism, and he 
found that he was actually, the Party 
processes were slowing him down.  
And look, my starting position is that 
Whistleblowers should be protected, 
regardless of the issue.  In this case they 
are.  If you ask me, were some of those 
Whistleblowers opposed to the position 
of the Labour Party, well of course they 
were.  One individual had a blog saying 
so, and he had a very senior position.  
That doesn’t meant that we should not 
be trying to draw a line in the sand.  
That doesn’t help the Labour Party.

EM: Let me just ask you then, because 
as we said at the beginning, Keir 
Starmer made it clear in the Commons 
today, New Management.  He’s made a 
purge of Anti-Semitism central to that 
leadership.  Do you think he’s doing a 
good job?  is he on the right track now?

Mills:  Yea.  I welcome it.  I think 
anyone that was in that leadership 
election would have made that decision 
today.  I think it’s sent a strong message 
that Anti-Semitism is vile.  Look, I think 
that the Labour Party has got to stop 
fighting itself.  I run a comedy show 
and you see me and Margaret debate 
policy about how we stamp down tax 
avoidance, for example, rather than 
debating Anti-Semitism.  An anti-racist 
party needs to draw a line and move on.

EM:  OK.  Let me bring in Margaret 
Hodge then…

*
Mark Lewis said on joining the legal 

practice, Patron Law:  “I’m delighted to 
be joining Patron Law. Although based 
in Israel, modern technology means 
that I am seconds away for face to face 
meetings. I am as close to the High 
Court as when I lived in Manchester!

James Mills wrote an article in 

Tribune on 14th April 2020, entitled 
‘It Became A Kind Of Show Trial’:  An 
Inside Account Of Labour’s HQ’.  The 
editorial introduction to the piece says 
“A former staffer on Jeremy Corbyn’s 
leadership campaigns describes the 
hostility he faced when he went to work 
in Labour’s HQ—and says members 
need to act to prevent an unaccountable 
clique from taking control again”.

Mills was brought on Newsnight, 
so that it could be said that Corbyn’s 
side of the matter had been presented.  
He did not speak for Corbyn.  He did 
not say that the Labour Party defence, 
presented when Corbyn was Leader, had 
not had a Court verdict given against it 
after a Trial, or that the Labour Party—
on its transference to new management 
by Starmer—had stopped the action by 
pleading Guilty before the trial.

What he did was support Starmer in 
giving the case away to the Prosecution 
before trial, by declaring itself to have 
been guilty when Corbyn was running 
the Labour Party.

It is hardly to be believed that the 
producers did not know that Mills 
would not speak in support of Corbyn.  
All he said in that respect was that 
Corbyn had the right to say what he 
pleased, as everybody has.  Corbyn’s 
case was not presented.

Mills’ reasoning seemed to be that 
the EHRC criticism of the Party was 
going to be unexpectedly mild, and that 
it was therefore sensible for the Party to 
plead guilty before it was exonerated by 
independent arbitration.

Mills’ statement that Starmer had 
said in his Election campaign that, if 
elected, he would end the libel action 
by directing the Party to plead Guilty 
and pay costs and damages, came as a 
great surprise to us!

This journal was open-minded about 
Starmer in the Election.  It would not 
have been so if it had heard him say he 
would direct the Party to plead Guilty 
if he won, or if it had been known 
before the Election that, among his 
many backers was Trevor Chinn, who 
has been described as a “dedicated pro-
Israel lobbyist throughout his life”.  He, 
like many of Starmer’s supporters, was 
a donor to Tony Blair.  The full list of 
Starmer’s supporters did not become 
known until after the leadership election, 
while the donors to the other candidates 
was public before that election.
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Craig Murray
Historian, Former Ambassador, Human Rights Activist

That Leaked Labour Party Report 
April 20, 2020  
I have now read my way through 

all 851 pages of the suppressed and 
leaked Labour Party report on its 
handling of anti-semitism complaints. 
It is an important document, that 
is fundamental to understanding a 
major turning point in UK history, 
where Northern European social 
democracy failed to re-establish 
itself in the UK.

If whoever leaked the document 
still has access to the vast amount 
of original source material on which 
it is based, this is documentation of 
immense historical value. I would 
strongly urge them to send the 
original thousands of emails, texts 
and messages to Wikileaks to ensure 
that this is preserved for the public 
record.

More mundanely, the report 
is of obvious value as evidence 
to the Equality and Human 
Rights Commission as part of its 
investigation into anti-semitism in the 
Labour Party. The fact that it has not 
been officially adopted by the Labour 
Party does not make any difference 
to its value as evidence; nor does its 
status as regards copyright or data 
protection law.

If, for example, I were to discover 
evidence of blatant racism, and send 
that to the EHRC, the EHRC would 
not refuse to look at that evidence on 
the grounds it breached the racists’ 
copyright or rights under the Data 
Protection Act. These excuses for 
suppression of the report are just that. 
I am accordingly myself sending a 
copy on to the EHRC making just that 
point. I find it rather troubling that 
Keir Starmer seems more interested 
in suppressing this report than acting 
on its alarming findings – and I say 
that as someone who is not initially 
hostile to Starmer.

What are the key points we learn 
from the report? Well, firstly that 
there did exist among Labour Party 
members examples of genuinely 
shocking and indisputable anti-
semitism. It is also true that in many 
cases the processes of dealing with 
these individuals did drag on for 

months or even years. Much of the 
report is concerned with precisely 
whose fault that was within the 
Labour Party.

The report does conclusively refute 
the accusation that delays were 
occasioned by Jeremy Corbyn or his 
office, or that his office displayed 
any sympathy for anti-semitism. 
In fact, the opposite is the case. 
Corbyn’s office showed a proper 
hatred of anti-semitism, but also an 
alarming willingness to throw good 
people under the bus on very flimsy 
allegations of anti-semitism. P. 306-7 
The report shows a serious inability 
to distinguish between real, nasty 
anti-semitism and opposition to 
the policies of Israel. Furthermore, 
this is the attitude of the authors of 
the report themselves who in many 
scores of examples take for granted 
that the accusations of anti-semitism 
are sufficient to consider the case 
proven, and accept a number of 
specified opinions as proof of anti-
semitism which are anything but.

The headlines of course have been 
grabbed by the report’s stunning 
exposure of the fact that Labour 
HQ was staffed by right wingers so 
vehemently anti-Corbyn that they 
actively wanted the Conservatives to 
win elections. I think it is important 
to understand just how right wing 
they really are. Senior members of 
staff were messaging each other 
opposing any increase in corporation 
tax and opposing re-nationalisation 
of the railways as “Trot” policies.

The case of the horrible and 
very right wing John McTernan is 
instructive. McTernan had taken to 
writing articles in the Daily Telegraph 
praising the Tories and attacking 
Labour, but the Governance and 
Legal Unit of Party HQ refused to 
take action against him. They finally 
took action when he wrote an article 
urging the Tories to “crush the rail 
unions” for hampering the operations 
of private railway companies; but 
the action taken was to suspend a 
member who called McTernan out 
on his Tory support. P. 140

John McTernan, meanwhile, 

formerly involved in New Labour and 
a delegate to 2016 party conference, 
was repeatedly reported from 25 
July onwards for abusive language 
on Twitter and elsewhere, including 
describing Labour MPs who 
nominated Corbyn as “morons”; 
tweeting twice that Corbyn was a 
“traitor”; describing “Corbynistas” 
as racist; telling an SNP MP that 
he should “Come down to Peckham 
and try saying that, mate”; calling 
Corbyn a “Putin-hugging, terrorist-
loving, Trident-hater”; and writing 
in the Daily Telegraph that all of 
Corbyn’s supporters were “online 
trolls” p. 368

No action was taken, and McTernan 
received the staff decision “No 
action – removed at referral”. On 
18 August, however, Dan Hogan did 
report a member of McTernan’s CLP, 
Omar Baggili, who – in response 
to an article by McTernan in “The 
Telegraph” urging the Conservative 
government to “crush the rail unions 
once and for all” – tweeted at him 
“seriously John why haven’t you 
got yourself a Tory membership 
card. They’re anti unions & pro 
privatisation like you.” p. 369. 
Baggili was suspended for “abuse”.

This is by no means an isolated 
example. One of my favourites is the 
case of Andy Bigham (p. 538-45), 
who initially came to the attention 
of the Governance and Legal Unit 
for suggesting Corbyn was a traitor 
and Diane Abbot should be “locked 
in a box”. This was considered 
insufficient for action to be taken 
against him, and incredibly this 
stance was still maintained even 
when he subsequently posted that he 
had voted Conservative, urged others 
to vote Conservative and became 
the administrator of a Conservative 
Party Facebook Group.

Meanwhile left wingers were being 
thrown out of the party for having 
advocated a Green vote years before 
they joined, or for calling MPs who 
supported the Iraq war “warmonger”. 
The report makes an overwhelming 
case that the Governance and Legal 
Unit of the Labour Party failed to 
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take action on accusations of anti-
semitism because it was devoting all 
of its energies to a factional effort to 
remove Corbyn supporters from the 
party.

These right wing staff were hoping 
for Labour electoral defeats in order to 
get rid of Corbyn. Senior Labour staff 
were actually hoping Labour would 
lose its seat in the Manchester Gorton 
by-election.

27/02/2017, 16:53 – Patrick 
Heneghan: Just had discussion at 
strategy meeting We will meet Steve and 
Andy next Monday – we are looking at 
all 3 in May but select in Gorton within 
4 weeks Katy will speak to you/Iain

27/02/2017, 16:53 – Patrick 
Heneghan: From karie

27/02/2017, 16:54 – Patrick 
Heneghan: They didn’t include us in 
the discussion.

27/02/2017, 16:54 – Patrick 
Heneghan: Well let’s hope the lib dems 
can do it….113

It has long been known that there was 
tension between Corbyn and Labour 
HQ staff over allocation of resources 
to key marginals in the 2017 general 
election. What I had not known prior to 
this report is that HQ staff set up another 
organisation (p. 92), based in another 
building, to divert party funds and 
secretly channel them to the campaigns 
of their favoured right wing MPs. On 
p. 103 is detailed the horror expressed 
by Labour Party HQ staff at the Labour 
Party’s good performance in the 2017 
election. People were “sickened” by 
the exit poll showing the Tories losing 
their majority.

The emails and messages quoted 
throughout the report are a tiny 
percentage of those available and are, 
of course, the selection of the authors 
of the report. That is why I call on 
them to dump the whole cache, which 
they say is many tens of thousands, 
to Wikileaks. One theme which 
continually crops up in the selected 
passages for quotation, but a theme on 
which the authors of the report scarcely 
comment, is that support for British 
military attacks abroad appeared to be 
the touchstone issue for who was “in” 
and who was “out” with Labour Party 
HQ staff.

The Manchester terror attack 
occurred in the middle of the 2017 
General Election campaign. Corbyn 
bravely, and correctly, stated something 
that had been unsayable in mainstream 
UK political discourse – that British 

invasions abroad provoke terrorism at 
home. Labour Party HQ staff hoped 
and believed this would sink Corbyn 
and were actively wishing Labour to 
fall in the polls. pp 96-7

Jo Greening 09:12: and I shall tell 
you why it is a peak and the polling was 
done after the Manchester attack so 
with a bit of luck this speech will show 
a clear polling decline and we shall all 
be able to point to how disgusting they 
truly are

(now obviously we know it was 
never real – but that isn’t the point in 
politics!)

