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Brexit Regardless Of Suffering
Boris Johnson’s “do or die” determination to leave 

the European Union (EU) on 31 October, is moving 
inexorably towards a no-deal exit. The prorogation 
of parliament for five weeks or so is a clear move 
to prevent MPs holding up the process of leaving 
without a deal. Johnson insists that there will still 
be enough time to thoroughly debate Brexit before 
the Queen’s Speech on 14 October which will open a 
new session of parliament. The Speech will lay out a 
programme for government, and include spending on 
infrastructure projects, more funding for education, 
the police and the NHS, and the inevitable tax cuts. 
An obvious precursor of an early general election. 
Bribe the voters and ask for their support.

A no-deal Brexit would create problems at the Irish 
border, perhaps more severe than those at British 
ports. Johnson is aware of this, seeing Ireland as 
a vulnerable part of the EU in economic terms, so 
putting pressure on the backstop makes sense. He 
sees it as limiting the UK’s options outside the EU. 
Hence his desire to shelve it. In a letter last month 
to European Council President Donald Tusk, he 
described the backstop as being ‘’inconsistent with 
the UK’s desired final destination outside the EU’’. 
Its destination being a reassertion of its position in 
the world, dictating to others what is consistent with 
the interests of the UK. Something it is unable to do 
within the EU.

 Johnson has claimed all along that he wants the 
UK to leave with a deal and he continues to believe 
it could happen. But fine words butter no parsnips. 
His cabinet colleagues, largely appointed for their 
opposition to the EU, are relaxed about a no-deal 
Brexit and would settle for a clean break rather 
than support a deal that locks the UK, one way or 
another, into the EU. Some senior cabinet members 
have come to his aid in support of the suspension of 
parliament. However, at this point it needs to be said 
that Johnson, Rees-Mogg and co. would never have 
won the referendum without promising an easy exit. 

It was said by Tory ministers that the day after we 
leave the EU the rest of the world will rush to offer 
the UK beneficial trade deals. And pigs might fly.

“Operation Yellowhammer”, a leaked Cabinet 
Office report on the likely consequences of leaving 
without a deal, makes depressing reading. It forecasts 
a difficult period for the UK economy, with chaos 
at the ports, food, fuel and medicine shortages, job 
losses, a plunging pound, and much more. Hard 
Brexiteers, with their supporters in the press, have 
described this as “Project Fear”, dismissing its 
findings. If so, why would the government, seemingly 
hell bent on leaving the EU without a deal, produce 
such a damning report?

The report reflects the views of Jacob Rees-Mogg, 
a leading exponent of a no-deal Brexit. In July last 
year, he admitted that it could take “a very long time” 
- over a period of fifty years - before the UK really 
reaped the benefits from leaving the EU. Although 
Rees-Mogg himself won’t have to wait that long. A 
company in which he is a major shareholder is set for 
a massive windfall gain once the UK leaves the EU, 
and he will personally benefit from this.

All parts of the economy would be hit badly, none 
more so than agriculture which would lose its EU 
subsidies. Replacement of the loss would cost the 
UK exchequer about £4.5 billion a year. Recipients 
of the subsidy include 48 landowning MPs and 
members of the Lords. Within the list there are about 
12 Tory backbenchers, with the rest mostly Tory and 
Independent members of the House of Lords. And EU 
tariffs on UK agriproducts will have an immediate 
and devastating effect on the UK.

The pro-Brexit press is filled with optimism about 
trade deals with the rest of the world, particularly 
with the USA. For the Daily Express in particular, 
President Trump’s promise of a ‘good’ deal for the 
UK is evidence enough. But Trump is not the final 
arbiter of trade deals. Nancy Pelosi, Speaker of the 
House of Representatives has made it clear that, 
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“there will be no trade deal with 
the USA if Brexit undermines the 
Good Friday accord; no chance of 
a US-UK trade agreement passing 
Congress.” If the Good Friday 
accord was undermined any 
trade deal that was agreed would 
be based on an “America first” 
dictum.

The parliamentary troops are 
gathering to prevent a no-deal. 
To stop Johnson, Corbyn wanted 
MPs on all sides of the Commons 
to support an alternative 
temporary government with him 
as leader. This would hopefully 
arrange an extension to Article 50 
until an acceptable deal is agreed. 
Initially, this would involve a 
successful vote of no confidence 
in Johnson’s government, after 
which MPs would have 14 days to 
support a government acceptable 
to a majority of MPs. 

However, opposition to 
Corbyn’s scheme from the Liberal 
Democrats and Tory backbenchers 
put a halt to that. They feared a 
Corbyn-led government, even for 
a temporary period, more than 
they fear leaving the EU. It’s now 
planned to use legislative methods 
to thwart a no-deal. But with the 
suspension of parliament time is 
a constraining factor. Action will 
need to be early and decisive.

The decision  to suspend 
Parliament makes a no-deal 
exit on 31 October more likely. 
Followed possibly by a general 
election when Johnson could 
claim to have succeeded where 
Theresa May failed, and pulling 
the rug from under the feet of 
the Brexit party which would 
have little reason to oppose the 
Tories. The real negotiations 
affecting the UK’s future would 

then begin. Within a short period 
the economy would take a hit in 
many areas. Some EU countries 
are set up for a no-deal, Germany 
being a case in point. But Ireland, 
an EU member, would take a 
big hit, even though the negative 
effects would be spread as thinly 
as possible across the entire EU.

Labour’s late change of heart, 
switching from Brexit ambiguity 
to a commitment to campaign 
for the UK to remain in the EU 
doesn’t appear to have convinced 
the voters. Recent polls show the 
Tories with a strong lead over 
Labour. This could be due to an 
early ‘Boris bounce’, an allowance 
usually made to a new leader. The 
polls also show that voters are 
drawn to his cheeky chappie style 
of doing politics. Symptomatic 
of this is his refusal to do 
interviews, thus avoiding direct 
questions from journalists. Last 
month, Channel 4 News accused 
Downing Street of freezing it 
out of a planned interview at the 
G7 Summit because of criticism 
of Johnson by its head of news. 
Everything is tightly controlled by 
Johnson’s Chief of Staff Dominic 
Cummings and his team.

The coming weeks are critical 
for the future of the UK. Whether 
a vote of no confidence is held and 
the repercussions of the result. 
But perhaps more important for 
Labour, whether the voters feel 
optimistic about the UK’s future 
in or out of the EU. Whatever 
happens, Labour will have a 
hard time persuading voters that 
Johnson and his fellow cabinet 
deregulators and neo-liberals 
promises of good times ahead for 
all are just so much hot air.

Editorials and older articles at our website, 
http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
 This also has old issues of Problems magazine.
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

MR. H. SAMUELS’ 
RESOLUTION. 23 October 1918

Mr. HERBERT SAMUEL I beg 
to move, “That, in the opinion of 
this House, it is desirable that a Bill 
be passed forthwith making women 
eligible as Members of Parliament.”

This Resolution is the natural 
consequence of the action taken 
by Parliament earlier this year in 
enacting the enfranchisement of 
women. It has now been decided that 
sex is not to be a bar for citizenship, 
and it follows from that, I suggest 
to the House, that sex ought not 
to be a bar against taking part in 
Parliamentary life. You cannot say 
that 6,000,000 women shall be 
voters, but that not one shall ever be 
a legislator. By our deliberate action 
in passing the Representation of the 
People Bill we have given up the 
old narrow doctrine that woman’s 
sphere was the home and nothing but 
the home. We have given up the old 
theory that woman’s interests were 
not on a level with man’s interests, 
that woman, in fact, was nothing but 
an adjunct to man, or, as it has been 
well expressed, the doctrine which 
laid down that woman was not a 
noun but an adjective. That principle 
has been frankly surrendered, and I 
would suggest to hon. Members that 
the risks which have been faced in 
enacting that women may be elected 
to Parliament would be far less 
than those which were deliberately 
undertaken when we enacted the 
enfranchisement of women.

For my own part, I have always been 
in favour of the principle of women’s 
suffrage. I have held the view that 
the perfect State would include both 
men and women as its citizens. Life 
is on a two-sex basis. You cannot 
put politics only on a one-sex basis. 
But for many years I had doubts 
whether the degree of public interest 
which had been taken by women on 
the average made it safe at that time 
to enact a large measure of woman 
suffrage. The War, however, has 
brought great changes. It has made 
women familiar with many aspects of 
public life. It has drawn the attention 
of vast numbers of them to questions 

of industrial employment, of prices, 
of international politics, and of many 
matters on which previously they 
had held aloof. And many of us have 
been ready during the War to modify 
our previous view, and to join in the 
enfranchisement of women. To those, 
however, who are still doubtful as to 
the wisdom of the enfranchisement 
of women and to those who think we 
have taken, as undoubtedly we have, 
considerable risks in adding this 
vast new electorate to citizenship, 
I submit this argument, that when 
you deal with enfranchisement 
you cannot discriminate. You deal 
with a class in the mass. You have 
to take into account the capacities 
of the average person. But when 
you deal with representation you 
are not dealing with the average 
woman. You are dealing with the 
exceptional woman, and you have to 
take into account the capacities and 
character of the woman who will 
be elected, not the average of the 
many millions who may be brought 
in under an Act of Parliament, 
but the particular qualifications 
of the individual woman who has 
such capacities as to command the 
support of some great party or some 
body of supporters in a constituency, 
and, having first been adopted as a 
candidate, has then won the suffrages 
of some 10,000 or 15,000 of her 
fellow countrymen and women. That 
differentiates the proposal for woman 
representation from that for woman 
enfranchisement, and many of those 
who regard with alarm the sweeping 
measure passed earlier in the year 
must realise that this further proposal 
involves fewer risks and no dangers 
in comparison with that which has 
already been adopted.

We, however, in this House, I hope, 
are a very practical body. The British 
nation prides itself sometimes on not 
being logical. If we were to base this 
case solely on the ground of logic, it 
might receive short shrift at the hands 
of the House and of the country, but 
we have to consider also whether the 
measure is in itself desirable, and 
I would submit to the House that 
anything which renders this body 
more thoroughly representative of 

the nation, anything which enables 
every point of view to be fully and 
freely expressed here within these 
walls, strengthens the House of 
Commons and adds to its utility 
to the country. Its representative 
character is its strength, just as the 
lack of representative character is the 
fatal weakness of the other House, 
in spite of the many high qualities 
which its membership possesses. 
Women undoubtedly have their own 
distinctive point of view, and their 
distinctive point of view ought to 
be expressed in Parliament and not 
expressed at secondhand by men 
who, with the best will in the world, 
cannot appreciate in its fulness the 
woman’s point of view; it should 
be expressed by representatives 
of women themselves. Many of 
us realise now, however much the 
idea would have been scouted by 
our ancestors, that this House gains 
greatly by the presence here of direct 
representatives of labour who can, 
when labour questions arise, state 
the workmen’s standpoint from 
the workmen’s own experience. 
It is the same with respect to the 
distinctive standpoint of women. 
Particularly do I believe that the 
presence of a certain number of 
women within these walls would be 
of advantage in assisting the work 
of our Committees.

The public at large, misled by 
descriptions in certain organs of 
the Press, are under the impression 
that the real work of the House 
of Commons consists in a long 
succession of rhetorical debates, 
variegated from time to time by 
disorderly scenes. They do not 
realise the immense mass of work 
which is performed week in and 
week out, year in and year out, 
in the many Committees that sit 
upstairs. It is a weakness of our 
Select Committees that they cannot 
be so thoroughly representative 
as the Departmental Committees 
which are appointed by Ministers. 
We are accustomed in these days 
to the examination of any question 
of difficulty by a Committee 
before action is taken. Sometimes 
it is a Departmental Committee, 
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and sometimes it is a Committee 
of one or the other House, or a 
Joint Committee of the two Houses. 
Whenever a Departmental Committee 
is appointed to deal with any question 
touching closely the lives of the 
people, one or more women are always 
appointed to it, and most useful members 
they are of Departmental Committees; 
but if a matter is to be referred to a 
Select Committee, the Select Committee 
cannot be representative in an equal 
degree, because women can be given 
no direct representation. That is why 
on many occasions—I speak with some 
experience in these matters—it has been 
found necessary to appoint not a Select 
Committee, although it was known that 
the House of Commons was interested in 
the matter, but to appoint a Departmental 
Committee in order that women should 
be appointed upon it.

Recently, indeed during this Session, 
we have made a new precedent in 
the case of the Select Committee on 
National Expenditure, and authority 
has been given for the appointment of 
outsiders on its Sub-committees, and the 
same course was adopted in the case of 
the Luxury Tax Committee, where one 
or two women were appointed on a Sub-
committee of the Select Committee. [An 
HON. MEMBER: “They resigned!”] 
Nevertheless it was thought necessary 
that they should be appointed. It is not 
obligatory on me to go into the unhappy 
domestic history of that Committee, 
but the fact remains that in that case, 
and in the case of Departmental 
Committees, it is found desirable that 
women should be appointed, and if 
women were Members of this House 
they would increase the authority and 
strengthen the representative character 
of those Committees. This would be 
particularly the case if women rendered 
service both within these walls and in 
the Committee Rooms, in dealing with 
the new tasks which will devolve on 
Parliament in the days that lie before 
us in an ever increasing degree, with 
reference to questions closely affecting 
the lives of the people. Health, housing, 
education, child welfare, employment, 
the cost of living—all these matters will 
occupy a great deal of attention in our 
Parliamentary life. They occupy, and 
increasingly so, the foreground of our 
politics. The old controversies which 
used to rage are passing more and more 
into the background. Ecclesiastical and 
constitutional controversies, questions 
as to the growth of our Empire, the 
extension of commerce and industry, 
these matters will no doubt play their 
part in the future as they have done in the 
past, but in a decreasing degree compared 

with matters affecting the condition and 
life of the people. In earlier centuries our 
politics have centred round the Church, 
Parliament, the Colonies, commerce. In 
future our politics are likely to centre 
more and more around the home. It is for 
that reason essential that the assistance of 
women should be invited, not only in the 
electorate but also in the representation.

For many long years past we have, 
experimented with respect to local 
governing bodies. Women have been 
made eligible for membership of local 
governing bodies and they have served 
on a very large number throughout the 
country. For my own part I have been for 
many years a member of an association 
which has been formed to promote the 
election of women on these bodies, and 
I was fortunate enough, when I was 
President of the Local Government 
Board, to secure the passage through 
Parliament of a Bill which removed 
the last of the barriers to the election 
of women to town councils. I think the 
universal experience of those who have 
made a study of this matter is that women 
on these local bodies have rendered most 
valuable service. Hon. Members who 
have served on town councils, members 
of the London County Council, and other 
bodies, will I am sure unanimously bear 
testimony to the value of their work 
on those bodies and on their education 
and other committees. At this moment a 
woman occupies the important office of 
deputy chairman of the London County 
Council. I think there is no one who for 
a moment would consider a proposal 
for the repeal of the law which allows 
women to serve upon local government 
bodies.

My complaint is rather that there are 
too few who have yet come forward for 
election and have secured seats on them. 
I submit that that is the danger that we 
are likely to be faced with here. It is 
rather more probable that too few will 
be elected to this House than too many. 
I am well aware that some of my hon. 
and right hon. Friends take a different 
view and look with alarm to the prospect 
that these benches in the future may 
be tenanted largely or even mainly by 
ladies. I am not going to argue whether 
that be desirable or not, for I think the 
common sense of the House and of 
the country will agree that it is not in 
the least likely to happen and that the 
number of women who are elected in 
the near future is, I am afraid, likely to 
be fewer than many of us desire. In any 
case the matter is one which, as I will 
point out later on, should be properly left 
to the decision of the electorate itself. 
There is one other argument that may be 
advanced in this Debate by the opponents 

of this Resolution. It will be argued, 
no doubt, that even if the principle of 
the proposal is sound it is at all events 
premature, and that right as it may be 
in theory it is wrong in time. It will be 
said that we are proposing this measure 
too soon and that women having been so 
recently enfranchised we should digest 
the one meal before we are asked to 
consume another. It will also be pointed 
out that this change was not proposed in 
the recommendations of Mr. Speaker’s 
Conference, that it was not raised on 
the Representation of the People Act, 
and that in any event this is a moribund 
Parliament and it ought to be left to our 
successors to decide a question of so 
much importance. From the approval 
these remarks have met with, I gather I 
have correctly interpreted the idea in the 
minds of those who are opposed to this 
Resolution.

With respect to Mr. Speaker’s 
Conference, I would remind the House 
that this matter was wholly outside 
the terms of reference, and could not 
therefore in any case be considered by 
that Conference; and with regard to the 
Representation of the People Act, this 
question was outside the scope and title 
of the Bill and any Amendment raising 
this point would at once have been ruled 
out of order. There are several replies 
to the contention that this proposal 
is premature. In the first place,  it 
is certain that at the next General 
Election, whether it comes sooner or 
later, the matter will be put to the test. 
There is no Statute which regulates the 
inadmissibility of women to Parliament. 
There is no recorded law case, I believe, 
which decides the matter. It is regarded 
by the Law Officers of the Crown as 
part of the common law that women are 
not eligible to sit in Parliament, and I 
am informed that it will be the personal 
responsibility of any returning officer to 
decide whether or not a nomination paper 
handed in on behalf of a woman shall be 
accepted. If he refuses to accept it he will 
be liable to legal proceedings. In this way 
the matter will be put to the test. I would 
suggest to the House it ought not to 
leave this matter in a state of uncertainty 
now that we know that it is certain that 
the question will be raised in practice. 
Neither should it be left to the decision 
of the Courts. This is not a matter of law. 
It is a matter of policy. It is not proper for 
settlement in the Courts, but it is proper 
for settlement in Parliament. Further, it is 
equally certain that if this Motion should 
be rejected to-day, or if no Bill is passed 
by this Parliament making women 
eligible for Parliament, it will be made 
a test question in every constituency at 
the next General Election. I think one 
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can safely prophesy the result. It is a foregone conclusion that 
a vast majority of the candidates will promise their support at 
the next election, and when the Parliament comes into being a 
Bill in the sense of the Resolution which I am moving will be 
passed into law. But this will mean that women will be excluded 
from the next Parliament—unless they get in afterwards at a by-
election. The General Election would result in the return of no 
women if it were held they were not eligible. But it is in the next 
Parliament especially—the Parliament of Reconstruction—the 
Parliament which will deal with so many of these questions of 
home policy and social reform, that the assistance of women 
would be of especial advantage.

The last point which I would address to the House in answer 
to this contention, and indeed on the case generally, is this, that 
in essence it is not for Parliament to decide whom the people 
shall elect: it is for the people themselves to decide who their 
representatives shall be. The Legislature has its functions, vast 
and important as we know them to be. But it is the function 
of the electorate to decide who shall be its members. There 
are indeed some agreed conditions which must necessarily be 
imposed by law, and which will give rise to no controversy. For 
instance, felons should not be members of the Legislature, nor 
undischarged bankrupts, nor unnaturalised aliens, nor persons 
suffering from insanity. These are matters proper for legislation. 
What we claim is that in general the electorate should be free 
to decide for itself whether or not certain individuals should be 
returned, and Parliament would be going beyond its functions 
if it were to say, “It is for us to decide whether you shall elect a 
particular class of persons to this House.” Whenever Parliament 
or the law has overstepped these lines it has always been 
compelled by the people to withdraw. There was a Parliament 
long ago, called “The Unlearned Parliament,” because, wisely 
or unwisely, it was decided that no lawyer should have a seat 
in it; and I remember occasions on which my right hon. Friend 
the Member for East Fife (Mr. Asquith) has treated with proper 
scorn the unwisdom of the legislators of that day. That rule was 
very soon abrogated. There was a period not long afterwards 
in the fifteenth century when Parliament enacted that no one 
should be elected for a county who was not “a gentleman born.” 
I presume that borough representation was regarded in those 
days as being beyond redemption. There was a famous Statute 
in the reign of Queen Anne which provided that no one should 
be elected to this House for a county constituency who had 
not a qualification in land of £600 a year or should become a 
borough Member who had not a qualification of £300 a year. 
There have been attempts to exclude Catholics, Quakers, 
Jews, and Atheists. There was the famous case of John Wilkes, 
whom the House endeavoured to exclude on the ground that he 
published a seditious libel. In all these cases the people have 
resented the action of Parliament and have insisted that it was 
their function and not the function of the Legislature to decide 
the classes which should be chosen by them to represent them 
in Parliament. In every case the usurping attempt has been 
defeated.

All these barriers have now been swept away, whether class 
or religion or political opinion, and but one remains, and that 
is the barrier of sex. It is that barrier which I ask the House 
this afternoon to decide shall be abrogated also. There is 
nothing compulsory in this Motion. We do not say that women 
shall be elected to Parliament; we merely leave it free to the 
constituencies to elect women if they so desire, and those who 
oppose this measure would put fetters on the electorate and say 
that “even if you wish to elect women admirably qualified to 
be legislators by a long career of public service and after long 
experience on local authorities, holding opinions agreeable 
to the constituency, women of capacity, common sense and 
energy—even if you have such women among you, you are 

not free to send them here to Parliament, and shall not be 
permitted by law to do so.” I submit to the House that that is 
an impossible position to take up, and that you must leave it 
free to the electorate to decide who shall be or shall not be their 
representative.

I trust there will not be any attempt to limit the choice, if it is 
decided that women are to be eligible, in the way that women 
have been admitted to the electorate only beyond a certain age 
limit—a limit of thirty years. That obviously is an artificial 
and arbitrary distinction made in order to prevent too large a 
number of women being enfranchised in the first instance, and 
to prevent the number of women electors being greater than 
that of men electors. But the fact is that we recognise that these 
distinctions are arbitrary and artificial. In accordance with the 
principle which I have submitted to the House that the electors 
should be left free to choose as their own representatives whom 
they desire, I urge that the age limit should not apply in this 
case. In an earlier period, it was the law that persons could only 
be elected who were themselves electors, but that has been 
for many generations repealed. I was myself a candidate for 
Parliament some years before I was a voter, and probably other 
Members of this House are in the same case, and what is the 
rule with regard to men should also be the rule with regard to 
women. These are the arguments on which I rest the case for 
the Resolution, which I now beg to move: In the first place, that 
it has been recognised by the law that sex is not a ground for 
exclusion from political life, and that the rule which applies to 
citizenship should also apply to representation. Next, that this 
House would be strengthened and rendered more efficient for 
its work if all points of view were represented here, particularly 
the point of view of the womanhood of the country, and that the 
work of the Committees would be more valuable if details of 
Bills and questions had the discriminating attention of women 
as well as of men; that the politics of the future will more 
and more centre around the home, and that on these matters 
women are particularly qualified to speak. The experience of 
all our local governing authorities amply justifies this further 
extension of the sphere of women. The House should not leave 
these matters uncertain, to be decided by Courts of law. Neither 
the Courts nor the Legislature should decide who are to be 
chosen as Members of Parliament. That the electorate should 
be left to its own free will to choose its own representatives is 
the first essential principle of democracy, which all parties are 
now, happily, loudly declaring to be the one sound rule for the 
government of nations.

CANUTE PLAYS HIS LUTE
Poor old David Attenborough at
  Glastonbury.
Always seems in a terrible hurry.
  Preaches on plastics and
overpopulation.
  Hates the uneducated who voted
Brexit.
  Wants it reversed with a writ.

Yes, poor old David Attenborough.
  Loves anything furry.
Seems the human race gets in their way
  but reluctant to leave earth himself
to convey
  a fall in the population.
Lives in a long-lost nation.

W.J.Haire. 16th July, 2019
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Death of a Mayor
The death of Jean-Mathieu Michel, 

Mayor of a town of 2,800 inhabitants, 
on 6th August caused a lot of emotion 
in France.  He had caught two men on 
the territory of his commune unloading 
builders’ rubble illegally; when he told 
them to wait for the municipal police to 
arrive, they ran him over when reversing.  
He was 76 and had been Mayor for 
36 years.  They were a builder of 23 
and an apprentice; the driver is being 
investigated for manslaughter.

The president of the Senate, a 
minister and other officials attended 
Michel’s funeral; Macron sent a letter of 
condolences to the family.  The Mayor 
was awarded the Legion d’Honneur 
posthumously; there was official talk 
of ‘everyday heroism’, even of ’36,000 
little republics making up the French 
republic’ (there are 36 000 Mayors).  
The Senate has launched a national 
consultation about the difficulties 
experienced by Mayors in the exercise of 
their functions.  A survey found that 83% 
of French people have a good opinion of 
their Mayor.

The government is relying on the 
Mayors to help cope with the everyday 
running of towns and villages, and 
with emergencies.  For example, the 
Corrèze département has had no rain 
for 3 months; it is up to the Mayors of 
the towns and villages to organise the 
necessary measures.

Before the G7 Summit in Biarritz, 
Macron addressed the inhabitants of that 
town.  He makes a point of acknowledging 
local politics.  At the same time, he 
has taken away from the Mayors both 
funding and responsibilities.  He is not 
for nothing known as ‘Mr At the Same 
Time’.

He is followed in that by his 
government.  On 27th August, a court 
declared illegal a measure taken 
by a Mayor to forbid the spraying 
of glyphosate within 150 metres of 
habitations of his town; the same day 
the Minister of Ecological and Solidary 
Transition said that she was in favour of 
a law to ban the use of glyphosate within 
150 metres of habitations.  The Mayor 

said he had the support of Emmanuel 
Macron, in spirit if not in the letter.  
Confusion all round.

France: Amazonian power
French Guyana, North of Brazil and in 

the Amazon region, has gold mines.  They 
can’t be exploited without damaging 
the environment, and so they are not 
exploited at the moment by the French 
government. That means stopping illegal 
gold search, and several French soldiers 
died in July while disrupting illegal 
operations.  

Leclerc supermarket and bookshop
Leclerc supermarkets and 

hypermarkets have a ‘Culture’ section 
next to their groceries and electrical 
equipment, with a large bookshop, 
mainly thrillers, self-help and children’s 
books.  One particular supermarket in 
Eastern France had a good selection of 
unusual things: a history of the Algerian 
war from an Algerian viewpoint; a book 
of photographs celebrating contemporary 
working class life; two books by Cecile 
Desprairies about the Vichy inheritance: 
‘100 [Vichy] measures still in force 
today’ and ‘60 provisions still in force 
today’.  Her point is that the legislative 
action of Vichy was inspired partly by 
ideology and war conditions, partly by 
the (unacknowledged) Popular Front 
programme, partly by German social and 
cultural influence, and by technocrats.  
Her master word regarding Vichy is 
‘complexity’ and quite rightly.  The 
introductions to the books are written by 
Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie, who refers 
to his father, a minister under Vichy 
turned Resistant; this was a common 
trajectory for people in those four years.  
Both books are for the general reader 
with lots of photographs.

This year Leclerc was fined a 
phenomenal amount for irregularities 
in its ordering procedures, involving 
Belgium.  Since all supermarkets make 
dubious deals, it seems victimising.  
Leclerc himself said it was political.

Since, apart from the books mentioned 
above, the local Leclerc sells Froggy’s 

neighbour’s cheese, made from the 
milk of almost open air goats, Leclerc 
supermarkets must be right.

Deliveroo Paris
Another example of ‘At the same 

time’; the government wants to be 
seen to do something about the digital 
economy giving work to people without 
employing them and therefore without 
social security, like Deliveroo.  A law 
was passed, called  “Orientation Law on 
Mobilities”, which says that the digital 
firms should have a ‘social responsibility 
chart’, elaborated voluntarily and 
without reference to the workers.  
In other words, the government is 
pretending to interfere while giving the 
firms a free rein.  ‘Mobilities’ here means 
‘delivery services’, but it doesn’t do to 
be too explicit.

The chief executive of Deliveroo 
France, Alessandro Celli, is all in favour 
of this law; for him this is what the workers 
want; according to a survey conducted 
for his firm in 2018, two out of three 
riders would stop working for the firm 
if they had employee status.  According 
to Celli, the ‘delivery partners’ work on 
average 15 hours a week and earn 13 
euros an hour; the company offers them 
free insurance; what is missing is that 
they do not have sick pay; this law, Celli 
concludes, could remedy this.  France is 
therefore, he says, at the vanguard of the 
new world of new forms of work, while 
keeping its social model.  And much 
better than Europe, with its projected 
law making ‘micro entrepreneurs’ into 
employees with rights.

Deliveroo workers were on strike 
this summer because of the end of 
the minimum delivery pay, meant to 
encourage riders to take on longer 
distances.  Drivers cannot refuse a 
delivery and cannot disconnect from 
the constant monitoring of their activity, 
during their shift; there is competition 
for the best shifts when customers are 
more active.  The number of strikers was 
small, however. 

Continued On Page 7
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Continued From Page 6

Amazon in France

More confusion here; the French 
representative of Amazon said they 
had six distribution centres in France 
and were looking to open one in the 
Moselle region in the East; a minute 
later on France Info a commentator said 
Amazon had about twenty centres.  The 
opening of the new centre is running 
up against local opposition, because 
of the prospect of job destruction, poor 
working conditions and environmental 
damage.

Meanwhile France is imposing 
taxes on the GAFA (Google, Apple, 
Facebook and Amazon), the first to do 
so in Europe.  Faced with American 
opposition, it has now agreed a rather 
dangerous compromise: the French 
rate of tax will be compared to an 
international rate of tax on the digital 
companies, and France will refund the 
difference if the international tax rate is 
lower.  This international rate has yet to 
get off the ground.

One element in this confusing 
mixture is never mentioned in the 
official media: the digital piece work 
economy is a way of absorbing the 
unqualified immigrant population, and 
possibly illegal immigration, since the 
workers are not ‘employed’ and so the 
firms do not have to check nationality 
status and therefore do not break the 
law.   In the case of the driver who 
killed the Mayor of Signes, his name is 
not given, making some suspect that the 
authorities are withholding it to prevent 
a backlash against his community.  

IS THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY INSTITUTIONALLY ANTI-SEMITIC?
An historical background, Part One.  (A “Labour Affairs” pamphlet, Ernest Bevin Society

Introduction
The magazine, ‘Labour Affairs,’ 

has been commenting on the issue of 
anti-Semitism in the Labour Party and 
a debate has taken place between a 
contributor, Mark Cowling, and others 
on the cause of this phenomenon.  Mark 
has taken the view in his contributions 
that  Labour and Corbyn have a case 
to answer.  Others disagree. The issue 
lies essentially on the nature of the 
Israeli state today and its creation. But 
the issue is presented as a pure case of 
anti-Semitism that has been caused by 
Corbyn and his supporters since he took 
over. Nobody who knows anything about 
Corbyn and his political history could 
seriously consider him an anti-Semite 

but everybody knows of his support for 
the Palestinian cause. That is the issue 
behind the anti-Semitism charges. 