Francis Grove-White 09:13: Yeah 
I’m sure that’s right

Francis Grove-White 09:16: My 
fears are that: a) the speech won’t go 
down as badly as it deserves to thanks 
to the large groundswell of ill-informed 
opposition to all western interventions. 
And b) they will use that poll to claim 
they were on course to win and then 
Manchester happened. And whether 
or not JC goes, lots of the membership 
will buy that argument. Like after the 
referendum when they distorted the 
polling and claimed we had overtaken 
the Tories before the “coup” happened

Jo Greening 09:17: if this speech 
gets cut through – as I think it may – it 
will harden normal people against us 
definitely in the face of a terror attack 
normal people do not blame foreign 
intervention they blame immigration 
what’s more – all they will hear is we 
don’t want to respond strongly we want 
peace with ISIS it all plays into a bigger 
picture of how they see Corbyn so I have 
a feeling this will cut through you are 
right on the second point it has to be up 
to the MPs though to demonstrate how 
toxic he is on the doorstep throughout 
but that this speech particularly was 
toxic and Manchester had happened 
when that poll was in the field on the 
supporters I personally think we are 
going to do very badly in deed and I 
think it will shock a lot of them how 
badly we do including JC so everyone 
has to be ready when he is in shock 
it has to be clean and brutal and not 
involve the party at all in my opinion 
those crazy people who now make up 
our membership never want us to win 
in any case they are communists and 
green supporters even if Manchester 
hadn’t happened and we got smashed 
they would have never changed their 
minds

Francis Grove-White 09:23: Yeah 
that’s true

My emphasis added to show just how 

right wing thinking is at Labour Party 
HQ.

To return to the failure to deal 
with cases of anti-semitism, a great 
deal of the problem appears to have 
arisen from sheer incompetence of 
staff. The Labour HQ staff had been 
inherited from the Blair years, and 
factional loyalty and a history of right 
wing political activity related to the 
Progress agenda were much more 
important in employment decisions 
than qualifications or competence. 
The Governance and Legal Unit, 
which handled the complaints of anti-
semitism, was staffed by vehemently 
anti-Corbyn right wingers and was a 
bad actor; but it was also just useless.

The most basic systems were not 
in place, like a log of complaints/
allegations – there was no log at all, 
let alone by category – and there was 
therefore no system for tracking the 
progress of individual cases. Emails 
went unanswered or even unread for 
many months, sometimes in email 
boxes which nobody attended. The 
epicentre of this incompetence was 
Sam Matthews, who was to be the star 
of the BBC’s Panorama programme 
“Is Labour Anti-Semitic” and the 
primary source of the allegations that 
Corbyn’s office was preventing action 
and protecting anti-semites.

It is impossible to read this report 
– and I have ploughed through all 
851 pages – without coming to the 
conclusion that Matthews himself was 
responsible for a great deal of inertia. 
The report hints throughout that the 
failure to deal with anti-semitic Labour 
Party members was a deliberate act by 
party HQ staff in order to make Corbyn 
look bad. This evidence does not 
make that case conclusively, though it 
certainly does nothing to undermine it. 
The report expresses the suspicion most 
clearly in a passage on a period where 
Sam Matthews started inundating 
Corbyn’s office with requests for input 
on anti-semitism cases only later to 
produce the replies to him as evidence 
of unhelpful interference. This is a 
key passage of the Report (LOTO = 
Corbyn’s office):

However, Matthews’ emails reveal 
that he was the person who initiated 
a process of asking LOTO for their 
views on cases, on the basis that he 
was asking for their “help”, explicitly 
saying “it’s really helpful to have your 
input”. Matthews has also asserted:

“I had been privy to emails where 
Jeremy Corbyn’s Chief of Staff, Karie 
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Murphy, was responding on a case by 
case basis on antisemitism in order 
to not suspend someone who they all 
knew damn well should be suspended. I 
thought I just can’t countenance this.” p. 
290

Matthews’ assertions about Murphy 
are also untrue. Murphy responded 
to GLU-GSO on just one case, Craig 
Allaker, agreeing with Emilie Oldknow’s 
suggestion of a membership rejection. 
Murphy’s other emails indicate that she 
did not want GLU involving LOTO in 
disciplinary cases and she questioned 
why Matthews had suddenly started 
involving them.

The conclusion of the Labour Party 
is that Matthews and possibly others 
in GLU-GSO instigated this process 
of consultation with LOTO, and 
proposed suspensions in some cases 
for conduct which GLU had previously 
not considered to merit any form of 
disciplinary action. This was later used 
by the same staff to accuse LOTO of 
involvement in antisemitism cases or of 
letting off antisemites, blaming LOTO 
and Jeremy Corbyn for GLU’s inaction 
on antisemitism complaints.. It may have 
been GLU and GSO’s intention to make 
this accusation when they initiated this 
process of consulting LOTO.

The report proves conclusively that 
Matthews’ allegations of unwarranted 
interference from Corbyn’s office to 
block anti-semitism action are malicious 
lies. It does not however conclusively 
show that his motive for asking for input 
from Corbyn’s office was to generate 
material to appear to substantiate his 
lies, not does it show conclusively 
that his incompetence and that of the 
Governance and Legal Unit in general 
was a deliberate ploy to make Corbyn 
look bad. These are not, however, 
unreasonable inferences.

What this report proves beyond any 
doubt is that the entire thrust of John 
Ware’s infamous Panorama episode, 
Is Labour Anti-Semitic, was simply 
wrong. Corbyn’s office was not 
responsible for lack of action over anti-
semitism. The people responsible were 
the very people whom Ware chummed 
up with to make the allegations.

All involved were bad actors, including 
John Ware. He made no attempt to fairly 
assess or present the facts, or to hear 
the counter-arguments of those close 
to Jeremy Corbyn, and appears at the 
very best to have accepted an extremely 
selective presentation of written material 
from Matthews without proper question. 
But it is of course worse than that.

John Ware, a freelance journalist, 
was hired by the BBC to make that 

documentary despite a long history 
of anti-Muslim, and specifically anti-
Palestinian, propaganda that had 
previously brought the BBC into 
disrepute and cost the license fee payer 
money.

In 2006 a John Ware produced 
Panorama programme Faith, Hate and 
Charity made deeply damaging false 
accusations about involvement with 
terrorism by Palestinian relief charity 
Interpal and caused the BBC to have to 
pay substantial damages to the director 
of another charity, Islamic Relief. 
Both Interpal and Islamic Relief have 
continually been targeted by the Israeli 
government.

John Ware has frequently been labeled 
an Islamophobe, including repeatedly 
by the Muslim Council of Britain. There 
is a double standard at play here. I 
suggest to you that it is simply the case 
that the BBC would never commission 
somebody denounced as “anti-semitic” 
by the Board of Deputies, more than 
once, to film a Panorama.

John Ware is proud of his activism 
for Zionism. In 2016 Ware had a paid 
propaganda tour of Israel as part of 
a “Commitment Award” from the 
World Women’s International Zionist 
Organisation. Ware is perfectly entitled 
to write articles for the Jewish Chronicle 
attacking the BDS movement, and he 
is entitled to his views. But in the BBC 
Panorama Is Labour anti-Semitic? 
programme, Ware posed not as a 
strong pro-Israel propagandist, but as 
an independent journalist conducting 
unbiased investigation. In so doing, he 
allowed Sam Matthews and numerous 
other Labour staff members to put 
forward lie after lie after lie, which Ware 
appeared to validate, as is conclusively 
proven by this 851 page report.

I am not in a position to know whether 
John Ware knowingly connived in the 
lies, or whether he was so blinded by 
his deeply felt Zionist ideology that 
he allowed himself to be taken in. I do 
know that today John Ware is engaged in 
fronting an attempt to takeover the Jewish 
Chronicle and Jewish News, which has 
drawn criticism from within the Jewish 
community because the source of its 
finance is secret. It was plainly wrong 
for the BBC to hire somebody with the 
obvious axe to grind of John Ware to 
make a Panorama documentary on this 
subject.

Like the rest of the mainstream media, 
and like Keir Starmer, the BBC has 
taken the excuse of this Labour report 
“breaching the data protection act” to 
avoid reporting the contradiction of 
the lies the BBC spewed out for years. 

You won’t find Nick Robinson, Laura 
Keunssberg or Andrew Neil tweeting 
enthusiastically about this story. Never 
have journalists been so united in 
refusing hard news information because 
of the dubious legal basis – though 
unquestioned first rate source and access 
– of the leak. The Guardian for four 
years ran up to twenty “Corbyn anti-
semitism” stories and columns a week. 
Their only action on this report has been 
to denigrate it by reporting gleefully that 
the Labour Party may be sued for large 
sums under the Data Protection Act.

To turn to the report itself, it contains 
so many examples of Corbyn’s office 
pressing the Governance and Legal Unit 
to shove alleged anti-semites out of the 
party quickly, that I am not going to detail 
them here, but it includes all the high 
profile cases including Ken Livingstone, 
Tony Greenstein, Jackie Walker etc. 
It is plain from reading the report that 
the Governance and Legal Unit were 
both lackadaisical and incompetent – 
complaints against anti-semitism were 
a minority of complaints they received, 
and complaints of sexual harassment 
were receiving even less action (p. 264). 
But sporadically the party machinery 
appears more concerned to give a fair 
hearing than Corbyn’s office, who 
would just shoot anyone the Guardian 
requested.

There are horrific examples of anti-
semitism within the report, but also 
instances where I would query the 
categorisation as anti-semitism not only 
of Labour HQ at the time, but of this 
report.

At p. 214 a case is given of somebody 
deemed an anti-semite for quoting the 
Rothschild involvement in Genie Energy 
fracking in the Golan Heights. Now I 
claim to be the person who first broke 
this story to a wider audience, (after 
finding it in the trade press), and it is 
completely true. Here is Genie Energy’s 
own press release.

Mineral exploitation of the occupied 
Syrian Global Heights by the occupying 
power is illegal in international law. 
Shale gas drilling is highly problematic 
environmentally. It is Genie Energy’s 
own company press release which led 
with the involvement of Jacob Rothschild 
(and Rupert Murdoch).

Claude Pupkin, CEO of Genie Oil 
and Gas, commented, “Genie’s success 
will ultimately depend, in part, on 
access to the expertise of the oil and gas 
industry and to the financial markets. 
Jacob Rothschild and Rupert Murdoch 
are extremely well regarded by and 
connected to leaders in these sectors. 
Their guidance and participation will 
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prove invaluable.”
“I am grateful to Howard Jonas and IDT for the opportunity 

to invest in this important initiative,” Lord Rothschild said. 
“Rupert Murdoch’s extraordinary achievements speak for 
themselves and we are very pleased he has agreed to be our 
partner. Genie Energy is making good technological progress 
to tap the world’s substantial oil shale deposits which could 
transform the future prospects of Israel, the Middle East and 
our allies around the world.”

I perfectly accept that there is a fundamental strain of anti-
semitism that accuses the Rothschilds and other “Jewish 
bankers” of controlling world capitalism, and that this is 
dangerous and harmful nonsense beloved of the Nazis. The 
Labour report actually gives some examples of precisely that. 
But you cannot move from there to the position that any criticism 
of any specific action of the Rothschild family is therefore anti-
semitism. To criticise their involvement in illegally fracking on 
the occupied Golan Heights is perfectly legitimate journalism. 
It is not an anti-semitic trope.

Similarly it is cited repeatedly (e.g. p. 461) as “anti-semitism” 
to claim Israeli involvement with ISIS. Why is that? Nobody 
seriously disputes that the most important diplomatic change in 
the Middle East of the last decade has been the de facto alliance 
of Israel and Saudi Arabia (together with most of the GCC), 
aimed squarely at Iran. Nobody seriously disputes that ISIS, 
Daesh and Al Nusra have all been enabled at a fundamental 
level by Saudi and GCC funding and supplies. Some, but very 
few, analysts genuinely deny western assistance to those jihadi 
factions when operating against Syria. Nobody disputes the 
hostility between Isis/Daesh/Al Nusra and not only Hezbollah 
but also Hamas.

ISIS/Daesh/Al Nusra are the allies of Israel’s allies and the 
enemies of Israel’s enemies. It is not in the least irrational, nor 
anti-semitic, to posit possible cooperation. Personally I doubt 
there has been much – the Israelis are not as foolhardy as the 
Americans. The odd supportive air strike at Saudi urging, or 
targeted aid, or intelligence feed perhaps. There may be more. 
But the idea that it is anti-semitic to suggest Israeli aid to 
ISIS is wrong, and brings into play the question of the use of 
accusations of anti-semitism to chill legitimate analysis and 
criticism of Israel.

On Ken Livingstone, I do not think in the least that Ken is 
an anti-semite. I do however think he is wrong. I have always 
found the discourse around Nazi/Zionist links disturbing and 
generally anti-semitic in motivation. Of course there may have 
been contact at some early stage between Nazis who wished to 
eradicate Jews from Europe, and Zionists who wished Jews to 
move to Israel. But what purpose is there in pointing that out? 
The Jew-hatred of the Nazis is indisputable, and any misguided 
Zionist who tried to deal with them was not therefore a Nazi 
supporter. It is a pointless discussion with highly unpleasant 
undertones. How Ken was entrapped into it I struggle to 
understand.

The report is desperate to be seen as approving Labour’s 
new toughness on anti-semitism, and therefore endorses the 
characterisation of people as anti-semites whom I know not to 
be. Several instances are given of quoting or linking to Gilad 
Atzmon as evidence of anti-semitism, seemingly with no need 
felt to analyse the particular Atzmon article being quoted. 
Atzmon is of course an Israeli Jew of controversial views 
particularly on Jewish identity, but it ought not to be axiomatic 
that to refer to Atzmon is anti-semitic.

Some of this is troubling. We are all more aware nowadays of 
historic involvement in the slave trade. The BBC recently did 
some excellent programmes on Scotland and the slave trade. 
Yet the report contains an analysis by the Community Security 

Trust p. 363 that states that to discuss Jewish involvement in 
the slave trade (in the instance in question, it was a Jewish 
person discussing) is an anti-semitic trope. The dangers of this 
approach are obvious. I have not studied it, and I doubt that 
Jewish involvement in the slave trade was as bad as Scottish. 
But I do not doubt it existed, and it ought to be equally as open 
as Scottish involvement to investigation and comment. You 
cannot dismiss just everything that may show any group of 
Jewish people in a bad light as “an anti-semitic trope”.

In short, in my view the report correctly identifies the 
existence of genuine antisemitism from a small minority of 
Labour Party members. It correctly identifies that the Labour 
Party machinery was highly incompetent in dealing with the 
vast majority of complaints of anti-semitism. It identifies that 
almost all input from Corbyn’s office was demanding tougher 
and firmer action. But it makes the error, in its desire to clear the 
Labour Party of any taint of anti-semitism, of enthusiastically 
endorsing definitions of anti-semitic behaviour which are so 
wide as to chill legitimate free speech.

So what conclusions can we form? Well, the first is that 
Corbyn failed to be sufficiently ruthless in clearing out the quite 
extraordinarily right wing Blairites that he had inherited as 
Labour Party HQ staff. The Labour Party is a horribly complex 
institution, with elected committees, and powerful unions to 
appease who control the purse strings. But Blair and Brown had 
managed to create a machine in their own right wing image, 
and it is hard to read this report without concluding that Corbyn 
lacked the ruthlessness required in a leader to spot enemies and 
be rid of them.

But then, his not being a ruthless bastard is why so many 
people flocked to support Corbyn in the first place.

The second point is that Corbyn’s tactic of constantly 
attempting to appease the media on anti-semitism was never 
going to work. The right wing press and TV had no genuine 
interest in anti-racism, other than as a tool to prevent the possible 
election of a European style social democratic government. 
Neither the media nor the Blairites were ever going to reconcile 
to Corbyn. We will never know what would have happened if 
he had come out and denounced the witch-hunt as an attempt 
to stifle supporters of the Palestinians, and spoken openly of 
Israel’s move to apartheid. He had the nerve to take on the 
establishment narrative when he stated that British military 
invasions cause terrorist blowback at home, and won public 
support. Whether a firm line on Palestine and calling out the 
witch-hunt would have had a better result than giving way 
before ten thousand unfair attacks, we can never know.

  

DECAPITATED
During 1789/1799, in dear old Paris,
  you could lose your head.
In London 2020, I may embarrass,
  but many here have lost theirs,
it is said.
  Now the headless lead the headed
 in matters of race and sex,
  and they are winning the counter-culture
as those in charge whack
  the disagreeds, in fear, as cracks appear in the
sculptured.

W. J. Haire.   8th July, 2020
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Letter to the Editor
Britain did not need to be saved from Fascism by Churchill 

(Madawc Williams, Labour Affairs, July).  It had suspended 
party-politics to deal with the economic collapse ten years 
earlier.  What made the rise of Fascism possible—one 
might even say necessary—in Europe was to overcome the 
destructive effect that Capitalist v. Socialist party politics 
was having on public affairs when neither was capable of 
dominating.  Churchill in debate with Robert Blatchford in 
1920 wrote that the Parliamentary system could not function 
if the parties were Socialist in earnest versus Capitalist in 
earnest.  
The flooding of Liberals into the Labour Party from the 
Liberal Party (which had wrecked itself by launching 
the First World War) helped to ensure that the Labour 
Party would not be Socialist in earnest.  The danger that, 
nevertheless, the severity of the economic crisis would lead 
to the rise of class politics was warded off by the formation 
of a National Government by the Labour leadership, with 
national politics (i.e. all-party politics) to go with it.

National Government lasted until 1945.  Neville 
Chamberlain played his part in it.  He was not a social 
reactionary like Churchill, or an out-and-out Imperialist.  
He was the son of the social-reform Liberal who projected 
the establishment of a capitalist welfare state in Britain in 
the 1880s, who left the Liberal Party, which was laissez-
faire capitalist, and joined the Tories, who were the party 
that imposed the first restraints on Capitalism.  He shared 
his father’s social outlook.

Churchill could not have installed Fascism if he had 
wanted.  The class antagonism had been adequately blunted 
by National Government.  His refusal to negotiate a settlement 
of the War, which Britain had declared on Germany and had 
lost in France, had to do with his determination to maintain 
the full pretensions of the British Empire.  Negotiation 
would not have destroyed the Empire.  It would only have 
led to some loss of face.    Hitler was not the only one who 
spoke of an Empire lasting a thousand years. 

Churchill’s plan was that in the main, the continued war 
should be fought by others.  The only others were the USA 
and the USSR.  The USA was deaf to his appeals.

Hitler made war on Russia in order to deprive Britain 
of its other hope.  If Russia was defeated, Britain would 
settle.  But since the Russian Front did not break at the first 
encounter, as the Anglo-French Front did, the War became 
Russia’s war rather than Britain’s.

In the hope of bringing the USA in as a counter, Churchill 
backed an American Ultimatum to neutral Japan, which was 
tantamount to a surrender demand.  Japan chose to fight, 
and, since Britain had aligned itself with the US, it made 
war on Britain too.  And so it was Churchill who lost the 
Empire.  But his status remained high because, as a literary 
man, he spun the mythology in which the British state has 
lived officially ever since.

He left it to Ernest Bevin—an Imperialist but also a 
Socialist engaged with working class power—to run 
domestic affairs during the War.  Thus the foundations were 
laid for the welfare state that was established at the end of 
the War.

Brendan Clifford

Letter to the Editor
Madawc Williams’ comments in the July-August issue on 

Churchill and WWII seem baffling:
“But if there were ever a popular vote on it, I’d let Churchill 

keep his statues. He could have created a much more formidable 
British Fascism in the 1930s than Oswald Mosley managed. 
He helped save democratic politics. As Prime Minister, he 
stopped the Tory majority in the House of Commons from 
making peace with Hitler after the Fall of France. Or do so if 
you find the notion of a 1940 peace with Hitler unacceptable, as 
most Britons do. That depends on what you think would have 
happened next. The mass killing of Jews only happened later 
– but massive deportation or death for Poles of any religion 
was planned, to clear the region for German settlement. The 
invasion of the Soviet Union was partly to grab resources which 
Germany could no longer get from overseas with the British 
blockade. But given a 1940 peace, he might have invaded the 
Soviet Union a few years later and from a stronger position. 
He wanted Ukraine for further German settlement, Much is 
uncertain. So let him still be honoured.”

Churchill was indeed an admirer of Fascism and had a mutual 
admiration relationship with Mussolini. If circumstances 
required it, he made clear that he saw Hitler as a model for 
Britain  and no doubt he himself the prime candidate for the post 
and he would indeed have been a more effective Fascist leader 
than Mosley and I am sure Madawc would agree. It is curious 
therefore that with these views and in alliance with the Soviet 
Union, Madawc says “he helped save democratic politics” 
as we understand them today.  I doubt that Europe could be 
considered more democratic after the WWII than before. The 
only central European states that survived the war intact were 
fascist Spain and Portugal. The others were destroyed so their 
democratic credentials were now aspirational rather than real 
after  that war. 

Admiration for Fascism and an alliance with Communism 
against it was quite acceptable to Churchill. The end of  the 
British Empire itself was also acceptable and the destruction 
of Europe as a meaningful political entity. And also acceptable 
was a war that cost up to 50 Million lives. And all launched, 
apparently, to preserve the absurd situation of Danzig!

Madawc ridicules the idea of a peace plan in 1940 to avoid 
all this and suggests that most Britons opposed this but then 
says that it was rejected against the wishes of the Tory majority 
in the House of Commons. This indicates that ‘most Britons’ 
actually thought it was a good idea at the time. He speculates 
on what Hitler might have done  later in the absence of  a 
war. That is hypothetical but we have the reality of what did 
happen, outlined above,  as a result of Britain’s declaration of 
war over Danzig. Could the absence of a war have been  a 
worse outcome?