The prospect of a British Prime 
Minister and his Foreign Minister at the 
UN supporting the Palestinian cause sent 
a shock wave through Israel and Zionists 
everywhere. It would be nothing short 
of a diplomatic disaster for them if it 
materialised.

The issue of anti-Semitism against the 
Labour Party has now reached “a tipping 
point” according to Margaret Hodge MP. 
She may be right but one tips or develops 
into something else and into what in this 
scenario?  She did not specify but the 
destruction of Corbyn and his politics 
was a very specific requirement of hers.

But if successful this tipping point 
could well be  the destruction of the 
Labour Party as a political force in 
British politics.  And it is clear from 
Hodge and others that it is a price well 
worth paying if it happens. Therefore we 
could be seeing, to paraphrase George 
Dangerfield, the strange death of Labour 
England. It might be a slow death but a 
death nonetheless.

Supporters of this magazine have long 
experience in the British Labour Party 
and others. We have to rack our brains 
to recall examples of anti-Semitism in 
the party.  Some of us have no problem 
recollecting examples of anti-Irish, 
anti-Muslim sentiments and other such 
expressions. The Labour Party being a 
representation of society reflected these 
attitudes and for the same reason made 
them a minority and insignificant factor 
in politics and they were countered in the 
normal course of political debate. But 
that is not allowed in the case of anti-
Semitic utterances.  The house must be 
brought down.

There are hundreds of real live 
members of the British Labour Party 
today who are not allowed to stand for 
any elections in their area of the UK. 
Could anything be more undemocratic 
and insulting to Party members but it is 
a fact? Do you hear much about it? They 
happen to live in Northern Ireland.  They 
continue to seek to change this policy but 
their case is not even newsworthy to our 
political commentators and investigative 
journalists who piously preen themselves 
and natter on about the lack of democracy 
all over the world. 

Can you imagine Jewish or any other 
Labour Party members being so insulted? 

If Corbyn does not become Prime 

Minister the anti-Semitic charges 
against him will be taken, quite rightly, 
as a reason for it. Will that increase 
or decrease real anti-Semitism in the 
country and the Party? If he wins it means 
that the charges have no resonance in the 
electorate. Will that be a consolation to  
Jews in this country if the charges against 
him and the Party were really true? The 
people promoting the case against him 
are in a no win situation on the very issue 
of anti-Semitism itself.  

The charges against Corbyn are 
nonsense but nonsense with a purpose. 
And the purpose is to normalise the 
unique actions of the Israeli government 
in today’s world of pursuing a ruthless 
colonial policy against the Palestinians. 

This pamphlet sets out to explain 
why and how Israel exists and we invite 
Labour Party members to take a step back 
and consider its arguments in the context 
of the current climate in the Party.

IS THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY 
INSTITUTIONALLY ANTI-
SEMITIC?
Mark Cowling began by suggesting that 
Corbyn, because of his association with 
the Palestinian Cause , left the Labour 
Party open to accusations by the Right 
that it was anti-Semitic.  He has ended by 
saying, in effect, that Corbyn is an anti-
Semite, and that, under his leadership, the 
Labour Party has become institutionally 
Anti-Semitic.

In the course of this transition he 
never says exactly what he thinks Anti-
Semitism is.  In that respect he is in 
agreement with Tom Watson.

Watson, representing the Tony Blair 
rearguard, has the ambition of taking over 
the leadership of the Labour Party.  That 
was made clear by a  Blair advisor in a 
recent Newsnight interview.  His mission 
is to save the Party from Corbynism.  
And, if it is necessary to destroy the 
Party in order to save it, so be it.  (The 
precedent was set by Washington in the 
Vietnam War, when it said that it was 
necessary to destroy a particular village 
in order to save it from the Vietcong).

Why has there been an upsurge in 
accusations of Anti-Semitism against the 
Labour Party during the past year?

Some of the views that are now being 
denounced as Anti-Semitic were held 
by many Party members long before 
Corbyn became leader.  They were 
views that were held by Labour MPs 
who were Jews but who knew very well 



Labour Affairs  8

No. 300 - September 2019

how the Jewish State had been imposed 
by Britain on the predominantly Arab 
population of Palestine.  

If Gerald Kaufman was still about, 
Tom Watson would be keeping his mouth 
shut.  And, while Gerald Kaufmann was 
still about, Dame Hodge did not seem 
to realise that her close comrade on the 
far-Left, Jeremy Corbyn, was an Anti-
Semite, and she seemed to be entirely 
unaware that she herself was a Jew and 
that that was a fact of prime importance 
in British political life.

Just when did it click with her that 
she was not really a Corbynite at all but 
was a Jew who was in great danger from 
Corbyn the Anti-Semite?

A FUNDAMENTALIST  
RESURGENCE
There has been a resurgence of 
nationalist ‘fundamentalism’ in 
Europe in recent years.  Is there any 
reason for not treating Dame Hodge’s 
emergence as a strong Zionist as 
part of that development?  “Rootless 
cosmopolitanism”, Ben Gurion’s term, 
is breaking down.  Is that why there are 
no longer any Jewish MPs in Parliament 
who know how the Jewish State was 
constructed, and see that Britain owes a 
debt of responsibility to the Palestinians 
because of the way it treated them?

Melanie Phillips was a sensible right-
wing commentator on British social 
affairs in the Daily Mail.  In the radio 
programme, Any Questions, she was 
outed as a Jew by Will Self, also a Jew.  
She wrote an article for one of the Jewish 
magazines explaining that she was a 
Zionist, and that her prior loyalty was 
therefore to the Jewish State, Israel.  It 
was inconceivable to her that there could 
ever be a conflict of interest between her 
two loyalties, Britain being the creator of 
the Jewish State, but if such a conflict did 
somehow arise, it would be Israel that 
she would be loyal too.

Alas for the good old days when such 
things could be said!

Melanie Phillips also felt free to 
describe London as Londonanistan.  
In these days, when the atmosphere 
was saturated with Watsonite/Blairite 
humbug, such things must not be said.  
But they do not cease to exist because 
they are unsayable.

 The upsurge in accusations of Anti-
Semitism was heightened after the 
Jewish Nation-State Basic Law was 
passed in July 2018, which prescribes 
the ethnic-religious identity of Israel to 
be exclusively Jewish.  Of course there 
was (and still is) direct and indirect 
discrimination against Israeli Arabs in 
various statutes  - 65 of them according 

to the Adalah organisation - see https://
www.adalah.org/en/content/view/7771

The heightening of the anti-Semitic 
campaign of accusations became more 
urgent to divert the Labour Party with 
other issues.  The Israeli Government 
would have been falling down on its job 
if it had not done so.

The Blairite rearguard had obvious 
reasons for supporting the accusation, 
and the Tories—in trouble over Brexit—
had no reason to disagree.

If there had been an upsurge of Anti-
Semitism in the Labour Party, which 
would have posed an existential danger 
to Jews if Corbyn won the next election, 
we would have noticed.  And, if we 
had failed to notice it, but it was real, 
evidence of it would have been presented 
on television with great publicity.

Mark Cowling does not seem to have 
discovered any evidence.  What he 
has presented is tortuous apologetics 
depending on far-fetched deductions.

The only evidence is the accusations.  
This is the kind of reasoning that 
happened in the French Revolution, 
with its Law of Suspects, under which it 
was an offence to be suspected.  It had 
the effect of encouraging the expression 
of mindless allegiance to the prevailing 
fashion then.  

It has the same effect now.

HOW STATES ARE FORMED
Is it Anti-Semitic to describe the 
foundation of the Jewish State as having 
been accomplished through a process 
of conquest, colonisation and ethnic 
cleansing?

Mark Cowling apparently thinks it is.
Is it Anti-Semitic because it is false, or 

because it offends Zionist sensibilities in 
these later times to have the foundation 
of the state described factually?

If it was founded by conquest, 
colonisation and ethnic cleansing, that 
would not make it abnormal.  In fact most 
progressive states have been founded in 
that way.

The states that make up the core of the 
Free World—a term now back in common 
usage—were almost all founded like 
that.  And the major exception, Britain, 
was the coloniser.

The establishment of Palestine as a 
Jewish State by means of colonisation 
was set in motion by Britain as an anti-
German measure at the height of the 
Great War on Germany in 1917.

There were some Jews in Palestine in 
1917.  They were not colonisers.  The 
Ottoman State enabled the peoples of 
the Middle East to live in peace with one 

another.  It did not allow colonisation.  
The Jews in Palestine were largely 
people from the busy world of commerce 
and war who, for sentimental reasons, 
wished to spend the close of their lives 
in Palestine, away from the rush of 
Progress.   A State could not have been 
based on them.

Britain launched the Great War on 
Germany and Austria in 1914 under the 
slogan, “the rights of nations to self-
determination”.  It extended the war to 
the Turkish Empire for the purpose of 
establishing a continuous land Empire 
from India, through Persia, across 
Arabia, to Egypt.  When it issued the 
Zionist “Balfour Declaration”, it was 
in breach of any normal understanding 
of the rights of nations.  There was no 
Jewish nation in Palestine.  The project 
was to bring Jews from the rest of the 
world to Palestine and constitute them 
into a nation which would be a colony 
of the British Empire.  It was obvious 
that this could not be done without over-
riding the rights of the actual inhabitants 
of Palestine, who would have to be 
cleared out of the way as an inferior 
people.  (Churchill later compared them 
to the dog in the manger at The Peel 
Commission.)

Mark Cowling is apparently in denial 
of the fact that the Jewish State was 
founded by conquest and colonisation on 
the basis of Imperial right.  He says:

“An important background point is that 
Jews generally have felt a connection to 
Israel going back to medieval times and 
beyond.”

He then says, “None of this should 
be assumed to indicate particular 
entitlements to the land of Israel”.  
But clearly it is designed to indicate 
entitlement.  Why is it there otherwise?  
It is the ground on which the accusation 
of Anti-Semitism is laid against those 
who describe the establishment of the 
Jewish State as a process of conquest and 
colonisation.

Netanyahu regularly asserts the 
Jewish right to Judea etc. on the ground 
of ancestry.  He is never challenged by 
“Free World” interviewers for whom 
all of that is superstitious nonsense.  By 
their silence they accept what he says.  
On what other ground can conquest and 
colonisation be denied.

Imperial Britain began the construction 
of the Jewish State in Palestine in 1919, 
and involved the newly-formed League 
of Nations in it.  But the League had no 
effective existence of its own.  In the 
matter of Palestine, it was only a front 
for the British Empire, which, with the 
destruction of Germany, the withdrawal 
of the USA, and the exhaustion of 
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France, was the world Super-State of the 
period.

RIVAL NATIONALISMS CREATED 
BY BRITAIN
Britain opened Palestine to colonising 
immigration and gave the Jewish Agency 
a political role under its administration.  
But it had to proceed cautiously and 
deviously because it had stirred up an 
Arab nationalism in 1916 to be an ally in 
its war on Turkey.  For this purpose it had 
procured a declaration of Jihad against 
Turkey from the Muslim authorities in 
what is now the western region of Saudi 
Arabia, and it had promised that, when 
Turkey was defeated, it would recognise 
an Arab State in the Middle East.  The 
Balfour Declaration cut across this 
agreement, as did an agreement to share 
the Middle East with France.

As it set about laying the foundation of 
a Jewish nation-state within the Colonial 
structures of the Empire in 1919, Britain 
had to crush the Arab nationalism that it 
had deliberately stirred up a few years 
earlier.  France shared this task with 
it.  Instead of the promised Arab State, 
there was a Balkanisation of the Middle 
East into a series of British and French 
dependencies.

If Britain had conquered the Middle 
East with its own forces, and had 
governed it as an extension of the Indian 
Empire, without stirring up the Arab 
masses with nationalist ideals—as it 
began to do—the implantation of a 
Jewish Colony in Palestine might have 
been a relatively peaceful affair.  But, 
in the circumstances brought about by 
Britain, with its raising up of a Jihadist 
nationalism against Turkey, and then its 
crushing of it once Turkey was defeated, 
that could not be.

The stirred-up Arabs of Palestine saw 
what was afoot, and they resented it.

In the late 1920s a weak Labour 
Government tried to have second 
thoughts about the Palestine project.  It 
argued that national rights could only be 
the rights of the inhabitants of a territory.  
But the Zionist authorities would have 
none of this.  The Jewish right to Palestine 
was not based on the common or garden 
rights of the people in the territory.  It 
was an Imperial right—a right founded 
on the will of the British Empire.  And so 
it was.   Who could deny it?

The Jews of the world, constituted 
into a nation bythe Balfour Declaration, 
had national rights in Palestine on the 
authority of the British Empire, and 
these rights were prior to any claims that 
might be made by the Arab majority in 
Palestine. 

The Empire blundered its way 
through the 1920s and 1930s.  In 1939 
it launched another World War.  In 1945 
it emerged from that War a bankrupt 
and demoralised dependency of the 
United States.  The Labour Government 
was faced with a rebellion of its Jewish 
Colony in Palestine.  It threw in its hand 
and handed the matter over to the United 
Nations.

The United Nations, unlike the 
League, had an Executive body that 
was theoretically capable of  forcefully 
implementing a policy.  Britain was a 
member of it.  But it would not allow the 
Security Council to deal with Palestine, 
because it could still be held responsible, 
as a Vetoist member of the Council, for 
what it did.  So the matter was transferred 
to the General Assembly.

The Great Powers—the USA and 
Russia—whipped their client states into 
adopting a Resolution to divide Palestine 

into two states, Jewish and Arab, with 
the Jewish minority getting the greater 
part.

The Security Council did not undertake 
to put the General Assembly Resolution 
into effect. 

There was an actual Jewish state 
structure in Palestine.  It possessed what 
was the basic institution of state in the 
circumstances, an Army.  That Army was 
at war with the British administration, 
waging war by unrestrained terrorist 
methods.  And that was why Britain 
threw in its hand, instead of policing the 
implementation of the project that it had 
set in motion in 1917.

There was also a degree of civil 
structure of a Jewish State, developed 
under the British Mandate.

There was no semblance of an Arab 
State.  It was never more than a pretence 
on the part of the Mandate that there 
should be.  The British concern with the 
Arabs was to fob them off.

The Jewish propaganda characterised 
Britain as “Arabist”, because it did not 
act openly  as a Zionist force out of 
concern for its wider Imperial interests 
in the Middle East.  But there can be no 
reasonable doubt that, through all the 
twists and turns of foreign policy, Britain 
acted as the founder of the Jewish State.  
There would have been no Jewish State 
without it.

Jewish nationalism could not possibly 
have established a State by its own 
resources.  And it must be considered 
doubtful whether Zionism, if it had not 
been adopted by the British Empire, 
would even have established a substantial 
degree of hegemony over world Jewry.

Part Two will appear in the October 
Labour Affairs

This is the 300th issue of our magazine, which began January 1987 as ‘Labour & Trade Union 
Review’.  We opposed Thatcherism, but also opposed the naïve leftism of the era.  
We supported Workers Control and the ideas of Barbara Castle.
Readable versions of the covers are placed on our website, along with other images of very old 

issues.  More are being added.  See https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-old-issues-images/.
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Labour Affairs is publishing the comments as they continue to be of current interest.