But there is a great consistency and logic in Churchill’s 
seeming inconsistencies which he dismissed anyway as ‘the 
hobgoblin of tiny minds’ and he once explained  succinctly that  
“The Hun is always either at your throat or your feet.” That was 
his guiding light, the essence of him as regards Germany and  
therefore towards WWI, WWII, Danzig, Jews, Communists, 
Fascists, democracy, the Empire, Moslems, Americans etc. – 
they  were all either grist to that mill or not.

And of course when the Hun was at your feet you do all you 
can to get him up again to have  the merry-go-round go on – but 
it did not happen on this occasion – Churchill and Britain had 
overplayed their hand  and the baton of world politics passed 
to  the US and the USSR who kept  the world peace for over 
50 years. 

Jack Lane
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Labour Together Election Review 2019
KEY FINDINGS AND SUMMARY RECOMMENDATIONS

PART ONE
A HISTORIC DEFEAT
CHAPTER ONE: THE SCALE OF THE DEFEAT
This was a terrible defeat for Labour. This result, with 

losses across the North and Midlands, Scotland, and North 
Wales, poses profound questions about the future prospects 
of our Party. Labour’s electoral coalition had been fracturing 
for a long time and was broken in 2019. We were rejected 
by many of the communities we were founded to represent.

We lost all types of voters everywhere compared with 
2017, except in London.

Age, education and place are the new electoral divides 
even more than traditional conceptions of class.

We have seen dramatic changes in relation to older voters, 
those with lower levels of education and qualifications.

Labour lost votes across every region and country in the 
UK; Labour’s vote share declined most in small, medium, 
and large towns, but consolidated in cities.

Labour lost support amongst all classes but amongst 
working class communities the most.

The swing away from Labour in our heartland seats in 
the 2017 election, masked by the much better than expected 
result, foreshadowed our 2019 defeat. The Conservatives 
made significant gains in 2017 in seats they would go on to 
win in 2019.  

Labour faces a substantial challenge to win the next 
election, with a historic swing of over 10 per-cent needed 
to gain a majority of one seat. No major party has ever 
increased their number of MPs by over 60 percent, which is 
what Labour would need to do to win in 2024.

CHAPTER TWO: LONGER-TERM DRIVERS
The roots of our 2019 loss stretch back over the last two 

decades. In that time, we have seen a steady realignment of 
our politics through long-term changes in the relationship 
between our party and voter coalition, including political 
alienation, demographic change and cultural shifts.

Across the regions and nations of the United Kingdom, 
the Conservatives have steadily increased their vote share 
and seat tally over this period. Labour’s vote share declined 
dramatically between 2001 and 2010, then recovered 
marginally in 2015 and increased again substantially in 2017, 
before collapsing in 2019. The consistent nationwide growth 
in Conservative support since 2001, particularly marked in 
some places where seats became vulnerable, prepared the 
ground for the significant increase in seats in 2019.  

Labour’s roots in many of our traditional communities 
have weakened, as party loyalty has declined, and trade 
union membership has reduced, whilst many of the structural 
and institutional links between our party and the Trade Union 
movement have declined. In the 2000s, we saw a move away 
from Labour in our working class communities driven by a 
perception that there was little difference between the major 
parties, as well as deindustrialisation and demographic 
change. This showed itself in abstentions, or protest votes 
for other parties exacerbated by crisis points such as the 
financial crash of 2008 and the expenses scandal in 2009.  

Cultural divides have accentuated the drift away, leaving 
some voters with the view that Labour no longer represents 
them, and are not listening to them.

Labour has failed to renew our bonds with older voters, 
resident in many of the town seats in our (former) heartlands. 
These areas have experienced demographic aging and an 
exodus of younger voters. Labour has done badly with older 
voters who have lower levels of qualifications.  

Labour has experienced substantial losses amongst voters, 
who went on to support Leave in the referendum, for over a 
decade. Labour had already lost significantly more of these 
voters before the referendum than it did in the 2019 election. 
Four in ten of those who voted Labour in 2010 and went on 
to vote Leave in 2016 had already defected from Labour by 
the time of the 2015 election. In 2019, 25 per cent more of 
this group were lost, leaving Labour with only a third of its 
2010 ‘Leave minded’ voters.

Voter volatility has been high throughout the last decade. 
It peaked in 2015, when around 40 per cent of 2010 voters 
switched to different parties. This helped Labour in the 
2017 election. In 2019 high levels of voter volatility worked 
against us, with more voters swinging to the Tories, Brexit 
Party, Lib Dems and nationalists in Scotland and Wales.

Many of these trends are global and have had similar and 
negative impacts on social democratic and centre-left parties 
around the world.

CHAPTER THREE: THE ISSUES IN THIS 
ELECTION

There is a broad consensus across our Party – mirrored 
in the results from our survey of Labour members - that a 
combination of concerns about the leadership, Labour’s 
position on Brexit and our policy programme damaged 
Labour’s chances in this election. Our weaknesses going 
into this election were interlinked, and indivisible. They 
catalysed long term trends between Labour and our voter 
coalition.  

This was an election where people were more often voting 
against the scenario they feared most, rather than for the party 
they liked best. We failed to provide a believable narrative 
for change, that enough of the electorate could vote for.  

Concerns about Labour’s leadership were a significant 
factor in our election loss in 2019. ‘Stop Jeremy Corbyn’ 
was a major driver of the Conservatives’ success across all 
their key groups including previous non-voters, and among 
all the swing voters Labour lost to the Tories. 

In 2017, Jeremy Corbyn’s personal poll ratings 
dramatically improved over the campaign.  Had these levels 
been maintained, Labour’s vote share in 2019 would have 
been 6 points higher. The very low poll ratings on leadership 
going into the 2019 election cannot easily be disentangled 
from the handling of issues like Brexit, party disunity and 
anti-Semitism.

The Tories won the 2019 election primarily by consolidating 
the Leave vote. In contrast, Labour lost support on all sides. 
Compared with 2017, in net terms, Labour lost around 1.7 
million Leave voters; and around 1 million Remain voters. 
We also failed to attract swing voters, winning over far fewer 
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swing voters than at any other recent election, and turning 
out fewer new non-voters than in 2017.

Non-voters (both those who did not vote in 2017 but turned 
out in 2019, and those who voted in 2017 but not in 2019) 
played a critical role in the Conservative success. According 
to analysis conducted by Datapraxis, well over 4 million 
voters turned out in 2019 who had not voted in 2017. In 
2017 Labour benefited much more from 2015 and 2016 non-
voters but in 2019 the Tories overtook Labour among 2017 
non-voters, by turning out many older and Leave voters as 
well as some younger voters.  

Whilst individual policies polled as popular, resistance 
to Labour’s reform programme came as people evaluated 
the overall package in our manifesto. Affordability, and 
the negative impact on the economy or their own personal 
finances were raised as concerns by voters. Unlike in 2017 
many thought our manifesto was considered as unrealistic, 
risky and unlikely to be delivered.

Labour suffered a meltdown in Scotland, polling well 
below even the Tories, with the SNP making significant 
gains. The SNP gained at Labour’s expense among key swing 
voter tribes. Brexit, the UK leadership and our position on 
a second Independence referendum were key factors in our 
loss.

PART TWO
LABOUR’S 2019 ELECTION CAMPAIGN
CHAPTER 4: THE NATIONAL STRATEGY
The absence of an objective and open review of our 2017 

general election loss was a key strategic error for Labour. 
The 2017 result masked continuing underlying voter trends 
in Labour’s historic voter coalition. Many of the constituency 
advances made by the Conservatives in 2019 were built upon 
significant advances in 2017.

The 2017 election result shaped the Brexit debate, by 
breaking the consensus that had held to that point, and the 
hung Parliament that followed. This provided the context for 
the 2019 general election, which was an extremely difficult 
one for Labour.

Labour went into the 2019 election without a clear 
strategy of which voters we needed to persuade or how. In 
the aftermath of 2017 there was an intention to reconcile 
Labour’s traditional supporters but this was not sustained and 
the strategy that was developed was inadequate. There was 
no sustained strategy for dealing with Labour’s perceived 
weaknesses.

It was unclear who was in charge with insufficient lines of 
accountability for decision making. There was an unrealistic 
target seat strategy that was not evidence based. Hard 
decisions on seat targeting and prioritisation were avoided. 

Labour was unprepared for an election, with no clear 
message compared with our For the many, not the few 
campaign in 2017. The number of policy announcements 
created doubts about their deliverability and the media 
strategy meant policies didn’t have time to land and left 
candidates poorly briefed. 

Our Party has spent substantial periods of the last five 
years in conflict with itself resulting in significant strategic 
and operational dysfunction, resulting in a toxic culture and 
limiting our ability to work effectively. Responsibility for 
this rests not wholly with one side or part of our movement. 

Across our movement we should accept our part in these 
divisions and the impact this had on our ability to work 
together and present a united front to the public.

CHAPTER 5: THE ONLINE CAMPAIGN
Despite all the activity and resources invested, Labour 

lost the online campaign in an election where it was more 
important than ever before. 

Whilst the Tories learnt from their failure online in 2017, 
Labour did not invest and strengthen its online capacity, 
making use of the brightest and the best available. The 
groundwork was not properly laid to test strategy, tactics or 
messages ahead of the 2019 election campaign.

Online campaigning was hamstrung because it was siloed 
off from broader strategy and communications rather than 
centrally integrated. Poor internal coordination, exacerbated 
by factional tensions, resulted in slow, inconsistent decision 
making and an inability to act quickly.

Our digital infrastructure was underfunded and inadequate. 
Candidates and local party campaigners found it very 
difficult to access and use the tools or support necessary to 
wage the campaign online consistently enough. Some of 
these systems were creaking in 2017, but the lack of internal 
reflection meant that issues went unresolved.

Not enough was done to rebut attacks in digital spaces 
or elsewhere against the leadership, our Brexit position, 
or to reassure people about our policies and plans for the 
country. The Party’s social media channels became simply 
an additional broadcast platform rather than a dynamic 
and responsive tool for targeting, engaging and persuading 
groups of voters.

Labour’s supporters online spent too much of the 
campaign talking to themselves rather than reaching out to 
convince swing voters to support Labour. In contrast the 
Tory online presence was vastly improved from 2017, at 
national and local level, using proxies to attack Labour and 
build support for the Conservative campaign in key seats. 
The Conservatives central message of “Get Brexit done” lent 
itself to their very effective approach to organic shares and 
“distributed spin” online.

CHAPTER 6: THE GROUND CAMPAIGN
Labour activists should be proud of their campaigning 

efforts in tough conditions. Our volunteer army is one of 
Labour’s strongest assets. Yet in this campaign, they were 
let down.

Activists were misdirected and resources were limited and 
misallocated. Too much attention was paid to seats Labour 
was unlikely to win, and not enough to defending our 
vulnerable seats in our heartland areas of the UK including 
in Wales and Scotland.

Ground campaigns were undermined, with Freeposts 
arriving after postal votes had been received by voters, 
crashing digital tools that created more work not less for 
candidates and campaign teams, and a lack of best practice 
messaging and policy and doorstep briefings.

A long-term lack of engaging, relevant year-round 
campaigning and Labour locally taking the blame for 
austerity has fuelled mistrust in Labour and the view that 
we are the ‘establishment’ Party in areas that have seen little 
investment over many years.
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Our campaigning structures were not well integrated, 
including around community organising and digital 
organising, with resources split, and distrust, including 
between and within staff teams and relationships with elected 
representatives, limiting joined up effective campaigning 
and member mobilisation.

Divisions and factionalism undermined our election 
readiness, with a lack of trust hampering teamwork at all 
levels of the Party. Our membership base and areas of high 
activity are not in the places we needed them.

A lot of the issues with our ground campaign relate to 
old fashioned, highly bureaucratic, siloed and hierarchical 
organisation that has not been brought up to date and 
methods of campaigning and communication that do not fit 
modern reality.

PART THREE
THE WAY AHEAD
The final part of our report seeks to offer a way forward.  

As a commission we set ourselves the challenge of looking 
to the future at how Labour could build a majority coalition.  
This was no easy task, but we believe there are grounds 
for cautious optimism, as the ground-breaking work we 
commissioned provides the basis for a political strategy 
moving forward.

Our view is that our 2019 loss should be mobilising 
not paralysing.  Labour can, and should be, the party of 
big and transformational change in our country and our 
communities, as long as this is believable and rooted in 
people’s lives and communities.  Indeed, this is what many 
who voted Conservative for the first time in 2019 were 
voting for.  However, Labour cannot be complacent about 
the seats we currently hold, and we must be mindful that 
without fundamental change there is further we could fall.

Our political strategy, organisation and campaigning 
infrastructure needs major overhaul.  We must not shy away 
from necessary and tough choices if we are to rebuild our 
relationship with the country and revolutionise the way we 
engage and listen to voters.

Part Three contains further explanation of what a winning 
coalition could look like and how it could be forged.  It also 
contains a large number of recommendations about work 
that needs to begin now to develop the political strategy and 
fundamentally reform the Party’s campaigning ability.  The 
summary below explains the main themes.

CHAPTER 7: THE SCALE OF THE CHALLENGE
This Commission does not think the task of rebuilding 

a majority for Labour at the next General Election is 
impossible, but no-one should underestimate the scale and 
nature of the change that is necessary within our Party and 
in how we interact and engage with the public in order to 
achieve that.

Labour should not be complacent that our vote share can 
only go up at the next election. There are 58 seats across the 
country which only require a small swing away from Labour 
to the Conservatives to be lost. Given the long-term trends 
set out which are particularly stark in some places, there is 
no evidence that these trends are abating. This should be of 
primary concern.

Moreover, there is no guarantee that our new ‘core vote’ 

will stick with us, given that this is concentrated in areas 
where other parties have held seats in the last 10 years, and 
this electorate is particularly volatile.

Labour faces a substantial challenge at the next election. 
To be the largest Party we would need a swing to Labour of 
1997 proportions. To win a majority of 1 we would need to 
increase our number of MPs by 60 per-cent up by 123 seats, 
something no major Party has ever done. 

If Labour does not reverse its fortunes in Scotland in a 
significant way, it would need to win North East Somerset 
from Jacob Rees Mogg to form a majority government.

Labour needs to build a winning coalition of voters which 
spans generations, geographies and outlooks. This requires 
holding on to our current voter base (which should not be 
taken for granted), mobilising and inspiring more younger 
voters to turn out for Labour, as was achieved in 2017, while 
at the same time building a bridge with former Labour voters 
who are very distant from Labour presently, and attracting 
more swing voters. 

CHAPTER 8:  BUILDING A WINNING A 
COALITION FOR THE FUTURE

All parts of the Labour Party need a collective process of 
reflection and reconciliation about the scale of the electoral 
task Labour faces to create a shared understanding about 
what it will take to rise to it. 

Labour should reassert its mission to fundamentally 
change the country by getting into power, winning elections 
and being a movement that can bring change. Our entire 
organisation must be focused on that task.

Labour needs to organise in local areas over years not 
months so that is seen as being at the heart of communities 
that it seeks to represent.

We recommend that this report and other materials should 
form the basis of a political education programme across the 
party, from the Shadow Cabinet to CLPs, Labour groups to 
the wider labour movement, via webinars and social media 
to training events and dissemination of key findings. It’s a 
process Labour did not go through after any of the recent 
election defeats which allowed for views to widely diverge 
about the task in hand and how we might rise to it.

The Party should organise a series of training and listening 
events around the country bringing members together with 
communities in round table style events, and in new style, 
conversational door-knocking exercises – when public 
health permits - to listen to and engage with communities 
and the voters we lost.

We need an agreed strategy about the voters whose 
support we must win to form a government to build a 
majority winning coalition. Detailed quantitative modelling 
undertaken by Datapraxis explained in Chapter 8 outlines the 
make-up of potential coalitions for Labour and what would 
be required politically to build them. Our innovative Britain 
Thinks work – bringing together different voter groups in a 
deliberative coalition building exercise - begins to show how 
bridges can be built and difficulties navigated. Crucially, this 
is about developing a narrative about what voters believe 
Labour should be for and its priorities while negotiating 
areas of difference. 

Based on this work outlined in detail in Chapter 8, the 
Commission believes a political strategy for building this 
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future coalition should include the following:
Labour must be the agents of change, and the party of big 

economic change for the whole country and every part of it, 
reaching places and people who have been held back.

The change Labour offers must be rooted in people’s 
lives, showing that we have understood and are acting upon 
hopes and concerns of voters we have lost, and relevant to 
the places people live. Understanding place, and developing 
a politics embedded in and understanding of communities, 
will be a vital component of this.

The public need to know Labour’s leadership is credible 
and can be trusted and is up to the task of governing.

All parts of the leadership and party must be focused on 
this task as it is a steep enough hill with four years to climb 
and requires relentless drive. Work cannot begin soon enough 
and will require long-term strategic focus, leadership and 
some tough decisions. This task is for the whole of our Party 
and shouldn’t just be the responsibility of the Leadership. It 
will take a united team effort.

A strategy group chaired by the Leader and involving key 
members of the Shadow Cabinet and a political lead tasked 
with election strategy should be established – responsibilities 
would be the development of political strategy and the 
strategic plan to execute it. 

In Scotland, Labour faces the additional challenge of 
resolving the constitutional questions that have undermined 
our credibility and relevance. Labour should get behind the 
resolved position on no new independence referendum set 
out by our new leadership.

Labour can and must lead the debate about the different 
society and economy that must emerge from the coronavirus 
crisis. The unprecedented economic and health crisis will 
undoubtedly shape political and economic policies for a 
generation. We recommend work to understand and respond 
to how the crisis – health and economic – arising from 
coronavirus will shape this landscape. 

CHAPTER 9: BUILDING A PARTY AND 
MOVEMENT THAT CAN MEET THE CHALLENGE

In our final chapter we make over forty concrete 
recommendations which arise directly from our findings 
and from the wealth of submissions we received.  These 
recommendations fall under four broad objectives: 

Labour should be a well-led, professional, innovative 
organisation with a more inclusive culture. To build a 
winning team to change the country, we need to accept 
that we need to change ourselves and our Party. We need to 
build a long term political strategy which is understood and 
implemented at every level of our party with clear lines of 
accountability. This must be combined with serious culture 
change from top to bottom. From a more transparent HR and 
complaints processes to a more agile working culture, we 
must do everything we can to make our party more open to 
innovation and accessible and inclusive for everyone. 

The Party must be connected with the communities and 
voters we want to serve. To win again, we need to win 
back the trust of the British public, be in touch with voters, 
listening and recognising their concerns and working with 
communities to deliver positive change all year round, 
not just asking for their votes at election time. This means 

opening up our local Labour parties focusing outward rather 
than inwards, a more deliberative and open policy making 
process and focusing on relational rather than transactional 
campaigning to build support in our communities.

Labour should build a genuine popular movement, 
involving our members, affiliated trade unionists and 
campaign allies so we are more than the sum of our parts. 
Our members and our movement are our greatest strength 
and to win again we must unleash their full potential. We 
need to make community organising central to what we do as 
a party and modernise our approach to doorstep canvassing 
by putting relationship building at its heart. We need to truly 
empower our members with the organising tools, training 
opportunities and resources they need to continue to build 
our movement and change the country. From our Trade 
Unions to our local councils to volunteer networks within 
Labour, we should be working more closely with our allies 
to grow our movement both online and offline through 
opening Labour Community Centres and organising across 
workplaces.

The Party needs to revolutionise our digital methods and 
campaign tools. As digital technology disrupts and transforms 
political communication and campaigning, Labour is in 
danger of falling behind the curve. Labour needs to invest 
in and upgrade its technological infrastructure and capacities 
and should adapt its working culture and structures to match. 
We need a suite of responsive, user focused digital tools that 
empower our members and a data ethics policy that aligns 
with our values and helps us to drive continual organisational 
learning and change.

Underlying our recommendations is a vision of the Party 
we believe it needs to become to meet the challenges 
identified in this Review:

A Party looking outwards to the public.
A Party thinking and working relationally, not 

transactionally.
A Party that understands that creating this new culture and 

building these new relationships will take years, not months.
We hope our findings and recommendations can help 

propel the Labour Party’s electoral fortunes in a positive 
direction and we as a Commission stand ready to help in the 
coming months and years to implement them. 

The following individuals were Commissioners of Labour 
Together Election Review 2019:

Manue Cortes, General Secretary of TSSA; Karin 
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Louise Gittens, Leader of Cheshire West and Chester Council; 
Daniel Jackson, Director, The Campaign Company; Common 
Knowledge, A not-for-profit workers co-operative; Shabana 
Mahood, MP for Birmingham Ladywood; Martin McCluskey, 
2017 and 2019 Parliamentary Candidate and Former Political 
Director of Scottish Labour; James Meadway, Former Adviser 
to John McDonnell; Ed Miliband, MP for Doncaster North; 
Elie Mae O’Hagan, Journalist; Jo Platt, Former MP for Leigh; 
Lucy Powell, MP for Manchester Central; Marcus Roberts, 
Pollster and Campaigner; Sienna Rodgers, Labour List; Mary 
Wimbury, Parliamentary Candidate for Wrexham.
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Guaranteeing an Apprenticeship Guarantee
Speech by Robert Halfon MP 

Edge Foundation 30 June 2020
Now it is not often in life that one 

of our wishes is granted. At the start 
of last month, colleagues at the Edge 
Foundation kicked off a campaign 
asking people what their one wish 
would be for the future of education. 
When they asked me that question, my 
answer was very simple and I said: I 
would like to guarantee every young 
person an apprenticeship that can see 
them progress all the way from level 
2 to level 7 and see 50% of students 
doing degree apprenticeships. 
Following his appearance at the 
Liaison Committee, which is a big 
Parliamentary committee for all the 
committee chairs in the House of 
Commons, I was delighted that the 
Prime Minister expressed his support 
for just such an apprenticeship 
guarantee.

And today I want to tackle three 
questions:

What is an apprenticeship 
guarantee?