David Rosenberg of Jewish Voice for Labour posted last night (10 July): 
Well the Guardian are sitting on a letter I sent them yesterday morning after their typically duplicitous editorial which included a 

significant section on Corbyn, Labour and antisemitism. It was even within their word-count. If they still refuse to publish it (it is 
not in tomorrow’s letters) you can at least read it here: 

“I rejoined Labour in 2015, excited that a committed anti-racist was challenging for the leadership. Corbyn’s reign, though, has 
been dogged by allegations of antisemitism made by party members, and also those with political animus against Labour and Corbyn 
personally. 

“Your editorial (8 July), slipped from accusations within Labour to the “record number of antisemitic incidents recorded in the 
UK”, as if these were connected. The sharpest UK-wide rise over the last 10 years was in 2013/14, before Corbyn led Labour. 
Antisemitic incidents and Islamophobic attacks have both risen since 2014.

“I have personally encountered more antisemitism in the last five years than in my previous 55 combined. I have heard it on buses, 
tube and plane journeys, in pubs, at football matches, and on social media, but almost none within the Labour Party, apart from 
occasional comments that are immediately challenged. Other Labour members I talk to around Britain are baffled by the claims. In 
general we haven’t heard it in branch or committee meetings or in our canvassing work, though the media tell us it is happening 
elsewhere.

“A more obvious political point is rarely aired by the media. Antisemitism has increased under a Conservative Government that not 
only created the Hostile Environment, but enjoy direct links to a host of antisemitic, Islamophobic, anti-migrant parties in Europe.

“When so many accusations against Corbyn’s Labour come from those within and beyond the Jewish community who give the 
Conservatives a free pass, it is hard not to react with cynicism.” 

A letter from a reader
When my local Labour MP joined the antisemitism bandwagon 

some years ago I emailed him to say that I hadn’t come across 
any evidence of it and asked him if he had. His response was not 
to point me towards examples but to claim that my questioning 
of it meant that I too was part of the problem. In other words, 
any questioning of the claim made by outside bodies that it 
exists or asking for specific examples of it in order to form a 
conclusion on the extent to which it was claimed to exist was 
antisemitic in his mind. It was “part of the problem”. 

All these years later, aside from a few specific examples of 
outright antisemitism revealed by the most intense and long-
term forensic investigation of any political party by outside 
agencies in Britain, I haven’t seen any evidence that it exists on 
a scale that warrants the charges brought against it. 

It now seems that, devoid of the capacity to produce evidence 
of actual antisemitism, the accusers are resorting to the tactic 
employed by my local MP and arbitrarily broadening the 
definition to include anyone questioning the accusation or 
asking for evidence. We are now inhabiting the Kafkaesque 
world where the questioning of the charge has become the 
evidence of the charge - and indeed the only required evidence 
of the charge.

The effect, and the object, of all of this is to close down debate 
not only on the actions of the Israeli State but on the charge that 
the Labour Party is institutionally antisemitic. 

My local MP ended up blocking me from his FB page. That 
was within his power and  privilege. But the liberal media retains 
its credibility by claiming to provide access from the wider 
spectrum of opinion and because of this the crude blocking of 
one side of the debate will always be difficult to justify. Far 
better that it does all it can to ensure that awkward questions are 
never actually asked in the first place. And what better way to 
guarantee this than to become complicit in the closing down of 
the debate in which the question might arise.

Eamon Dyas

BLO0D AND LIES

What ever happened to Gonzales.
  No, not Speedy Gonzales,
but slow Gonzales.
  Took his baby daughter
from El Salvador, hoping to make it
  to Dallas.

Twenty-three months to reach the American Dream.
Got to the Mexican border, the Rio Grande.
Became a wet-back, the floating debris of Latin-America,
he and his baby daughter, drowned  among 
the crammed.

So they acclaim the US the greatest power on earth
  when its dream is washed out, threadbare,
you could buy from any charity shop.
  A new president, a new makeover, more blood and lies.
Nevertheless,  the cargo-cult religion is still on the hop.

Superman wrung the necks of those
  violating his Latino backyard of
El Salvador, Nicaragua, Panama and
  Chile, then tasked
some of them to grow only bananas,
  designating them banana republics.
(Oh, how wonderful life was once in Mafia
  Havana!)

Gonzales did become Speedy.
 Speedily died
as did his baby daughter.
  Return to sender, 
not needed for cheap labour, humiliation 
and Imperial slaughter.

Wilson John Haire, 29th January, 2019.
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Motions adopted by Unite Branch SE/6246.
Unite Branch SE/6246 Motion: Statement by Tom Watson, 

Deputy Leader of the Labour Party, threatening Jennie 
Formby, General Secretary of the Labour Party.

This branch notes the claims made by Tom Watson during 
his televised interview on ITV’s ‘Good Morning Britain’ 
programme on 12th September 2018. It also notes Tom 
Watson’s direct threat to Jennie Formby in her position as 
General Secretary of the Labour Party.

This branch unreservedly rejects Mr Watson’s claims as 
divisive, deceitful and dishonest.

1. This branch demands he withdraw his remarks and issue 
a public apology to the General Secretary for his threats and 
damage to her reputation as a result of his unwarranted criticism.

2. This branch calls on the trade union and labour movement 
at all levels to rebuke him for these remarks and defend the 
General Secretary of the Labour Party against such criticism.

3. This branch further calls on Unite SE Regional Office to send 
a letter of support to the General Secretary of the Labour Party 
acknowledging her work in producing long awaited proposals 
for the revision of Labour Party disciplinary processes and for 
the introduction of the Labour Party Code on Antisemitism.

Resolution passed unanimously 18. 9. 2018, for circulation.
Signed Ian Harrison, Branch Chair.

Unite Branch SE/6246 Motion on Chris Williamson.
This branch notes:
The suspension of Chris Williamson MP for derby North.
That the allegation that Chris Williamson is downplaying 

anti-Semitism is totally unfounded.
Chris Williamson MP said: “The party that has done more 

to stand up to racism is now being demonised as a racist, 
bigoted party. I have got to say, I think our party’s response has 
been partly responsible for that because in my opinion...we’ve 
backed off far too much, we have given too much ground, we’ve 
been too apologetic... We’ve done more to address the scourge 
of antisemitism than any other party.”

Chris Williamson’s comments are clearly neither anti-Semitic, 
nor denying the existence of anti-Semitism in the Labour Party.

Chris is a target because he is one of the very few Labour 
MPS who has openly stood up to the witch-hunt of Corbyn 
supporters and because he has campaigned tirelessly for the 
much-needed democratisation of the party.

Despite the departure of Ian McNicolas General Secretary, 
the witch-hunt of left leaning party members continues. The 
main target of this campaign is Jeremy Corbyn himself. But 
thousands of Labour Party members have been investigated, 
suspended and/or expelled on often spurious grounds-like Chris 
Williamson, they are collateral damage in this campaign to 
remove Corbyn.

This branch therefore resolves to:
Write to Jennie Formby, the General secretary of the Labour 

Party and the Labour Party NEC with a copy of this motion 
outlining our dismay at this decision.

Write to Len McClusky, General secretary of Unite and the 
Unite NEC with a copy of this motion outlining our dismay at 
this decision.

Invite Chris Williamson to a local rally/meeting in support of 
his reinstatement

seek an assurance from the National executive of Unite that 
it will:

1) Campaign for the full implementation of the Charabarti 
report to ensure its members (and members of other trade 
unions) who are also members of the Labour Party are afforded 
the vital legal principles of due process (natural justice) and 
proportionality and protection against malicious complaints.

2) campaign for the Labour Party to replace the existing 
‘Compliance Unit’ with a new system for the investigation and 
management of complaints based on the Chakrbarti proposals.

3) Campaign to reverse the decision of the NEC of the 
Labour Party to adopt the disputed ‘definition of anti-Semitism’ 
published by the International Holocaust Remembrance 
Alliance (IHRA), which conflates anti-Semitism with criticism 
of Israel.

4) Reaffirm its support for the rights of the Palestinian people, 
including the right to speak out against Israeli racism and 
apartheid.

Work to arrange a screening of the ‘’Witchhunt’’ documentary 
for members of the Trades Council and trade unionists as soon 
as practicable. (https://witchhuntfilm.org)

Write a letter of support to Chris Williamson MP (chris.
williamson.mp@parliament.uk)

Forward the motion to the Trades Council(s) for consideration 
of adoption at the next meeting.

Motion passed unanimously on 19. 3.2019.
Signed Ben Armstrong, Branch Secretary. Ian Harrison, 

Branch Chair.

Unite Branch SE/6246 Motion in support of Alex 
Braithwaite.

Unite Branch SE/6246, an affiliate branch of Hove CLP, 
is outraged by the suspension by the Labour Party of Alex 
Braithwaite, a lifelong anti-racist, Unite Community member 
and the only Black woman standing in the local council elections. 
Alex has been singled out and targeted by pro-Israel groups and 
organisations, including Sussex Friends of Israel (SFI), Labour 
Against Antisemitism (LAAS), the Jewish Labour Movement 
(JLM), the Sussex Jewish Representative Council (SJRC), 
the Chair of which is Vice Chair of SFI, supported by some 
Labour councillors and party members, regarding her views on 
IHRA and calling into question her integrity and commitment 
to promoting equality. In singling out Alex in this way and with 
no other prospective candidates, we regard their motives to be 
racist and their actions reprehensible and unacceptable.

We call for:
1. Unite to oppose the suspension and to demand it be lifted 

immediately.
2. Unite to demand that the Labour Party implement the 

proposals in the Chakrabarti report without further delay to 
ensure its members (and members of other trade unions) who 
are also members of the Labour Party are afforded the vital legal 
principles of due process (natural justice) proportionality, and 
protection against malicious complaints.

3. The Labour Party to stop using suspension as a first resort, 
as recommended in the Chakrabarti report.

4. Unite to demonstrate support for Alex as a union member 
and to assist in her election campaign.

5. Support from Unite members, other trade unionists and 
anti-racist comrades to continue to campaign for her election 
to the council.

Passed unanimously 16.4. 2019.
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Notes on the News
        By Gwydion M. Williams

Think Globally,  
Dump Costs On Foreigners

The Direct Democracy that Hong 
Kong Chinese demand, put an ignorant 
right-wing ranter in charge of Brazil.

Just one of many, obviously.  But 
Western journalists are very slow to 
learn from failure.

Manage ‘not to see’, because they dare 
not offend the extremely rich and greedy 
men who own newspapers and other 
media.  

Mr Bolsonaro is disapproved off.  
Western journalists can bad-mouth him 
without risk to their careers.  And he 
certainly merits it:

“The record number of fires in Brazil's 
Amazon rainforest has coincided with 
a sharp drop in fines for environmental 
violations, BBC analysis has found.

“Official data from Brazil's 
environment agency shows fines from 
January to 23 August dropped almost a 
third compared with the same period last 
year.

“At the same time, the number of fires 
burning in Brazil has increased by 84%.

“It is not known how many of these 
fires have been set deliberately, but critics 
have accused President Jair Bolsonaro's 
administration of ‘green lighting’ the 
destruction of the rainforest through a 
culture of impunity.” 1

Fires often set by poor people hoping 
to get rich in a competitive global 
economy.  Being entrepreneurial.  Doing 
just what the Nice Liberal Centre urges 
and defends when it suits them.

Why shouldn’t the rich world pay the 
full price for Brazil not clearing its huge 
forests?  Subsidise them for not doing 
what all of the rich countries did during 
their rise?

The G7 did offer aid for the current 
fires – a grand total of £18 million.2   
What national government would be 
influenced by as small a sum as that?.

Why not give further subsidies for rare 
species that rich and comfortable people 
want to see saved in foreign countries?  
A yearly bonus of as little as £1000 for 
every live chimp might work wonders.
1 https: / /www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-latin-america-49460022
2 https: / /www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-latin-america-49479470

An individual billionaire could do 
this – there are a huge surplus of such 
people, most doing nothing useful.  But 
conventional thinking has a solid grip 
on their minds, outside of the little area 
of business from which they get their 
billions.

Rich people want poor countries to 
bear most of the burden.  Will not ‘put 
your money where your mouth is’.

From the 1980s, maturing Baby 
Boomers decided that taxes were wicked.  
State machines almost certain to commit 
evil.  Saw the only answer as the world 
fixing itself spontaneously.  

Only an idealistic minority actually 
worked hard for ‘bottom-up’ solutions.  
Most donate small sums, but only small.

‘Dogmatic Bottomism’ worked nicely 
to expand personal freedom.  But let a 
rampaging Overclass grab money and 
power in the public sphere.  Let them 
steal from the poor.

For the noble purpose of giving 
everyone a good life, ‘Dogmatic 
Bottomism’ failed decisively.  

Real societies need a lot of Top-
Down control, to get good outcomes 
for an increasingly free-thinking global 
population.

Hong Kong –  
the Wrong Sort of Mind Control

A secure system can tolerate the 
quietly disloyal.

A radical system cannot.  Successful 
radicals always opt for harsh methods.

A secure system has an established 
pattern of Mind Control.  One so solid 
that few think of it as Mind Control.

For those who do notice, the natural 
response is to say ‘No Mind Control’.  

But that assumes that the acceptable 
portions of the Mind Control you grew 
up with are not Mind Control.  Most 
people believe that, whatever else they 
disagree about.

People believe there is a lost basic – 
‘born free, and everywhere in chains’.  
But no two of them will entirely agree 
what this Authentic Human Nature really 
is.  

As I see it, we would not have 
functional minds had we not grown up 
with some form of Mind Control.  

The most we can hope for is 
for independent-minded people to 
understand what is happening.  To try for 
Mind Control of a more benevolent sort.

The Hong Kong protestors are gripped 
by Western forms of Mind Control.  
Except I doubt they have the inhibitions 
necessary for a tolerant Western system 
to work.

For all of the bitterness over Brexit, no 
one in Britain is beating up policemen 
for doing their job.  Alternative visions 
exist.  While in Hong Kong, I see nothing 
beyond a dislike of what exists.

A dislike borrowed from the fading but 
still formidable power of the New Right.

The New Right are very clever at 
working the system.  But badly mistaken 
in their beliefs about how the system 
actually works.

The New Right imagined itself as a 
direct heir of a nice world that existed 
before 1914, and was inexplicably 
wrecked by Militarism.  Then plagued 
by Fascism and Leninism.

But European governments had been 
spreading popular militarism from the 
1870s.  A nicely readable version is 
Rudyard Kipling’s Stalky & Co.  Most 
of it written before 1900, and with a 
European war expected.

Leading up to 1914, much of the 
British ruling class feared Germany’s 
increasing economic strength.  Wanted 
them broken.  But Britain had a small 
army, and Germany a very large one.  
France and Russia were needed, despite 
past rivalries.

France wanted Alsace-Loraine, even 
though the population mostly felt 
German.  

Russia wanted Constantinople.  
Britain secretly let Russia know that 
this was now acceptable,3  and by 1915 
had committed themselves to securing 
it.4   Britain  also wanted what became 
Kuwait and Iraq, sources of the oil that 
the Royal Navy was dependant on.  So 
the Ottoman Empire was dragged into a 
war it would sooner have avoided.

The spark was Serbia’s claim to Bosnia.  

3 https://drpatwalsh.com/2019/07/20/
where-did-it-all-go-wrong-for-russia/
4 https://drpatwalsh.com/2019/07/20/
the-russians-shall-have-constantinople-a-
postscript-to-the-durnovo-memorandum/
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And a Serb terrorist assassination of the 
heir to the Austro-Hungarian Empire, 
who wanted to make all Slavs into equal 
citizens.  

The official British line was once 
‘gallant little Serbia’.  But in the 1990s, 
the idea of any part of Bosnia joining 
Serbia was officially classified as Evil.  
Attention was switched to the German 
march through Belgium, which only 
happened because Russia went to war to 
defend Serbia.  Because Germany was 
caught between France and Russia and 
might easily be crushed.