Why an apprenticeship guarantee?
How do we guarantee that 

apprenticeship guarantee?
What is an apprenticeship 

guarantee?
So let me start with the question of 

what we mean by an apprenticeship 
guarantee. There are several possible 
answers and opinions that have been 
raised in the education press following 
the Prime Minister’s comments. It 
could mean guaranteeing funding 
for any employers who want to 
offer an apprenticeship. It could 
mean guaranteeing young people 
an apprenticeship if there is one 
available. But what I would like to see 
is something much more ambitious. 
A recasting of our skills priorities 
to place apprenticeships front and 
centre - to create a new apprenticeship 
culture as the lifeblood of training 
and employment. Now, I know this 
will not be possible from day one, but 
I want us to work towards being able 
to guarantee that any young person 
who wants one, and who has the right 
starting skills and qualifications, can 
start an apprenticeship. That would 
truly be an apprenticeship guarantee.

Why an apprenticeship 
guarantee?

Turning to the question of why 
an apprenticeship guarantee – what 
is special about apprenticeships? 
As any of you who have heard me 
speak before will know, I make no 
attempt to hide the fact that I am a 
big fan of apprenticeships. You know 
that from my introduction. They 
combine a real job with training 
so that people can earn while they 
learn. They offer opportunities in a 
huge range of sectors – not just the 
important traditional heartlands of 
engineering and manufacturing, but 
finance, software design, the green 
economy. And they have remarkable 
returns for all involved. Apprentices 
go on to have excellent employment 
prospects, businesses benefit 
from new expertise and the wider 
economy receives £28 of benefit 
from every £1 invested in a Level 
3 apprenticeship. But, it will be no 
mean feat. Before the pandemic, 
the number of apprenticeship starts 
in the first half of the last academic 
year dropped 15 percent for those 
aged 16 to 19. And, according to the 
Social Mobility Commission’s latest 
report, there was a much greater 
decline in starts for apprentices from 
disadvantaged backgrounds between 
2015/16 and 2017/18 - 36 percent - 
compared with their better-off peers. 
The economy has been changing for 
a long time as the fourth industrial 
revolution hits. As Edge’s Skills 
Shortage Bulletins show, millions 
of jobs in our economy were already 
being impacted by automation, AI 
and robotics before we had even 
heard the word ‘corona’. And despite 
this Government’s unprecedented 
financial contribution to soften the 
blow, the economic impact of this 
pandemic will be very severe. The 
strongest of those impacts are being 
felt, and will continue to be felt, by 
younger people and by the most 
disadvantaged families. Analysis 
by the Institute for Fiscal Studies, 
highlighted in Edge’s report last 
week, shows that those with the 

lowest earnings were about seven 
times more likely to work in a shut-
down sector as those with the highest 
earnings. Meanwhile, analysis by the 
Resolution Foundation showed that 
by May those aged 18-24 were by far 
the most affected age group – almost 
a quarter of young employees had 
been furloughed and a further 11% 
had either lost their jobs or lost hours 
and pay because of the coronavirus. 
Things have been particularly 
difficult for apprentices. The Sutton 
Trust has shown that over a third have 
been furloughed and one in ten have 
been made redundant. So we face a 
very challenging starting point. But 
I remain convinced that a radical 
expansion of the programme to create 
a real culture of apprenticeships here 
similar to continental countries like 
Germany, Switzerland and Austria 
would be best for young people and 
best for our economy.

How do we guarantee an 
apprenticeship guarantee?

So how should we go about 
guaranteeing an apprenticeship 
guarantee? A quick word first about 
how we shouldn’t. We shouldn’t go 
back to the Youth Training Scheme 
of the 1980s or to Programme Led 
Apprenticeships and re-label things 
that aren’t real apprenticeships. 
We also shouldn’t prioritise new 
apprentices at the expense of existing 
apprentices. Indeed, they should be 
prioritised to continue and complete 
their training. I don’t have a team 
of civil servants and statisticians 
modelling the numbers, but I do have 
six concrete proposals that would 
help to deliver a massive increase 
in the number of apprenticeships for 
young people. 

First, I firmly believe that the 
Apprenticeship Levy has been 
a positive move for the system, 
bringing us closer to the ambitious 
aim of emulating Germany and 
Switzerland’s apprenticeship culture. 
But long before COVID hit, there 
were already concerns that this was 
funding more middle management 
apprenticeships at the expense of 
kickstarting young people’s careers. 
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Now is the time to change that 
definitively, to refocus the levy pot 
so that it can be used primarily on 
apprenticeships for 16-24 year olds 
and to tackle disadvantage. One 
option, for example, would be to 
allow an employer to fully fund the 
training of a younger apprentice, 
or an individual from a more 
disadvantaged background from the 
levy, but only partially fund an older 
apprentice. 

Second, we must look to the public 
sector to lead the way, with a massive 
increase in jobs and apprenticeship 
opportunities. This will build on 
the legacy of the amazing work 
done by apprentices in the NHS 
and across the front line services 
during the pandemic. This should 
be delivered through a much higher 
target for public bodies, greater 
accountability and procurement. For 
example, if the public sector were to 
hire 50,000 new members of staff a 
year and the target was increased by 
5 percentage points each year, we 
would end up with almost 4,000 new 
apprenticeships in 2021 and over 
11,000 a year by 2024. However, 
the public sector is not even meeting 
its existing target of 2.3 percent, so 
we need a greater level of drive and 
accountability in the system. Where 
possible, we should work to ensure 
that all new public sector recruits are 
apprentices and we must hold public 
sector bodies accountable - be that 
to my Education Select Committee 
or another forum. On public 
procurement, as we build back better 
and renew our infrastructure, there 
should be a much greater expectation 
for the number of apprentices hired 
in the supply chain. That should be 
a key consideration for all public 
sector procurement going forward.

Third, there is no doubt that the 
Chancellor’s brave decision to 
introduce the furlough scheme has 
been vital in protecting businesses, 
particularly smaller businesses, 
during lockdown. As we emerge 
from that period and look to build 
back better we now need to bring 
those small businesses and third 
sector organisations together with 
the extraordinary talent of our young 
people to develop new opportunities 
for growth. As the furlough scheme 
winds down, the £3 billion National 

Skills Fund should be used towards 
covering training costs and the first 
year of salary costs for small and 
medium businesses taking on young 
apprentices. There are a variety of 
views from providers and employers 
on the level of this subsidy between 
50 and 100 per cent of the wages of 
the apprentice in their first year. I 
would start with half the cost – which 
the Association of Colleges has 
estimated at £3,000 per apprentice, 
at a total cost of £1 billion. This 
could then be topped up by local or 
regional approaches or increased if 
more places are needed. Supporting 
innovation and growth – supporting 
young people’s development – it’s a 
win-win.

Fourth, we can also support 
smaller businesses by sweeping 
away any remaining bureaucracy 
that surrounds the apprenticeship 
programme. This makes it harder 
for busy small businesses and third 
sector organisations at the forefront 
of our recovery to engage. The 
Department should look again at 
rules like 20 percent off-the-job 
training, perhaps relaxing, front-
loading or funding that time. I will 
come onto degree apprenticeships 
in my next point, but our Education 
Committee’s report into nursing 
degree apprenticeship unearthed the 
maze of bureaucracy which the NHS 
must navigate. As well as an onerous 
50 percent off-the-job training 
requirement set by the Nursing and 
Midwifery Council, NHS employers 
must grapple with regulation and 
paperwork from ten-plus different 
bodies. By tearing down some of the 
barriers, we could create far more 
nursing degree apprenticeships. 
The Government should also 
look to international examples to 
support an extension of models like 
Apprenticeship Training Agencies or 
Shared Apprenticeship Schemes that 
can dramatically reduce the risk and 
bureaucracy for small organisations. 
Take the example of Australia. 
Around 12 percent of apprenticeships 
are brokered through ATAs, 
increasing to more than 50 percent 
for certain sectors, like plumbing. 
The Government incentivises 
recruitment of apprentices from 
indigenous populations, giving 
them a pathway into skilled work, 

as well as in sectors that meet 
regional skills needs and targets 
incentives towards new apprentice 
starts, to avoid gaming of the system. 
Predominantly social enterprises, the 
ATAs act as specialists in managing 
the paperwork and recruitment. 
Crucially they bear the risk if the 
business needs to downsize and 
support the apprentice into another 
placement to complete their training.

Fifth, now to my two favourite 
words in the English language, degree 
apprenticeships. I know there are 
tough times ahead for universities as 
for all other businesses and education 
institutions. But there is also no 
better time to embrace a change that 
I think has been needed for some 
time. As longstanding examples of 
practically-focused degree courses 
like the Edge Hotel School at the 
University of Essex and Cardiff 
University’s National Software 
Academy show, the best graduates for 
industry are those who have learned 
the theory and had the opportunity 
to practice. We should re-start the 
Degree Apprenticeship Development 
Fund (DADF) to help broker degree 
apprenticeships between universities 
and businesses. We should reform 
the levy so that much more can be 
used for degree apprentices. We 
need wage subsidies for employers 
taking on degree apprentices. And, 
the £800 million universities spend 
on access and participation should be 
redirected towards those universities 
growing their degree apprentice 
student numbers. Over the next 
decade, universities should work 
towards a target of 50 percent of their 
students undertaking degree-level 
apprenticeships. Reaching the 50 
percent target may seem unlikely, but 
if the recent upwards trend in degree-
level apprenticeships continues at the 
same rate - with some serious policy 
encouragement - it could take as little 
as ten years for half of all university 
students to be doing these courses.

Sixth, the whole area of overseas 
aid has been in the headlines recently. 
The (now, former) Department 
for International Development 
currently funds the International 
Citizenship Service - a volunteering 
body for 18 to 25-year-olds in 
international development projects 
(that has already worked with 80,000 
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volunteers abroad). Why not use a significant chunk of aid 
money to transform the existing ICS into an Apprenticeship 
Service Overseas (ASO). These apprentices - working with 
civil society and businesses - would help the developing 
world and develop their skills at the same time, earning an 
apprenticeship standard in overseas aid. At the same time, 
supported by the subsidy I have already mentioned, local 
voluntary sector organisations should be supported to hire 
apprentices to embed the community spirit that we have 
seen growing during lockdown.

Finally, we can have all the policies in the world, but none 
of this will make a huge difference unless we get young 
people to take up the offer; and that starts with radical change 
of careers advice in this country. We need proper targets 
for schools in terms of encouraging their pupils to go on to 
apprenticeships; proper enforcement of the Baker Clause; 
proper engagement from Ofsted on this issue; a proper 
UCAS-style system for FE, Skills and Apprenticeships; 
proper destination data that puts getting an apprenticeship 
on a par with going to university and a proper National 
Skills Service - a one-stop shop for careers advice and work 
experience, putting an end to the duplication of national 
careers organisations and giving every young person a quick 
and easy route into an apprenticeship.

Conclusion
I am probably running out of wishes about now, so I will 

wrap up as I want plenty of time to discuss this with the 
panel.

So to summarise.
I want us to develop a true guarantee of an apprenticeship 

for any suitably qualified young person who wants one.
I want that because apprenticeships have hugely positive 

returns for individuals, businesses and the wider economy.
I recognise that we start from a challenging place – 

reduced numbers of young apprentices, the fourth industrial 
revolution and the impact of Covid-19.

We certainly don’t want to recreate the mistakes of the 
past like relabelling provision as apprenticeships, and we 
don’t want to prioritise new apprenticeships at the expense 
of existing apprentices.

But we can take action now to deliver a massive increase 
in opportunities for young people:

By rebalancing the Levy
By asking more of the public sector
By providing financial support to small businesses and 

organisations
By cutting red tape
By radically expanding degree apprenticeships
And by putting apprenticeships at the centre of our 

overseas aid effort
There will, of course, be people who say it will be 

impossible to give an apprenticeship guarantee to every 
young person; and you will find a number of computers that 
say no. But, given what has happened with the coronavirus 
pandemic and the huge skills-need facing our nation, we 
have to be mindful of the words of Sir Nicholas Winton: 
“If it’s not impossible, there must be a way to do it.” With 
evangelisation from the Prime Minister and those leading 
in politics in the community, with detailed policy worked 
through by the Government, think tanks and pressure 
groups, my Committee, we must be able to come up with 

really exciting apprenticeship offerings for young people. 
After all, it was not so long ago that Tony Blair, who talked 
about “university, university, university”, achieved the target 
of 50% of students going to university - because there was 
the political will to do this behind it. Surely, the same can be 
the case if we have a real will for apprenticeships, with our 
battle cry: “Skills, skills, skills”.

A Commentary on Halfon’s Speech
Dave Gardner
Robert Halfon’s speech is full of practical suggestions 

about increasing opportunities for young people through 
developing the apprenticeship system. Here is someone who 
cares about the issue and has thought deeply about it.

The obvious question arises: why do these proposals come 
from a Tory and not from the Labour Party? If Labour really 
wishes to benefit young people and communities in areas of 
high unemployment why aren’t they pushing this agenda? 
One can’t help thinking that they care more about identity 
politics than they do about working class issues. If this is so, 
then the prospects for the party are not good.

Halfon’s proposals will come to nothing however, if 
there aren’t any firms to provide apprenticeships or if those 
firms are not interested, because they don’t require skills 
for their business to operate. Labour should be pressing 
for government stakes in SMEs so as to ensure that they 
upskill in a co-ordinated way and provide the infrastructure 
needed for an effective apprenticeship system. And they 
should encourage trade unions to get involved in persuading 
firms to provide good quality apprenticeships. Even though 
the new apprenticeship standards are an improvement on 
the framework introduced by the last Labour government 
they are still far inferior to what is on offer in countries like 
Germany. Labour should be on the case.

    

A LITTLE MATTER OF BRAINWASHING
Checking my thoughts one day
  I thought I should be locked up
and displayed
  as one of the Corid-19.
As my thoughts kept rampaging
  I remembered a course called:
`Unconscious Bias Training.’
Racism, they tell me, seemed to be raging.
  It only lasts three hours and you have
a brand-new multi-racial brain.
  (If it’s good enough for Sir Keir Starmer
  then it’s got to be good enough for me)
 Later I thought: `Does my brain need 
  a coup d�état hammer.
Nevertheless I went along.
  Much chanting and the beating of pious breasts,
and, it looked like an exclusive white club.
  But that’s what I have been fighting all my life,
Beelzebub. 

W. J. Haire.   8th July, 2020.
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Continued From Page 20

outsiders.  Which is actually the human 
norm.  

Philosopher David Hume noted that 
monarchs as Heads of State have a 
preference for treating all of their subjects 
equally.  Non-socialist democrats more 
often want equality among their own and 
exclusion for strangers.

Queen Victoria and many British 
aristocrats wanted to include loyal non-
white subjects.  Those below them in the 
hierarchy were keen on White Privilege 
and prevented it.

The Centre-Right and even many on 
the Left like to present Leninism as a 
system of tyranny existing for no good 
reason.  But the West only officially 
repudiated White Racism when it was 
in danger of losing the Cold War in the 
1960s and 1970s.  

One instance: the US space program 
is now mixed by race and sex, but every 
single candidate for the Moon Landings 
was a white male.  Mostly with names 
and appearance suggesting ancestors 
from north west Europe.8

***
Since well before they were defeated 

by Britain in the First Opium War, no 
Chinese government has been guilty of 
either annexation or conquest.  

The terms get falsely applied to 
Chinese reunification, based on borders 
accepted by all other sovereign states.  
Or China is called aggressive in disputes 
over rival claims to borders where 
authority had never been clear.  There 
was a lot of this up till the early 1970s, 
when Nixon made peace.  It then went 
quiet, and most disputes were settled 
by each side taking some.  India, which 
has never yet compromised on any of its 
claims, was the grand exception.

The final dynasty of Imperial China 
had done a lot of conquering up to the late 
18th century, though mostly recovering 
territory that previous dynasties had 
ruled.

Both Vietnam and Korea settled down 
as nominal subordinates.  They sent 
tribute when they felt like it, got back 
gifts in return, and viewed such trips as a 
grand adventure.  

The previous Ming Dynasty had tried 
to conquer Vietnam and failed: one 
reason for ending the Ming Voyages.9  
The Ming had also helped Korea defeat 
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of_
Apollo_missions#Crewed_Apollo_missions 
9 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
problems-magazine-past-issues/problems-
magazine-older-issues/p1-63-why-the-ming-
sea-voyages-led-to-nothing/ 

a Japanese invasion, though Koreans did 
most of the actual fighting.

Real control was applied over Tibet, 
Mongolia, Xinjiang and a part-Tibetan 
region called Qinghai.  Officials called 
Ambans appointed by the Central 
government had considerable power.  

Incidentally, Qinghai is where the 
current Dalai Lama was born.  It 
was ruled by a Muslim warlord who 
recognised the Central Government.  His 
family had to learn Tibetan when he was 
elevated.10  He was the younger brother 
of an important clerical official, and was 
chosen with the strong backing of the 
Central Government.11

Note also that all versions of Imperial 
China were multi-racial, just as the 
Roman Empire was.  Only the Mongols 
and the 19th century European invaders 
tried ruling China without adopting most 
of its culture.  The Mongols gave this 
up part-way through the rule of Kublai 
Khan.  (Disputed Great Khan from 
1260, and Chinese Emperor from 1271.  
Diminished Song-dynasty rivals lasted 
till 1279.)

The Western term ‘Chinese’ can 
be applied both to the majority Han 
nationality, or to any citizen of what they 
call Zhongguo.

Maybe China should change its official 
English-language name to Zhongguo, 
just as it switched names like Peking to 
Beijing in 1979.

It would dispose of the notion that 
Ethnic Minorities are not really Chinese.  
Almost all non-Han accept and cherish 
their status as part of Zhongguo.

***
Incompetent leaders have to find 

someone else to blame.
So do elites that grab far more than 

their share.
The Western elite has been grabbing 

far more than its share since the 1980s.  
Overall growth has slowed.  But it has 
been an Economic Miracle for the richest 
1%, and especially the richest 0.1%.

So fear of outsiders is necessary.  And 
with a docile media, the same facts can 
be recycled to spread several separate 
sets of fears.

Soviets in Afghanistan were a 
terrifying threat.  This was nearest to 
being a real issue, even with the Soviet 
system falling apart.  Islamic extremists 
were fattened up by the West to oppose 
them.

10 https://www.economist.com/
asia/2009/02/26/politically-incorrect-tourism 
11 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/42-china/tibet/the-
truth-about-the-dalai-lama/#_Toc417132734 

Little Iraq, saved by the West in 1987 
when their aggressive war against Iran 
had bogged down,12 was reinvented as 
a terrifying threat in 1990.  Some over-
clever fools fantasised about creating 
docile pro-Western Arab regimes in 
place of Secular Nationalism.

The sudden emergence of new waves 
of Extreme Islam was treated as utterly 
unexpected.

More than once.
Smashed societies were supposed to 

generate docile pro-Western regimes.  
The actual emergence of bitter foes 
happened almost every time, yet is 
always ‘unexpected’.

With the decline in socialism in the 
Republic of India, a bitter anti-liberal 
version of Hinduism emerges.  Very 
unexpected.

With the decline of socialism in the 
former Warsaw Pact, bitter anti-liberal 
versions of nationalism emerged.  
Catholic in Poland.  Secular in Hungary.  
In Ukraine, heroizing men who did their 
best to fight as allies of Hitler in World 
War Two.13  Very unexpected.

And when the West messes up, it is 
unacceptable for powers not obedient 
to the West to take on the same foes and 
win.

China faced a long-running 
violent separatist movement in 
Xinjiang.  Originally mostly secular, 
but increasingly Extremist Islamist.  
Sending forth warriors to oppress the 
more moderate and authentic Muslims 
of Syria. 

 China respond just like every state 
under threat.  If one sticks to proven 
facts, they did it more moderately than 
the USA did in a series of ineffective 
suppressions.  Tyranny.

***
China has always accepted the loss of 

territory given away in various Unequal 
Treaties.  Treaties signed during China’s 
decades of weakness.  Ending with 
Chiang Kai-shek accepting that the 
well-established Mongolian People’s 
Republic had replaced the former 
Chinese territory of Outer Mongolia.  He 
later reneged on the deal and the nominal 
Republic of China on Taiwan still claims 
it.  But Mao later confirmed that he made 
no claim to anything that had officially 
been given away by a previous Chinese 
government.  
12 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-
old-issues-images/magazine-001-to-010/
magazine-004-october-1987/why-the-west-
saved-saddam-hussein-in-1987/ 
13 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/46-globalisation/
ukraine-kievs-five-day-war-machine/ 
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This does not include western portions 
of the Tibetan Plateau, which India claims 
on the basis of its questionable claim to all 
of Kashmir.  Pakistan, which has the better 
claim, has also accepted China’s claimed 
borders.

India abolishing Kashmiri autonomy was 
correctly described as aggressive by Western 
media.  But China making some modest 
moves to reassure Pakistan is also described 
as aggressive.  Most reports ignore the earlier 
Indian move.

***
China’s acceptance of lost territories does 

not include the islands of the South China 
Sea.  Imperial China saw them as extensions 
of one of its southern provinces.  Chinese 
fisherman used them.  

Before modern times, only Vietnam made 
a rival claim.  The Wikipedia describes it 
thus:

“China first asserted sovereignty in the 
modern sense to the South China Sea’s 
islands when it formally objected to France’s 
efforts to incorporate them into French 
Indochina during the Sino-French War 
(1884–1885). Initially, France recognized 
Qing China’s sovereignty over the Paracel 
and Spratly archipelagos, in exchange for 
Chinese recognition of Vietnam as a French 
territory. Chinese maps since then have 
consistently shown China’s claims…

“In 1932, one year after the Japanese 
Empire invaded northeast China, France 
formally claimed both the Paracel and Spratly 
Islands; China and Japan both protested. 
In 1933, France bolstered their claim and 
seized the Paracels and Spratlys, announced 
their annexation, formally included them in 
French Indochina. They built several weather 
stations on them, but they did not disturb the 
numerous Chinese fishermen found there…

“The French [in 1945] tried but failed to 
dislodge Chinese nationalist troops from 
Yongxing Island (the only habitable island 
in the Paracels), but were able to establish 
a small camp on Pattle (now Shanhu) Island 
in the southwestern part of the archipelago.