During the long 1914 crisis that ended 
in war, Germany asked how Britain 
would feel about a march through 
Belgium.  They got a hazy reply, but one 
which suggested it was not a problem.  
But when Germany actually did it, 
Britain’s rulers called it a gigantic crime.

Most British historians see this as an 
inexplicable accident.  To me, it is very 
explicable.  The rulers of the British 
Empire laid a trap to fool both Germany 
and their own public.

But if that were the plan, it all went 
wrong.  Germany, which had invested 
heavily in science and technical 
education, proved unexpectedly tough.  
Tsarist Russia collapsed.  Lenin created 
the first modern-minded government that 
was implacably hostile to the European 
Empires that then dominated the globe.  

Empires that were also racist.  Positions 
of power were mostly White Only.  China 
was bullied by all the foreign powers.  

Britain’s main base for bullying 
China was Shanghai the hub of a string 
of concessions on the Yangtze River.  
Foreign warships sailed freely on the 
Yangtze until 1949, when the Royal Navy 
was mauled in the Amethyst Incident.  
A second base, puzzlingly forgotten by 
most Westerners, was Tianjin.  Third 
and least was Hong Kong, the oldest and 
central to the opium trade.  A link that 
still applies, though it is found polite not 
to mention this. 

Shanghai was also a centre of 
radicalism.  The Communist Party was 
officially born there, and for a long time 
was based there.  Hong Kong was a 
useful refuge, but little more.

Mao in 1949 took over Tianjin and 
Shanghai.  Hong Kong was British 
territory, but could have been wrecked 
just by sealing the border.  Britain also 
had no intention of fighting, should 
Mao’s armies just move in.  India later 
did this with the Portuguese enclave of 
Goa.  They scored an easy victory: 22 
dead as against 30 for Portugal’s fading 
Empire.5 
5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Annexation_of_Goa

Mao however found Hong Kong 
convenient as a link to the wider world.  
Allowed its massive flowering in the 
1950s to 1980s.  Useful for trade when 
the USA refused to accept Beijing as a 
legitimate government, which applied 
until the early 1970s.

Hong Kong in a Remade World
Between the two World Wars, many 

people felt that the Old Order had self-
destructed.  The brief boom in the 1920s 
raised hope.  But with the Great Slump, 
it seemed truly doomed.

It really was doomed in its original 
form – the rich dominating public opinion 
and demanding their own wishes come 
first.  But by a fluke – it was not what he 
had campaigned on – Franklin Roosevelt 
saved the system by borrowing ideas 
common among socialists.  Did this in 
the face of intense opposition.  And most 
of the opposition would also have been 
content to see Hitler take over Europe.

The New Right ‘wisdom’ is that the 
New Deal was an error.  That borrowings 
from socialism must be purged.  And 
have come closed to wrecking the 
system for a second time.  But the Old 
Order was not entirely brought back.  
State spending as a share of the economy 
remains high.  Likewise taxes: though 
the rich are helped to evade them.

The West weakened state controls.  
Let things drift from the 1980s. And now 
faces shipwreck.

Back in 1917, the Bolsheviks sought 
a much more radical transformation.  
A new and insecure system cannot be 
tolerant of the quietly disloyal.  Nor of 
those who think themselves loyal, but 
keep pushing different and incompatible 
ideas.  It has to get repressive, or else 
fail.

India was run by the Congress Party 
for its first few decades.  It was maybe 
not repressive enough.  With certainty, 
their nice moderate ideas were slow to 
transform, and co-existed with ancient 
superstitions.  Power has now decisively 
shifted to intolerant Hindu Nationalism 
that is also at home with new technology.

The Soviet Union by the 1950s had 
shifted the world a long way towards its 
own values.  It had created a successful 
new system of Mind Control, with most 
Soviet citizens content.  Things might 
then have evolved to a global corporatist 
united world – but both Russians and 
US citizens wanted their own version to 
dominate.  

The Soviets also trapped themselves 
in an irrationality, when Khrushchev 
suddenly declared that Stalin had been 
criminal for successfully carrying 

through Lenin’s project.  Seemed not to 
understand that Stalin’s methods were 
necessary to massively transform the 
minds of those the Bolsheviks ruled as a 
militant egalitarian minority.

No such error was made in China after 
Mao.  Deng decided that radicalism in 
Mind Control had gone quite far enough.  
A new generation born since 1949 
had been given the outlook of factory 
workers.  This worked imperfectly for 
agriculture, where factory methods are 
not the optimum – but the population had 
also doubled since 1949.  Regardless, 
Deng shifted to individual management 
of small farms, while keeping the land 
itself as public property that was merely 
leased.  And he allowed foreign firms to 
employ larger numbers of these near-
ideal factory workers.  Allowed also a 
vast crop of new private industries to 
grow up employing them.

All of this was tolerable, because 
the standard of living rose faster than 
it had under Mao.  Not that it had been 
bad under Mao.  Contrary to what most 
Western experts imply – but will never 
actually say – the economy had been 
successful under Mao.6   Slower than 
the Japan and the East Asian Tigers, 
but faster than Britain or the USA.  
Matching average world growth, despite 
US hostility.

Deng thought that Hong Kong could 
be neatly slotted into this system.  It was 
his idea for Hong Kong to have for the 
first time a regional government elected 
by Chinese.

The Tories under Chris Patten chose 
to make trouble.  Let people think they 
could have a regional government at 
odds with the centre.  That could act like 
it was independent.

Independence is last thing Hong 
Kong needs.  It flourishes as a small 
Westernised enclave within the wider 
Chinese economy.  Average incomes are 
five times the Chinese norm.

Hong Kong’s population should 
also note that no one else in the world 
actually wants most of them.  Britain 
when abandoning it made sure that only 
a few talented individuals got the option 
to live in Britain.  The rest of the world 
is no more generous.

If it had been up to me, all of them 
would have had a right to move to 
Britain after 1997.  But of course it is not 
up to me.  And no one with actual power 
would consider it.

Despite this, Hong Kong now demands 
even more privilege.  Hopes to revive 
the notion of China as a whole copying 
the current Western system.  A system 
6 h t t p s : / / g w y d i o n w i l l i a m s .
com/99-problems-magazine/mao-and-china/
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visibly in crisis, but none of them seem to 
notice.

What about Singapore?  Singapore had 
independence imposed on it.  It was thrown 
out of the Malaysian Union when its ruling 
party threatened to spread its politics to the 
entire Union.  But Malays felt that trade 
and business was properly left for Chinese.  
Most Malaysian Chinese are docile under 
Malay dominance.  A city with too many 
Chinese to safely control was separated 
out.

Hong Kong is Chinese amidst Chinese.  
It is also not vital to the gigantic Chinese 
economy.

Beijing could just hold tight and let it 
wreck and exhaust itself.  In their place, I 
would see this as the least bad solution.

Snippets
India Disobedient
“In his second term, India’s prime 

minister is showing his statist side”.7

That’s a complaint from The Economist, 
which has not yet lost hope of India copying 
every last folly and failure of the West.

India may find a Japanese solution – 
traditional culture upheld, with business 
strong but under social control.  Special 
protection for many small businesses.

Sadly, the tolerant semi-socialist India 
that was once possible is lost.  But had 
failed well before the rise of Mr Modi.

***
Kashmir – Muddle Ended?
No Indian Prime Minister could abandon 

the chunk of majority-Muslim Kashmir that 
Nehru secured when India was partitioned.  

Nehru was a Kashmiri Brahmin: he 
would not let his home become foreign.  
Nor would his daughter Indira – who just 
happened to marry a man who shared the 
famous Gandhi surname with India’s other 
main founder.

Nor could they drop Nehru’s claim to the 
traditionally Chinese territory of the Aksai 
Chin, supposedly attached to a region 
called Ladakh.  Or not unless Mr Modi 
decides to get really bold, and trades it for 
China dropping its claim to ‘South Tibet’, 
now the Indian state of Arunachal Pradesh.

Ladakh was lumped with Kashmir 
in British India, which continued after 
independence.  But it too had ancient links 
to Tibet.  Its population is 46% Muslim, 
40% Tibetan Buddhists and 12% Hindus.8   
China might have claimed it, had Imperial 
China not given it away by treaty.  Beijing 
has always respected such deals.

Modi has now made Ladakh a province 
in its own right.  And removed the special 
status of the rest of Jammu and Kashmir.

7 https://www.economist.com/busi-
ness/2019/08/17/india-inc-is-growing-disen-
chanted-with-narendra-modi
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ladakh

What else should he do?  Given a free 
vote, Ladakh and majority-Hindu Jammu 
would probably stay with India.  Kashmir 
would join Pakistan.  But no Westerner 
suggests this.  They just protest at what is.

***
Winners and Losers
“The super-rich have made Britain into a 

nation of losers…
“Thirty thousand men in late middle-age 

living the high life with the capital at their 
feet – and there, stuck way below on terra 
firma are their 66 million fellow Britons, 
tearing lumps out of each other.

“Congratulations: you’ve just pictured 
the central problem stalking the UK today. 
Not Brexit. Not the breakdown in civil 
debate. Not the dark money contaminating 
Westminster. These are urgent and vitally 
important, but there is one big factor that 
forms a large part of the backdrop to all 
of them. It can be summed up by that gulf 
between a mid-sized football stadium of 
super-rich men in their 50s, and the rest of 
us spread out across our suburbs, our towns, 
our unpretty stretches of urban sprawl.

“That football stadium represents the 
top 0.1% of earners in the UK. To join 
their ranks, numbering just 31,000, you’d 
need a taxable income of at least £650,000 
a year – £12,500 per week. In less than a 
fortnight, you would easily pull in more 
than the average Briton makes as taxable 
income over a whole year.”9 

***
Brexit and Elections 
As at late August, Brexit remains 

uncertain.  An election might happen.
Or might not.  It all depends on dithering 

centrists
Many are defectors from Tory or Labour.  

Their political careers may end with the 
next election.

An election this year, or perhaps no 
sooner than 2022.

One example – former Tory Sarah 
Wollaston joined the Liberal Democrats.  
They came 3rd in her seat with 13% in 
2017.  5th with 10% in 2015. Did better in 
2010, but still lost.10 

I’ll be interested to see how she votes 
when Parliament returns.

But the Brecon and Radnor by-election 
makes a Vote of No Confidence more 
likely.  Likewise a vote to forbid a No-Deal 
Brexit.

The Brexit Party ensured Johnson’s 
majority became one rather than 
three. Their vote was bigger 
than the margin of Tory defeat.   

9 h t t p s : / / w w w . t h e g u a r d -
ian.com/commentisfree/2019/aug/06/
britain-super-rich-wealthy
10 h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a . o r g /
w i k i / T o t n e s _ ( U K _ P a r l i a m e n t _
constituency)#Elections_in_the_2010s

I’ve blogged details.11 
***

Brexit Extra
Johnson robbing Parliament of time to 

block Brexit is not illegal.  It is dirty, playing 
to the dithering centre that repeatedly failed 
to find a majority for any decisive outcome.

He now stands with those who want 
Brexit regardless of the damage it may do 
to ordinary people.  A decisive block of 
MPs could stop him, but seems unlikely. 

MPs are not ordinary people.  Far too 
many are rich and privileged.  Many of the 
dithering centre would sooner be defeated 
over Brexit than lose their seats. 

***
Neglecting Other People’s Children 
“The work of raising children, once seen 

as socially necessary labor benefiting the 
common good, is an isolated endeavor for 
all but the most well-off parents. Parents 
are entirely on their own when it comes 
to their offspring’s well-being. Many have 
had to prioritize physical safety and adult 
supervision over healthy emotional and 
social development.”12 

And why?  Most Baby Boomers hated 
the tax-and-spend policies that had allowed 
them to blossom into new individualism.

The new culture encourages the average 
individual to hope for much more than the 
average individual is ever likely to get.

To keep thinking that the answer is just 
to try harder.

***
Seven of Nine for One
For Star Trek fans: 2020 will see a new 

series starring a retired Captain Picard.
Joined by three other characters from 

The Next Generation.  And one from Star 
Trek: Voyager; the very popular cyberlady 
‘Seven of Nine’.

But apparently they appear for just one 
episode in the first season.13   (Hopefully 
not the only season.)

***
Websites
Previous Newsnotes are at the 

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

11 https://www.quora.
com/q/pwgwxusqvnzzrlzm/
Britains-Brexit-Party-may-have-killed-Brexit 
12 h t t p s : / / w w w . n y t i m e s .
com/2019/08/17/opinion/sunday/childhood-
suicide-depression-anxiety.html 
13 h t t p s : / / w w w . n y t i m e s .
com/2019/08/17/opinion/sunday/childhood-
suicide-depression-anxiety.html 
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

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

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

That time of year 
As an active Labour Party member, 

I keep getting asked what with all 
the political mess around Brexit 
domestically and the world going on fire 
with climate change and lack of will, or 
global institutions to deal with it - where 
do I see us in even a year’s time?  My 
honest answer?  I don’t know. I don’t 
have 2020 vision. 

One for the school-bag.  It’s that time of 
year.  A sign that the August holiday break 
from local branch (ward), constituency 
meetings and other committee meetings 
was finally over came to this foot soldier 
in the form of a letter from the branch 
secretary. In it, apart from the usual 
agenda of our September meeting , was a 
notice that…well, read it for yourselves. 

“Dear Member, “The Hackney North & 
Stoke Newington Constituency Labour 
Party has commenced the process of the 
selection of a candidate for a Member of 
Parliament.”

What? Diane Abbott? With an 11,000 
+ majority?  But them’s the rules, as 
decided at last year’s Annual Conference.

The letter goes on: ”The procedure 
will be determined by ballots received 
from Labour Party branches and  
affiliated organisations. If one third or 
more of Party branches who indicate 
a preference, or one third or more of 
affiliated branches indicate they wish 
a selection to take place, a selection 
shall proceed. In such circumstances 
our sitting MP shall be included in the 
shortlist of candidates from whom the 
selection shall be made.”  

There’s no fear of Diane Abbott  in 
Hackney North.  But Joan Ryan in 
Enfield North? Or Chuka Umunna of 
Streatham, to mention but two of the MPs 
who resigned earlier this year?  Would 
they have survived?  Had their leaving  
anything to do with anticipating this rule 
change? (I know the truth of that in at 
least one MP’s case.) Joan Ryan gave as 
her reason the institutional anti-semitism 
of the Labour Party. And Chuka? He left 
on the pretext of a vision of how politics 
could be done better (another lacking 
2020 vision). Nine MPs in total resigned 
earlier this year and, in truth, haven’t 
been heard of much since. And, I’d say, 
their subsequent fate has not been lost on 

any remaining like-minded MPs, which 
may explain their panic at this letter 
going out to all branches and affiliates. 

Another item of correspondence was 
an invitation, from John McDonnell, 
Shadow Chancellor,  to me, as “one of 
our movements most active members,” 
to attend his setting out of “Labour’s 
Approach to the Government’s Autumn 
Spending Review and Budget.”  
Scheduled for tomorrow evening, that 
event would ordinarily be enough to 
clear the summer holiday cobwebs. 
Briefings like this by McDonnell, aimed 
at the activist layer, the foot soldiers, 
give one an insight into what’s really 
happening at the strategic, policy 
making level not otherwise available to 
us. And John is a gifted communicator 
- and motivator - without the need for 
hyperbole or rhetoric - with the addition 
of an odd, calculated “indiscretion,”  to 
give us a flavour of how business is done 
with Treasury - or City - mandarins.  Or, 
more to the point, give us an  honest 
“insider” update on where things stand 
at this historic moment.   