“In 1950, after the Chinese nationalists 
were driven from Hainan by the People’s 
Liberation Army (PLA), they withdrew their 
garrisons in both the Paracels and Spratlys 
to Taiwan…

“In 1956 the PLA reestablished a Chinese 
garrison on Yongxing Island in the Paracels, 
while the Republic of China (Taiwan) 
stationed troops on Taiping Island in the 
Spratlys. That same year, however, South 
Vietnam reopened the abandoned French 
camp on Shanhu Island and announced it 
had annexed the Paracel archipelago as well 
as the Spratlys. To focus on its war with the 
North, South Vietnam by 1966 had reduced 
its presence on the Paracels to only a single 
weather observation garrison on Shanhu 
Island. The PLA made no attempt to remove 
this force.”14

In 1974, just one year away from collapse, 
South Vietnam tried to expand their power.  
Possibly they wanted to offer useful bases to 
14 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Battle_of_the_Paracel_Islands 

the USA.  But they were defeated:
“Following the battle, China gained 

control over all of the Paracel Islands. South 
Vietnam protested to the United Nations, but 
China, having veto power on the UN Security 
Council, blocked any efforts to bring it up…

“After the reunification of Vietnam in April 
1975, the Socialist Republic of Vietnam 
publicly renewed its claim to the Paracels, 
and the dispute continues to this day. Hanoi 
has praised the South Vietnamese forces that 
took part in the battle.”  (Ibid.)

***
Something like Covid-19 had been long 

warned about.  Probably a virus beginning 
in bats.  Probably transmitted by unhygienic 
markets in which fresh meat and freshly 
killed wild animals were mixed.  

China was one offender, but there were 
dozens of others.

A proper inquiry into the entire pandemic 
is promised, once things get back to normal.  
The World Health Organisation has so far 
left it open where blame might lie.

They did strongly back China’s quick and 
intense lockdown, which was the sort of 
thing they had long said was needed.

China soon controlled the pandemic.
Europe chose to ignore WHO advice 

and treat China’s lockdown as senseless 
authoritarianism.  And paid a price, with 
most governments then following China’s 
example.

Sweden tried other policies, and had far 
more deaths.

Britain was slow to react, and far more 
have died than need die.

The USA under Trump was very much 
worse.  Genetic studies show that most of its 
infections came from a virus variant found 
only in Europe.15

***
After the Soviet collapse, the USA seemed 

to be targeting Japan as its next rival.  But 
then Japan stopped growing so fast: I have 
wondered if this was an intentional policy. 

The USA also got diverted to an amazingly 
foolish and failed bid to remake the Islamic 
World to Western standards.  A cause they 
have not abandoned despite the massive 
suffering they have inflicted.  Despite 
everything going in the opposite direction.

They also wanted to remake China.  But 
were hopeful that the party leadership might 
do it for them, with minimum cost and 
bother.

They are now learning better.
China successfully avoided the Middle-

Income Trap.  Went beyond cheap simple 
goods, or goods designed in the West.

Huawei equipment had been checked and 
found OK for normal use.  And then suddenly 
became unfit for use anywhere, when Trump 

15 https://www.nbcnewyork.com/news/
coronavirus/new-cdc-report-confirms-first-
covid-cases-in-ny-came-from-europe-other-
states/2518796/, https://www.dailymail.
co.uk/news/article-8534281/CDC-confirms-
coronavirus-spread-NYC-Europe.html 

needed a diversion from his many failures.
France will not entirely reject Huawei, 

who are cheaper and better.16

But for Britain and the USA, everything 
Chinese is suddenly poisonous.

And they seem to think that if they get 
tough, the Chinese will suddenly see how 
inferior they are.  Will abase themselves 
before Western values.

Contrary to what most Westerners think, 
Mao’s China was not a disaster.  It grew 
faster than Britain or the USA, despite 
hostility from the USA from the beginning, 
and from the Soviets from the late 1950s.17

The whole strategy is based on a basic 
misunderstanding.

So thank you, Juan Chang and Jon 
Halliday, authors of Mao, the Unknown 
Story.  Your efforts to serve the New 
World Order has done far more damage to 
the West’s hegemony than you formerly 
managed as sycophantic praise-singers for 
China and North Korea.

Specifically, Madame Sun Yat-Sen by 
Jung Chang and Jon Halliday, 1986, which 
is not mentioned at all in their 2012 book on 
Mao.  And Korea: The Unknown War by Jon 
Halliday and Bruce Cumings, 1988.

Sun Yat-Sen’s widow backed Mao, and 
may well have been behind the famous visit 
by Edgar Snow to Mao’s red base.  I’ve 
written of this in an article you can find on-
line.18  This includes Chang and Halliday’s  
report of an incident I found significant:

“Powerful emissaries were sent to berate 
her – and threaten.  Among them was the 
former secretary to Sun and ex-leftist, Tai 
Ch’i-tao... 

“As Tai left, he said: ‘if you were anyone 
but Madam Sun, we would cut your head 
off.’

“Ching-ling smiled.  ‘If you were the 
revolutionaries you pretend to be, you’d cut 
it off anyway.’”19

To me, this was definitive for a very brave 
lady.  But Chang and Halliday treat it as if 
it were no more significant than a comment 
about how you’d like your tea.

Their work reminds me of the story 
attributed to Field Marshal Moltke: hard-
working stupid people are a menace to their 
own side.20  And in politics, it extends to 
those who are clever in a way, but keep on 
making foolish judgements.

16 https://www.reuters.com/article/us-
france-huawei-5g/france-wont-ban-huawei-
but-encouraging-5g-telcos-to-avoid-it-
report-idUSKBN2460TT 
17 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-11-magazine/2019-11/ 
18 https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
china-nurturing-red-stars/ 
19 Soong Ching-ling, Penguin Books 1986, 
page 71.  
20 http://old-soldier-colonel.blogspot.
com/2011/07/field-marshal-moltkes-four-
types-of.html 
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Forget Covid-19: Fear China
By Gwydion M. Williams

Theft has always been a normal part of 
International Law.

The terms Annexation and Conquest 
are more commonly used.  The difference 
being that annexation is administrative, 
and may also apply where you actually 
have no control.

Annexation is widely seen as illegal.1  
Conquest is not, if the war was legal.

But what’s the difference between theft 
and criminal violence on the one hand, 
and actual annexation and conquest on 
the other?

The lack of a real and honest system of 
International Law.

The United Nations and various 
International Courts exist, of course.  
But they are neither real nor honest.

The five main creators of the United 
Nations in 1945 were given the Veto.  
They can prevent effective action and 
even official condemnation of acts that 
might be seen as criminal.  

Including their own criminal acts.
Diplomats also have Immunity.  There 

was a recent scandal in Britain when the 
wife of a US official used it to escape 
probable prosecution for dangerous 
driving after killing a young Briton.  
That loophole may now be closed, but 
the general rule remains.

But I’d also assert that this imperfect 
order is much better than a complete lack 
of order.

A set of imperfect habits and 
conventions make life safe for most 
people.  Wars waged in the name of 
International Law have mostly been 
disastrous.

***
Anti-authoritarian attitudes are 

common for the Western Left.  
Particularly from the 1980s

Defeat on vital social and economic 
issues have happened to the Western Left 
since the 1980s. I’ve always felt there 
was a connection.

Likewise China’s success – leftism 
with no problems about using authority.

Market forces have proved much more 
oppressive and unjust than even bad state 
controls.  Which China has hung onto.

And violence and trickery are even 
more authoritarian and arbitrary than bad 
policing.  

People like to believe in Criminal 
Paladins who will set things right.  
Perhaps a few of them even exist outside 
of fiction.  But certainly not many. Too 
1 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Annexation 

few to be commonly useful.
I prefer to stay within the law.  Do 

so even though ‘legal’ need not mean 
honest or just.  

Or not honest or just by modern 
standards, which have changed a lot in 
my lifetime.

Born in 1950, I see most of the changes 
as a success for the left.  A long run of 
defeats for Centre-Right values as they 
were at the time.2

Sadly, much of the left dislikes the 
notion that they ever might have won.  
Or could ever do so, short of some 
transcendental Socialist Revolution.

Generally sneer at actual socialist 
revolutions, for the crime of achieving 
something but not everything.

Prefer protest to victory.  
Pride themselves on a policy of don’t 

take ‘yes’ for an answer.
But it is also true that the law as it 

stands may be bad.
***

Criminalisation of homosexuality 
was legal in various countries, until the 
law was changed.  Or where a new law-
code was proclaimed that didn’t mention 
it: this happened after the French 
Revolution.  Also in the Soviet Union, 
ambiguously, until Stalin in his general 
tightening-up brought it into line with 
the European norm.  

George Orwell might have approved 
of that aspect of Stalinism.  His writings 
include many instances of bitter hostility 
to male homosexuality.

Or perhaps I should apologise to 
Orwell’s ghost for suggesting he might 
have approved of anything.

Regardless, homosexuality was 
technically illegal in the Republic of 
India till 2018, under 19th century laws 
after British conquest and annexation of 
most of the subcontinent.  No one was 
ever punished for it: most Hindus view it 
as normal, though perhaps low-status or 
disgraceful.  Gays and lesbians now seek 
equal status, but are still denied it.3

You muddle your mind if you talk of 
‘The Law’ as if it were something clear 
and beyond dispute.

Slavery was legal until banned.  The 
2 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-from-
long-revolution-website/998-from-labour-
affairs/the-french-revolution-and-its-
unstable-politics/against-globalisation/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 
3 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Homosexuality_in_India 

USA had to fight a war to criminalise 
it.  If the Confederate capital Richmond 
had fallen in 1861, as nearly happened, 
slavery would have remained legal.  
Lincoln tried to ban slavery from the 
Territories: portions of the USA that 
had not been admitted as fully-fledged 
states.  But only after General Lee broke 
the Siege of Richmond and scored other 
significant victories did Lincoln risk the 
Emancipation Proclamation.  He freed 
all slaves in States that had illegally 
seceded.  He also allowed African-
Americans to join the army, which badly 
needed fresh troops.  

The North was broadly racist: blacks 
had been allowed to volunteer for 
previous wars, but the North initially 
wanted to be clear that there was no 
question of equal rights.  Slave states 
that had not seceded kept their slaves 
until a Constitutional Amendment at the 
end of 1865.  Other amendments created 
technical racial equality, including 
voting rights.  But this was substantially 
untrue until the 1960s, and is still not 
entirely true.  

After some brief efforts to gain non-
white votes, the Republicans under 
Trump have confirmed themselves as the 
party of White Racism.  

Lincoln and most of the other founders 
were White Racists.   One of the objections 
to slavery was that it undermined the all-
White and mostly north-west European 
society they sought.  

Most Northern states before the Civil 
War had legal inferiority for anyone not 
counted as White.  They broadly did 
not want them.4  Oregon specifically 
excluded them.5  California tried to 
exclude Chinese,6 and murdered almost 
all of their Native Americans.7

Left-wing writer Ursula Le Guin had 
parents who knew Ishi, the last Native 
American from an exterminated tribe.  
But in none of her works did she try 
tackling the awkward matter of people 
very generous and sharing to their 
own, but hostile and even murderous to 

4 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/m-
articles-by-topic/m99-topic-menus-
from-long-revolution-website/52-usa/
both-sides-were-racist-in-the-us-civil-war/ 
5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Oregon_black_exclusion_laws 
6 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Anti-Chinese_violence_in_California 
7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
California_Genocide 