Now in the light of Boris Johnson’s 
announcement today (28th August) 
that he has asked the Queen to suspend 
parliament for five weeks from the 
middle of September; the Treasury’s 
decision to fast forward the spending 
review; the EU crying “foul” over the 
suspension of the UK Parliament. this 
meeting takes on a whole new level of 
interest for the foot soldier. 

Incidentally, John McDonnell, today, 
in response to these new developments, 
said: “Nobody is fooled into believing 
that this is a proper and normal spending 
review. It’s a one off pre-election panic-
driven stunt budget.”(Guardian, 28 
September, 2019) “

Game on!  Holiday cobwebs? The 
memories are already beginning to fade.

Earlier this month, one MP, anonymous 
of course,  concerning the selection 
process change, “fumed” to the “Chief 
Political Correspondent” of the Guardian 
: “It has absolutely sucked the oxygen 
and life out of the Labour party and now 
we have a whole summer and autumn of 
introspection when we should be laying 
into the Tories.” (4 August 2019).  

Had that piece been written by one of 
the many “leftist” journos they would 
have, likely, for balance, pointed out 
that the relentless - and merciless - 
personalised attacks of a majority of the 
Parliamentary Labour Party on Jeremy 
Corbyn  has been sucking the life out of 

the Party ever since he was - not once 
but twice - elected Leader.  And this 
without regard to the membership, the 
bedrock of Labour Party democracy, 
or, indeed, its impact on the electorate. 
As an engaged member and activist I’m 
surprised, mightily relieved actually, to 
read recently that the labour membership 
is still above the 500,000 mark. 

I’m sure that this one small step for 
Labour Party democracy, represented by 
a modest tweaking of the new selection 
thresholds will have persuaded many 
to stick with the party, despite all the 
shite thrown at the party leadership 
from within the party - when we could 
have been better occupied “laying into 
the Tories” and revenging Windrush, 
Grenfell and all the austerity-imposed 
open and hidden injuries of class.  

The reason, of course, why Diane 
Abbott’s status as our MP  is down for 
decision in early September is that she 
is a Shadow Cabinet member and the 
process is starting at that level initially, 
including the front benchers. That timing 
is interesting as it cuts into the Annual 
Conference week. So, this could mean 
that some MPs  might be participating at 
Conference while not knowing whether 
they were going to survive beyond 
Conference as MPs. Others, according 
to the Guardian’s “ Chief Political 
Correspondent” could  have to spend 
Conference week canvassing member 
support for their re-selection.  We’re 
also told by the same source that MPs 
named by their colleagues are vulnerable 
- surprise, surprise - are from areas 
“where leftwing membership is strong.”  
Not, mind, where MPs’ performance is 
piss poor, or their relationship to their 
local parties leaves a lot to be desired in 
a democratic socialist party.  

But, help is at hand: Tom Watson, 
whose day job is supposed to be Deputy 
Leader, “ has been running private 
sessions on surviving the deselection 
process, with training offered to about 
160 (160!!) MPs who are part of his 
democratic socialist ‘Future Britain 
Group’ in February. (Guardian, cited 
above)

That is not to say that having to bed in 
this change is not disruptive - disruptive 
and, in some cases, predictably, messy. 
But its time has come, finally, in the 
Labour Party. And  It will be interesting 
to see what happens in practice with the 

Continued On Page 16
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selection process rule change around the country.  
The bottom line is that the necessary rule change came from 

members’ frustration with the Parliamentary Labour Party’s’ 
relentless attacks on Corbyn instead of fighting the Tories . Foot 
soldiers were increasingly demoralised, supporters disoriented.  
Many feel that a re-selection process should, indeed, be 
mandatory. That would be my view.  

Continued From Page 15

Rethinking Socialism
With Respect to Marxism and Leninism (Part One), by Gwydion M. Williams

Leninism was enormously successful from the 1920s to 
the 1950s. Then fell apart in its European versions.

Marxism as a wider theme has been enormously 
successful for even longer than that.  It remains so in 
many places, most notably People’s China.  And remains 
a gigantic cultural influence, despite the angry rants of the 
right.  And many ideas that were once socialist or ultra-
radical have diffused into the general culture and are no 
longer seen as such.1

China is still openly Marxist, but Post-Leninist.  Post-
Maoist also.  No longer expecting World Revolution.  
Accepting that Market Forces have their uses, but refusing 
to let them dominate.

They also refuse to call themselves wrong for what they 
did in the past.  But treat it as a matter of history rather 
than a lost ideal.

By contrast, the ideas of both New Right and liberal-left 
have proved rubbish when applied to real societies.  

There has been a sharp fall in Western influence after its 
high point in the early 1990s.  Notable failures are:

1. Losing Russia
2. Reviving Sectarian Islam, even in highly 

Westernised Turkey
3. Losing China (apart from tiny highly-privileged 

Hong Kong)
4. Losing culturally in India, and not gaining much 

economically
5. Facing Illiberal Democracy in Middle-Europe; 

the former Soviet Bloc.
The New Right could not accept that it was a heavy 

draught of socialism that won the Cold War for the West.2  
They were determined that the fragments of the fallen 
Soviet Union must not repeat the ‘mistakes’ of actual US 
policy to its former foes: Italy, West Germany and Japan.  

It has all gone wrong for them, and they cannot 
understand why.

For me, the big error by the left was the post-Stalin view 
that Lenin had been heroic and Stalin criminal.  Lenin 
created the basics of the system that Stalin consolidated.  
Trotsky and the others all approved of the new state-
1 https://gwydionwilliams.com/history-and-philosophy/
the-left-redefined-the-normal/ 
2 h t t p s : / / l a b o u r a f f a i r s m a g a z i n e . c o m /
problems-magazine-past-issues/the-mixed-economy-won-the-cold-war/ 

machine for as long as they were in charge of that machine.  
And Stalin took a number of tough and controversial 
decisions that led to a vast expansion of Soviet power.

The New Right are even further from the truth, saying 
that the October Revolution was a major error and that 
Lenin and Stalin were equally criminal.  (Yet the Trotskyist 
influence lingers, and it is notable that many right-wing 
critics still speak of a fictitious ‘Stalinism’, when every 
effective form of Leninism has honoured Stalin.3)

The New Right cannot deny the vast liberation that the 
world has enjoyed compared to what we had in 1900, or 
even 1950.  They try to evade it.  If pressed, they claim 
that all of it could have happened without any of that 
nasty leftism.

In the real world, ‘nasty leftism’ was usually the driving 
force.  Along with nice leftism, which however was often 
ineffective.

The establishment might say, ‘over my dead body’.
Nasty leftist might say, ‘that’s fine by us’.
This shifted attitudes very nicely.
Liberation happens, in part because of violent 

revolutions.
Rather more because the threat of violent revolution 

scared the elite into giving back.  And those countries 
were luckier, getting the benefits for free while the pain 
went elsewhere.

Events since the Soviet fall shows just how badly the 
elite still wants to misbehave.

They have also proved ignorant of how real societies 
work.  They are skilled at manipulating what exists, but 
bad at actually preserving it.  Good at shifting the blame, 
but with the rise of the Populist Right it becomes clear 
that gullible right-wing voters are not infinitely gullible.

When it came to creating something new, they were 
ineffective.  The basics of the Mixed Economy remain in 
place.  All that’s changed is that most of the benefits of 
economic growth now go to a small ultra-rich Overclass.  
Much more in the US than in Britain, and more in Britain 
than in Continental Europe.  But a common feature is the 
failure to create anything viable and new.

The Internet and its Social Media were imagined as the 
ideal forum for Libertarian ideas.  There is now heavy 
pressure to regulate the Social Media.  It is dominated 
by a few gigantic corporations.  Most of these started 
out small, but followed the classic pattern of a fast-rising 
industry in that some of the small grow big and the rest are 
swallowed up or go bankrupt.

Though the looting of Russia in the 1990s was based on 
greed, it was very far from being intelligent self-interest.  
It was entirely predictable that the sharp economic decline 
would alienate a Russian population that imagined it 
was about to get West European prosperity and peaceful 
3 https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/the-soviet-past/
stalin-was-the-real-heir-of-lenin/ 
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security.  But the looting, crime and 
poverty were a foreseeable result of 
Western advice – advice that most 
of them were well paid for.  If some 
of them sincerely believed that they 
were creating a Capitalist Utopia, 
they were fools.

It was also stupid to put such vast 
efforts into destroying Saddam in 
Iraq, Gaddafi in Libya and try to do 
this to Assad in Syria.  Obviously not 
nice people.  But the type of people 
who could actually defend and 
advance something close to Western 
values in countries newly emerged 
into the modern world.  Some of us 
said so at the time.4  But even most of 
the left fail to fully grasp this lesson.  
They encourage the relatively-
privileged inhabitants of Hong Kong 
to try to overturn a Chinese political 
system that had brought peace and 
prosperity.

The New Right messed up, but 
the original errors were made in 
Moscow.  And most of the left has a 
confused view of the matter.

A fair turn in the 1950s would have 
been for the Soviet leadership to say 
that many of Lenin’s original aims 
had been achieved, so that peaceful 
evolution might take care of the rest.  
Instead, they froze the entire Soviet 
Bloc into what it was in the 1950s.

How Leninism Killed 
Imperialism and Racism

Lenin supposedly overthrew 
democracy and created a dictatorship. 

Lenin was actually taking a stand 
against a global system that had most 
of Europe at war with itself.  That 
had organised mass slaughter with 
the encouragement of parliaments 
chosen by loosely democratic votes 
in the core of several rival Empires.

Loosely democratic, because 
women had no vote – they had 
none in France till 1944.  And many 
countries including Britain had 
property qualifications for voting in 
1914.  And it was only in the 1880s 
that a majority of British men got the 
vote.5  

Within the British Empire, colonies 

4 h t t p s : / / g w y d i o n w i l -
l i a m s . c o m / 4 6 - g l o b a l i s a t i o n /
reflections-on-the-start-of-the-iraq-war/ 
5 h t t p s : / / g w y d i o n w i l l i a m s .
com/40-britain/665-2/ 

that were mostly white and culturally 
Near-British got self-government 
under assumed Metropolitan British 
leadership.  Malta was an exception, 
assuming that the Maltese counted 
as part of the White Race, which 
was disputed.  A meaningless 
dispute, because the ‘White Race’ 
is an imagined entity within a larger 
interbreeding population extending 
far into Western Asia and including 
North Africa.6  The less sunny the 
weather where your ancestors lived, 
the lighter your natural skin colour.  
But in 1917 and well into the 1950s, 
the idea of a White Race and several 
other races evolving separately from 
pre-humans was still respectable 
science.7  Shaped the views of much 
of the Centre-Right, whereas the left 
and Communists especially pushed 
Human Unity.

Local Tories in the 1960s won 
what had been a safe Labour seat 
with the slogan “if you want a nigger 
for a neighbour, vote Labour”.8  It 
became subtler later, and they did 
bring in some black faces committed 
to defending the privileged.  But the 
USA has become much more blatant 
under Trump.9

The first occasion on which a 
black man commanded white men 
among armed US citizens was in 
their section of the Communist-
inspired International Brigade in 
the Spanish Civil War.  Integrating 
the US military took much longer.  
And the early astronauts including 
the Apollo astronauts were all-white 
and all male, even though there were 
black and female pilots who could 
have met the standards.  The Soviets 
made a nice gesture by putting the 
first woman into space, but then 
privately decided she was inferior.  
Sent no more until the USA started 
it and showed they were just as good.

Britain’s military was also racist.  
Commissioned Officers – all ranks 
above Sergeant – were almost 
entirely White.  Also mostly middle-
class or upper-class, but there 
were exceptions who matched the 
6 h t t p s : / / g w y d i o n w i l l i a m s .
com/30-history/the-white-race-does-not-exist/ 
7 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Multiregional_origin_of_modern_humans 
8 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Smethwick_in_the_1964_general_election 
9 h t t p s : / / w w w . q u o -
r a . c m / q / p w g w x u s q v n z z r l z m /
Trump-and-Send-Her-Back 

fictional Richard Sharpe of Bernard 
Cornwall’s novels.  Even at the lower 
levels, sergeants and corporals, there 
were very few instances of Black 
commanding White.

The West Indian cricket team was 
always mixed-race: Britain had a 
social hierarchy that allowed the 
occasional Indian Prince or other 
gifted individual to mix, unlike the 
more democratic White Racism of 
the USA.  But it was only quite late 
in the day that a non-white Captain 
was allowed.

British Communist leader Rajani 
Palme Dutt was the first major British 
politician who would not have been 
classed as a member of the White 
Race.  And it was the Labour Party 
who much later gave some of them 
senior ministerial jobs, well before 
the Tories did.  

Communist pressure once played 
a major role eroding racism.  
And socialists are the main force 
continuing it.

In 1917 when Lenin sought to 
overturn the existing world, there 
was general British resistance to self-
government for colonies with a non-
white majority.  A few enlightened 
Imperialists hoped to allow this, but 
remained a minority.  And before he 
became the hero of the Anti-Fascist 
War, Winston Churchill’s main 
contribution had been to sabotage a 
highly-feasible government attempt 
to give India the same Dominion 
status that white colonies had.  The 
Government of India Act 1935 
gave much less than was originally 
proposed, and Indian nationalists 
found it unacceptable.10

Churchill was also far from anti-
Fascist – as a Tory minister he had 
caused embarrassment by loud 
praise for Mussolini, whom he saw 
as no threat to British interests.  And 
the Polish state for which Britain 
went to war was little better: a right-
wing dictatorship that was hostile 
to Jews, though unlike the Nazis it 
would accept converts.  Churchill 
joined with authentic anti-Fascists 
on the basis of the old notion that 
Germany was an intolerable threat 
to British hegemony.  Chamberlain 
and the other Appeasers took the 
10 h t t p s : / / e n . w i k i p e d i a .
o r g / w i k i / G o v e r n m e n t _ o f _ I n d i a _
Act_1935#Background 
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more realistic view that the British 
Empire had a better chance of surviving 
in partnership with Hitler.  But Hitler’s 
understanding of global politics was 
full of ignorant self-confidence.  His 
weird decision to make a temporary 
peace with the Soviet Union and wage 
war on Britain and France was the key 
error that created the modern world.  But 
it must be admitted he came quite close 
to succeeding, regardless.  Without the 
accident of the stubborn Churchill taking 
over in Britain and without the ruthless 
industrialisation that Stalin had carried 
through, Hitler would almost certainly 
have won.

The British Empire that Lenin defied 
in 1917 was normal for its era, though 
France was closer to modern norms 
in allowing small numbers of non-
whites to be fully part of the elite.  
They accepted a few people of mixed 
race – Alexander Dumas was one, and 
much later part-Algerian Edith Piaf.  
Whereas mainstream British culture 
treated ‘half-castes’ as an offense and an 
embarrassment.

India got a parliament, but it never 
had significant power.  In World War 
Two, Mahatma Gandhi and other 
Congress leaders were jailed because 
they questioned the right of the British-
appointed Governor-General to commit 
India to that war.  The ‘Cripps Mission’ 
by a well-meaning leading member of the 
Labour Party demanded unconditional 
support in return for a hazy promise that 
India would get extra powers unless the 
British Parliament decided they were 
unfit for it.  Since no one then foresaw a 
landslide victory for the Labour Party at 
the end of the war, they were justified in 
refusing it.

Both wars saw large numbers of 
Indian and other colonial troops fighting 
and dying, but still heavily discriminated 
against.

Wars of Aggression
European governments in 1914 

convinced the voters in the various rival 
Empires that each of them was fighting 
a defensive war.  This went along with a 
belief that this very moral action would 
also produce selfish benefits.  Many 
Britons had anyway felt that Germany 
must be prevented from displacing 
Britain as the world’s strongest state, 
regardless.  But there was also a prejudice 
against an aggressive war.

Two countries that both just want to 
keep what they hold will not go to war.  
Nor was this actually the case.

Each side was persuaded that the other 
had started the war.  But it was on the 
Allied side that there had been a strong 

desire for a war for some time.  And not 
for defensive reasons, unlike Austria-
Hungary hoping to curb the Serbian 
desire to absorb part-Serbian Bosnia.

Tsarist Russia wanted Constantinople.  
Was sympathetic to Serbia taking over 
Bosnia, whether or not a majority of 
those living there wanted it.  Approved 
of Armenians having a gigantic Greater 
Armenia in lands where Armenians were 
mostly a minority.  This was indeed 
widely felt: Christians in territories 
occupied mainly by Muslims ought to be 
in charge.

France had also nearly gone to war 
in 1905 and 1911, because Germany 
wanted compensation for a gradual 
French conquest of Morocco.

France also wanted to recover those 
portions of the ancient provinces of 
Alsace and Loraine that the Germans 
had taken in 1871 after a war that France 
had started.  Wanted this even though 
most of those living there were content 
to be part of Germany.  They also had 
a hankering for the remnants of the 
mediaeval Crusades: the territories that 
became The Lebanon.

A Jewish homeland was not then 
seriously considered.  Most Jews fought 
bravely for the nation where they were 
born, seeing this as entirely compatible 
with their Jewishness.  But uncommitted 
Jews saw Tsarist Russia as the main 
enemy – especially in the USA, where 
many had been driven out from the Tsarist 
Empire by pogroms that obviously had 
official tolerance.  The British ruling class 
had a lot of anti-Jewish feelings, but did 
see them useful as settlers in the Empire.  
They also knew that awarding mostly-
Muslim territories to the global Jewish 
community would enrage their Muslim 
subjects.  The Balfour Declaration 
happened when Britain looked likely to 
lose the war.  It was based also on an 
exaggerated believe in a global network 
of Jewish influence.  The only Jew in the 
British cabinet at that time was against it.

The British Empire wanted the 
Ottoman Empire territories that became 
Iraq and Kuwait.  They were major 
sources of oil, which had replaced coal 
as the main fuel of the British Navy.  
But much more importantly, many in 
Britain wanted a war to break Germany 
because of the growth of German trade 
and industry.  The hope was that this 
could be done cheaply, using French and 
Tsarist armies while Britain sent only 
small land-forces.  The plan was also to 
blockade and starve Germany, bending 
rules that suggested only military goods 
could be legally blockaded.

Britain had secretly agreed that Tsarist 
Russia could have Constantinople, which 

they had frequently opposed before then.  
The original ‘Jingoism’ had said ‘the 
Russians shall not have Constantinople’, 
but now Germany was seen as the bigger 
threat.

When the war bogged down, Britain 
promised Italy chunks of Austria-
Hungary.  Most of it ended up as 
Yugoslavia, perhaps because Italy had 
fought badly.  But it was as a supporter 
of this war and later as a protester at 
the disappointing peace that Benito 
Mussolini moved from socialism to a 
blend of socialism and nationalism that 
he called Fascism.

Germany itself had been content with 
what it had in 1914.  But not willing to 
see Austria-Hungary broken up with 
its non-German and non-Hungarian 
peoples deciding for themselves.  And 
quite willing to expand once they found 
themselves winning a war.

The ‘infamous’ Brest-Litovsk 
Treaty gave non-Russian territories 
independence from the Tsarist Empire.  
This included an independent Ukraine, 
but not including Crimea, which was 
only attached to Ukraine by Khrushchev 
in the 1950s.  

Had the war ended with a German 
victory, territories within the Tsarist 
Empire in 1914 would have been split 
up on lines similar to what we have now.  
Vast numbers of wars and massacres 
would have been avoided.  There 
might not have been the expulsion of 
vast numbers of unwanted minorities – 
mostly Jewish but not entirely Jewish.  
And the mass killing of millions of Jews 
and others would have been unlikely in 
the extreme.  Even the Nazi regime had 
to pretend to most of its citizens that 
Jews were being resettled somewhere in 
the east.

It was the USA joining the war that 
ensured Germany would be defeated.

The USA, with a tradition of anti-
Imperialism, had nevertheless taken over 
the Philippines from Spain, viciously 
supressing a home-grown independence 
movement.  They also dominated 
nominally independent countries like 
Cuba and Nicaragua.  Intervened to try 
to block the Mexican Revolution.

Everyone was agreed that China 
should be bullied and dominated.  Japan 
took over those portions of China that 
Germany had dominated, and was 
given legal possession of them by the 
Versailles Treaty.  But were offended that 
they could not get an official declaration 
that Japanese, at least, were equal to 
members of the White Race.

I’ve seen a serious academic history 
that claims it was about immigration.11  
11 Peacemakers: The Paris Peace 
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But Japanese would have been content to let each sovereign 
state make its own immigration policy.  They just wanted the 
various White Racist powers that had won World War One 
would agree that Japanese, at least, were equal to the White 
Race.

There was good reason to doubt.  The Ottoman Empire was 
treated as an equal for centuries, but was now being carved 
up and its Arab territories put under European control.  Had 
Ataturk a few years later not successfully driven foreign armies 
out of Anatolia and Eastern Thrace, Istanbul and large parts 
of the Anatolian Peninsula would have come under European 
control.  A gigantic Armenia including much territory with a 
Muslim majority would have emerged.

China, as I mentioned, was nominally independent but 
dominated by huge foreign concessions.  Only when Mao kicked 
them out in 1949 did China become genuinely independent.

The other notable non-white survival was Ethiopia, then more 
commonly known as Abyssinia.  When Mussolini waged a war 
against it, there were only lukewarm protests.  Leading British 
novelist Evelyn Waugh wrote two books about it - Waugh in 
Abyssinia which is solidly in favour of Mussolini, and Scoop 
which tries to treat it as a joke.  It was assuredly not a joke for 
some of the last independent Africans to be conquered with the 
free use of poison gas.

As with the use of poison gas by Saddam’s Iraq, it was only 
treated as an unforgivable atrocity when it suited British power 
politics to make war on the offender.

The conquest of Abyssinia was just another stage in the 
conquest of sovereign states not dominated by the so-called 
White Race.  The number of sovereign states probably reached 
an all-time low during the First World War.12  And between this 
and the ending of Colonialism from the 1940s to 1960s, it was 
mostly new sovereign states in Europe and seen as properly 
White.

Japan at Versailles wanted official equality with the White 
Race.  This was not what most of the leading politicians 
believed.  They were not going to sign up to anything that 
questions the dominance of the White Race.

Woodrow Wilson was a noted racist who extended 
discrimination in the Federal Government.

Woodrow Wilson was also not a true believer in the Self-
Determination he used for propaganda.  I have detailed 
elsewhere how even his famous 14 Points broke this principle.  
He planned to give the territory of other peoples to both Poland 
and Serbia as a reward for their part in the War Effort.13  Serbia 
expanded to be Yugoslavia, which removed the need to take 
non-Serb territory to give them access to the sea.  But in line 
with Wilson, Poland got a ‘corridor’ of majority-German 
territory and the ancient port of Danzig was given special status.  
This last was the immediate cause of World War Two.  Hitler 
was willing to concede the corridor, but wanted Danzig reunited 
with Germany.  Poland, seeming secure with the backing of 
France and the British Empire, refused to give him anything.

Most socialists who had political power and Members of 
Parliament went along with the rush to war in 1914.  They voted 
for War Credits, and some of them joined wartime governments.  
And most of those who held out favoured pacifism.  Pacifism is 
an admirable idea, but pacifists have no hope of winning against 
anyone who will use unlimited brutality.  No chance against 
various aggressive right-wing creeds that were enormously 
strengthened by the First World War.  Fascism is the best-known 
Conference of 1919 and Its Attempt to End War by Margaret MacMillan
12 h t tp s : / / gwyd ionwi l l i ams .com/46-g loba l i s a t ion /
what-was-the-minimum-for-sovereign-states/ 
13 https://gwydionwilliams.com/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/
woodrow-wilsons-deceptive-14-points/ 

of these, but they were many.
On the left-wing side, only Leninism was at all effective.  And 

when Leninism split, only the majority movement led by Stalin 
counted for anything.  Not one Trotskyist movement anywhere 
or at any time has ever been a significant revolutionary force.14  
From equally small beginnings, Maoist movements overthrew 
the Old Order in Nepal, are significant in India and at one time 
were significant in Peru and South Arabia.

Leninism minus Stalin equals Nonsense.  And it has been 
nonsense that has vastly damaged left-wing causes.  The 
Trotskyist version has got everywhere, and needs to be seen as 
a mistake before we can get anywhere.

Part Two will appear in the October Labour Affairs

14 https://gwydionwilliams.com/history-and-philosophy/
why-trotksys-politics-achieved-nothing-solid/ 

RIP VAN WINKLE RIDES AGAIN
That jargon of US winners and losers syndrome:
  And the losers are:
Sewer workers, they who do bus driving, garbage, 
   street lighting.
Mere gnomes..
  Then the power of money fades, for a moment.
Not though the kindness of heart
  did the lid on society lift
to vent,
  for a time
to pull the elite apart
  It was politics, the fight for the top seat,
Washington, the White House,
  the casting-up:
who did what, who said what
  that beat
the privilege of the under-age girls,
  the bitch-pups,
the £86 million pound house
  in Manhattan.
Now the dreary cell for a louse
  within walking distance.
The islands, the private jets.
  (so far away)
Time to batten
  down the hatches,
you suckers of Wall Street,
  for you’re maybe in his debt.
Everything’s in a fever now.
 Go
before it catches.

W.J.Haire. 14th August, 2019.
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A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

Settling scores ... or not ...
Here is a colonial, anti- and post-

colonial story of today from New 
Zealand.

Pania Newton is a New Zealand 
lawyer and political activist. She is also 
true Maori and identifies strongly with 
her ethnicity. She is of a new generation 
of Maori, young, bright, ambitious and 
educated. Yet she was born and grew up 
in a tribal/clan setting near Ihumātao, 
a once-rural but now urbanising area 
southwest of Auckland City and rapidly 
being absorbed into the massive sprawl 
the region has become. The airport is 
nearby and suburbia keeps on marching.

Maori at and associated with Ihumātao, 
are members of a tribal complex based 
on the Waikato-Tainui tribe (in te reo, 
Iwi). They seem also to see themselves 
as special, the descendants of the first 
Polynesian voyagers to reach and settle 
in New Zealand. They are not alone in 
laying such claim. There are other tribes 
too that claim likewise in their own 
voyager stories and foundation myths. 
In the Ihumātao (Waikato-Tainui) tribal 
voyager narrative however, they claim 
to have been in continuous occupation 
of the lands around Ihumātao since the 
ocean-going canoes, having navigated 
the Pacific, landed centuries ago. The 
archaeological evidence today of a long-
term occupation is strong.

From the mid-nineteenth century 
Tainui were, they say (and they were), 
pushed and pressured from their 
extensive communally-held lands in 
greater Waikato; marginalised, robbed 
and reduced time and again by the Crown, 
the colonial (planter) government and 
the Auckland municipality; and forced 
to withdraw and retreat to a backwater 
region of Waikato, what is now known 
as King Country.

Today what Ihumātao once was is 
history though the memory lives among 
the tribal families and with it the idea 
of retrieving and restoring guardianship 
over these lands (‘guardianship’ is an 
important idea in Maori culture). Their 
story of dispossession, robbery and 
discrimination is an entirely reasonable 
representation of events since 1863 
(when the coloniser seizures in this area 
of New Zealand began).

Five years ago Pania Newton had 
graduated law school and was on her way 
to her first job as a professional lawyer 
when she and others of her extended 
family heard of surveyors pegging out 
in Ihumātao fields (‘paddocks’ in NZ 

English), reminders of that once upon a 
time community but now (and long) in 
private Pakeha private ownership. The 
lands actually were now in the hands of 
Fletcher (the country’s biggest builder). 
The pegging was to lay out a new, large 
housing development (Auckland has a 
severe housing shortage with land and 
property values bubbling).

Newton abandoned her incipient 
career and began a campaign to have the 
development stopped, the lands bought 
by government and handed back to 
Maori guardianship to become a sacred 
site in memory of what once was. She 
and her fellow protesters were ignored. 
Further, it emerges, the chiefs and 
elders of her tribal grouping had done 
a deal with Fletcher (who were fully 
sensitive to the history of the place but 
also need vitally to develop the site). A 
portion of the lands would be handed 
back to Waikato-Tainui; the scale of 
development would be reduced; and a 
proportion of the development would be 
set aside for social or affordable housing. 
Pania Newton and her associates were 
actually going against their chiefs and 
elders.

Two points.
First, the Maori tribal leadership 

system is based on people acknowledging 
and owing respect, honour and frankly, 
obedience to the leadership (the chiefs 
and elders, always men). Newton’s 
action is an affront to tribal leaders, an 
assault on their mana, a concept difficult 
to translate into and convey the sense 
into English (and western culture) – it 
enwraps owing honour and loyalty to 
your leader (who is wrapped in mana). 
Pania Newton has confronted and 
broken with this tradition, cast it aside 
for western-style ‘identity’ protest. She 
is of her tribe and identifies but has 
broken with the tribal leadership. This is 
suddenly a tribal dispute.

Second, Ihumātao is happening in an 
important context. Newton is Waikatao-
Tainui; she and her family have high 
standing in the tribal complex; and 
the extended family is apparently 
aristocratic within Tainui, loyal to 
Kīngitanga, the King Movement, one of 
the most important political forces within 
Maoridom. This is a dispute within the 
highest levels of Maoridom.

From the mid-nineteenth century there 
was an attempt to create among all of the 
tribes a grand alliance owing loyalty to an 
elected Maori king, the King Movement 
or Kīngitanga. It never got beyond North 

Island and within North Island never 
really progressed beyond Waikato. The 
paddocks of Ihumātao are in a sense 
at the northern fringe geographically 
of King Country and the writ of the 
Kīngitanga. And Pania Newton is part 
of all of that – except that she is also in 
effect Europeanised. The idea of protest, 
even against her chiefs and elders, is in 
her blood too.

The problem is that there is a chasm 
between the chiefs and elders and indeed 
the new generation on the one hand and 
on the other the average Maori experience 
of life: urban, dislocated (from tribe), 
with low educational attainment, hooked 
into gangs and drugs, patches and so on 
and on.

In the meantime what of the 
government? Well it has stood back – 
and back and back. This for Labour (the 
leading party in government) is internal 
to Maori. For the PM, no’wt t’ do with 
me mate.

Meanwhile Pania Newton is 
discovering the true nature of politics, 
cruel, blood and in the NZ context, 
mana, above all, mana.

Mana: prestige, authority, control, 
power, influence, status, spiritual power, 
charisma - mana is a supernatural force 
in a person, place or object. Mana goes 
hand in hand with tapu, one affecting 
the other. The more prestigious the 
event, person or object, the more it is 
surrounded by tapu and mana. Mana 
is the enduring, indestructible power 
of the atua and is inherited at birth, the 
more senior the descent, the greater the 
mana. The authority of mana and tapu 
is inherited and delegated through the 
senior line from the atua as their human 
agent to act on revealed will. Since 
authority is a spiritual gift delegated by 
the atua, man remains the agent, never 
the source of mana. This divine choice is 
confirmed by the elders, initiated by the 
tohunga under traditional consecratory 
rites (tohi). Mana gives a person the 
authority to lead, organise and regulate 
communal expeditions and activities, 
to make decisions regarding social and 
political matters. A person or tribe’s 
mana can increase from successful 
ventures or decrease through the lack 
of success. The tribe give mana to their 
chief and empower him/her and in turn 
the mana of an ariki or rangatira spreads 
to his/her people and their land, water 

Continued On Page 21
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

and resources. Almost every activity 
has a link with the maintenance and 
enhancement of mana and tapu. Animate 
and inanimate objects can also have 
mana as they also derive from the atua 
and because of their own association with 
people imbued with mana or because 
they are used in significant events. There 
is also an element of stewardship, or 
kaitiakitanga, associated with the term 
when it is used in relation to resources, 
including land and water.

Continued From Page 20

British Steel
24 July 2019 
Anna Turley (Redcar) (Lab/

Co-op) (Urgent Question): To ask 
the Secretary of State for Business, 
Energy and Industrial Strategy if he 
will make a statement on the sale of 
British Steel.

The Secretary of State for 
Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy (Greg Clark) As hon. 
Members will recall, I made a 
statement to the House a few hours 
after British Steel entered insolvency 
on 22 May. This was, and still is, an 
uncertain time for the British Steel 
workforce, their families and their 
communities, for the customers and 
suppliers of the business and for 
everyone who believes, as I do, in the 
importance of excellent steelmaking 
and manufacturing in the UK.

In my statement, I said that, 
although the independent official 
receiver is solely responsible for the 
operation and sale of the British Steel 
business, I would, both personally 
and on behalf of the Government, 
do everything that I possibly could 
within my powers to help secure a 
good future for the whole of British 
Steel’s operations.

Following a visit to the Scunthorpe 
plant the following day and to 
Skinningrove and Lackenby on 
Teesside the day after with local 

MPs, including the hon. Member for 
Redcar (Anna Turley), we formed a 
British Steel support group to work 
together immediately and actively 
to pursue that aim. I chaired the 
group with the Under-Secretary 
of State for Business, Energy and 
Industrial Strategy, my hon. Friend 
the Member for Pendle (Andrew 
Stephenson), which has included 
British Steel management; trade 
unions Community, Unite and the 
GMB; the Mayor of the Tees Valley 
and the leader of North Lincolnshire 
Council and their officers; the chairs 
of the Humber, Greater Lincolnshire 
and Tees Valley local enterprise 
partnerships; UK Steel; Make UK, 
the manufacturers’ organisation, on 
behalf of suppliers and customers; 
the Federation of Small Businesses; 
Government officials and other 
local MPs, including the hon. Lady, 
my hon. Friends the Members for 
Middlesbrough South and East 
Cleveland (Mr Clarke) and for Brigg 
and Goole (Andrew Percy), and the 
hon. Member for Scunthorpe (Nic 
Dakin). The support group has now 
met eight times, usually in Doncaster, 
and sub-groups on the supply chain 
have met separately, as have local 
partners.

I wish to pay tribute to the hard 
work, tenacity and dedication of 
this group and the extraordinary 
commitment of the workforce 
who, during this time, have worked 
magnificently, not only to continue 
but to increase steel production.

Often in insolvencies, customer 
orders dry up, suppliers withdraw 
their services and the workforce drifts 
away, precipitating a rapid failure. 
In this instance, the opposite has 
been the case. The confidence that 
the support group has built, coupled 
with a Government indemnity to 
the official receiver, has allowed 
trading to continue, orders to be won 
and production to increase. This is 
without precedent in my experience.

Although all decisions are for 
the official receiver, I have been 
active, as Members know, in visiting 
prospective buyers in many parts of 
the world to make it clear that the UK 
Government will, within our legal 
powers, work  with a good long-term 
owner of these important assets to 
see how we can help them to realise 
their vision for the company.

I am pleased to say that the official 
receiver has said that he is encouraged 
by the interest in purchasing British 
Steel and his special managers, EY, 
are currently in further discussions 
with potential buyers. The official 
receiver has made it clear that, given 
the complex nature of the operations, 
any potential sale will take time to 
deliver.

I said in May that I was 
determined to see the proud record 
of steelmaking excellence continue. 
The world needs steel, and British 
Steel is among the best in the 
world. To secure that will require, 
in my experience, the continued 
active participation of everyone 
that I mentioned earlier without 
interruption during the critical weeks 
ahead. In particular, whoever stands 
at this Dispatch Box will need to 
devote themselves unstintingly to 
achieve a great outcome for everyone 
concerned with British Steel, which 
I believe, although not certain, is 
certainly within grasp, and that is 
the flourishing of British Steel’s 
operations for many years to come.

Anna Turley Let me begin by 
putting on record my thanks to the 
Secretary of State—not only for his 
response just now, but for the way in 
which he has responded to this crisis. 
We find ourselves in a fundamentally 
different position from the situation 
in 2015, where, either by design or 
flat-footedness, the Government 
failed to respond, with devastating 
consequences. This is a completely 
different scenario, and I am grateful 
to the Secretary of State for stepping 
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in and helping to secure the asset, 
enabling the business to continue 
and ensuring that the workforce were 
paid. Through the indemnity that the 
Government have given to the official 
receiver, the Secretary of State has 
given us a very good chance of 
ensuring the future for British Steel 
in this country. I also thank him for 
his efforts in going around the world 
to help secure a buyer.

Of course, the situation remain 
precarious. In the past few weeks, 
we have seen the new Prime Minister 
running around the country waving 
kippers in the air; by contrast, 5,000 
dedicated, highly-skilled workers in 
British Steel have been putting their 
shoulders to the wheel in Scunthorpe, 
Skinningrove and Lackenby, despite 
their livelihoods being in the balance. 
They have been producing at record 
levels and working with every effort 
they have to ensure that the business 
continues to produce the best steel in 
the world and to flourish. I pay tribute 
to all those working within British 
Steel. They deserve a Government 
who will be straining every single 
sinew to ensure that the business 
survives.

I pay tribute to the trade unions, 
including Community and Unite; 
every worker in British Steel; 
everybody in the customer base 
who has continued to ensure 
that requests for steel have come 
through, including some who have 
even stepped up their demands; 
everyone in the supply chain who 
has continued to work so hard to 
supply the business; and colleagues 
in the Doncaster round- table. I again 
pay tribute to the Secretary of State 
for the inclusive and positive way in 
which he has responded. However, I 
do have a number of questions for the 
Secretary of State—for whoever will 
be at the Dispatch Box in the coming 
days, weeks and months ahead.

First, does the incoming Secretary 
of State understand the implications 
of failure? We know what 5,000 
job losses could be like in areas 
such as Scunthorpe, Redcar  and 
Skinningrove where there is no 
alternative employment, and we 
know the cost of cleaning up the 
site: £1 billion. Does the future 
Secretary of State understand the 
loss of a major industry in Britain 

that any self-respecting major 
economy would value and recognise 
to be essential? Will they recognise 
the role of steel as a foundation 
industry for our defence, automotive 
and construction sectors and what 
reliance on overseas production 
could mean for our economy, our 
independence and our self-reliance?

Secondly, will the future Secretary 
of State endeavour to ensure that the 
official receiver continues to receive 
the indemnity for as long as it takes 
to find a buyer? Thirdly, will they 
endeavour to give wholehearted 
Government support to the bids that 
primarily keep the business together 
as one industry across Skinningrove, 
Lackenby and Scunthorpe? Will they 
pledge to prevent cherry-picking, to 
keep asset strippers at bay so that 
we do not suffer the same issues that 
we have experienced before and to 
ensure that the terms and conditions 
of the workforce are maintained? 
Will they ensure that any company 
that the Government support will 
invest in the assets and ensure that 
they are modernised for the future 
of our industry? Will they invest in 
research and development and be 
committed to the long-term interests 
of steelmaking in this country?

Finally, I hope that whoever will 
be at the Dispatch Box in the weeks 
ahead will recognise that they have 
the jobs and livelihoods of thousands 
of men and women in their hands, as 
well as the guardianship of a vital, 
modern, innovative and potentially 
world-leading British industry.

Greg Clark I am grateful to the 
hon. Lady for asking the question that 
has given us the chance to talk about 
these issues. She has been dedicated 
and devoted to her constituents, as 
have other Members—starting the 
week with me in Doncaster with 
the colleagues I described to ensure 
that we can work together and join 
together to ensure that there are no 
gaps between any of the interested 
parties. That has had an appreciable 
effect, as has been noted by many 
prospective buyers. Certainly, many 
customers and suppliers have also 
observed the resolution and the 
unanimity of resolution behind this.

Many of the hon. Lady’s questions 
were addressed to whoever might 
be the Secretary of State under the 

new Prime Minister, so it would be 
presumptuous of me to answer on his 
or her behalf, but she has placed a 
clear set of requirements on the record 
and I endorse everything she said. 
Not only would the consequences of 
the loss of historical assets—hugely 
important in all the communities she 
mentions—be unconscionable; there 
would also be the loss of a substantial 
opportunity.

The hon. Lady, like me, believes 
that there is a strong strategic future 
for the British steel industry. As I said 
in my previous answer, the world is 
going to need steel. Through investing 
in infrastructure, this country has 
opportunities to make greater use 
of UK steel. We export much in 
the way of our scrap steel to other 
countries. That could be made better 
use of, both environmentally and in 
terms of industrial opportunities. 
If we invest—as we intend to and 
are doing through the industrial 
strategy—in the technologies that 
will make steelmaking cleaner, more 
efficient and suitable for new uses, 
there is every reason to think that the 
UK steel  industry, including British 
Steel, can be a beacon showing the 
rest of the world how a modern 
manufacturing industry can flourish.

Mr Simon Clarke 
(Middlesbrough South and East 
Cleveland) (Con) May I associate 
myself with the priorities outlined by 
my constituency neighbour, the hon. 
Member for Redcar (Anna Turley)? 
This is an opportunity to say a big 
thank you on behalf of the people 
of Teesside for all the dedication 
that the Secretary of State—a son 
of Teesside—has shown to our steel 
industry. It has not gone unnoticed 
locally how much he has gone over 
and above what might be called 
the ordinary line of duty to secure 
a positive outcome to this sale, so I 
pass on a sincere and lasting thank 
you.

It would be helpful to get on record 
what the Secretary of State has been 
doing to leave no stone unturned 
in these negotiations. In particular, 
will he talk about the in-principle 
willingness potentially to invest 
alongside a future purchaser?

Greg Clark I am grateful for my 
hon. Friend’s generous words. He 
has been assiduous not just in being 
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a member of the support group, but 
by working in Skinningrove with the 
customers of British Steel to convey 
the assurances that are necessary. 
Buyers will have questions about this 
extensive and complex set of assets, 
so it is important—and will continue 
to be important, especially during the 
weeks ahead in August—that everyone 
is available and active in providing the 
answers to those questions.

Through the industrial strategy, 
the Government have established 
programmes to support improvement 
in energy efficiency, which is very 
important; to decarbonise industrial 
clusters, of which steelmaking is a prime 
example; and to invest in research and 
development. Through the industrial 
strategy, we have the biggest increase 
in R&D in the history of this country. I 
am making these points to prospective 
purchasers so that they can see that the 
environment is a positive one.

It would be wrong for me to comment 
on the individual bids, as that is legally 
and strictly a matter for the official 
receiver, but I have made myself 
available in this country and overseas 
to answer questions. I think that I have 
had more than 25 meetings with bidders, 
and it has been encouraging—to use 
the words of the official receiver—that 
serious bids have been made, but the 
work must continue to land them and to 
secure the future.

Rebecca Long Bailey (Salford and 
Eccles) (Lab) I do hope that this is not 
my last exchange with the Secretary of 
State, but just in case it is, I want to stress 
my thanks for the amazing Mini Cooper 
toy that he presented me with last week 
and to say that he should not worry 
because there will always be a parking 
space in my heart for him. We might 
differ in our approach to many of the 
structural flaws that our economy faces, 
but we actually have more in common 
on most issues than many people would 
realise, not least on industrial strategy. I 
also thank my hon. Friend the Member 
for Redcar (Anna Turley) for securing 
this important update on British Steel.

The Secretary of State shares my 
opinion that British Steel must be 
kept as one entity, not splintered off to 
different buyers who do not have the 
long-term success of the company at 
heart. However, there have been reports 
this week that the Chinese Jingye Group, 
which was interested in the company 
as a whole, has pulled out. It was also 
reported that the deadline for bids has 
been moved a number of times. Indeed, 
an email sent from the official receiver is 
reported to have stated that no deadline 
has been set to conclude a sale process. 

Can the Secretary of State confirm how 
many prospective buyers remain, how 
many are interested in acquiring the entire 
company and what deadlines for the sale 
have been set? Will he also confirm, as 
my hon. Friend mentioned earlier, that 
he will only give his support to bids 
that support the long-term interests of 
the company, the workforce, the local 
community and the steel industry as a 
whole?

The Secretary of State must recognise 
that, as Labour has repeatedly stated, 
action must be taken on electricity 
prices, business rates, driving investment 
and, of course, securing a good Brexit 
deal, because no deal could mean no 
steel. Will he therefore assure the House 
that he will be taking steps to ensure that 
the new Prime Minister urgently takes 
action on these issues and understands 
the real importance of the steel industry?

Greg Clark I am very grateful to 
the hon. Lady for the generosity of her 
remarks. I have enjoyed my exchanges 
and meetings with her. I hope the parking 
space in her heart has a charging point 
for the electric Mini—that would be very 
important.

The hon. Lady invites me to comment 
on the bids and some of the press 
speculation as to who is bidding and 
who is not. First, this is a matter for the 
official receiver, and secondly, I would 
not want to prejudice any of the bids by 
commenting. The discussions, in many 
cases, take place under confidential 
terms, and it would be wrong to do 
anything that might disadvantage that. 
There is often, in situations like this, 
speculation in the press, and much of it is 
misplaced. What I can say—the official 
receiver has said this publicly—is that 
several bids have been made and he is 
looking for bids that consider the whole 
of the operation. I welcome that, as the 
hon. Lady does.

On long-term commitments, we 
do have a long-term commitment to 
manufacturing, and to steel in particular. 
I mentioned some of the funds that are 
available in the industrial strategy. Of 
course, because they would accompany 
substantial investments, which I hope 
will be in place, they require a long-
term commitment from any prospective 
buyer.

The hon. Lady is right to raise the 
question of energy prices and electricity 
prices. This is not a new phenomenon, 
and it is not unique to any particular 
Government. In fact, the biggest increase 
in industrial electricity prices took place 
under the previous Government. In the 
past five years, we have contributed 
nearly £300 million to energy-intensive 
industries as a rebate towards those costs. 

Through the industrial energy efficiency 
fund that is available in the industrial 
strategy, we want to reduce further the 
costs of energy. It is very important that 
we should do that.

The hon. Lady asks questions about 
the incoming Prime Minister. I spoke 
to both candidates during the leadership 
contest to impress on them what she and 
I agree is the crucial role of this industry. 
I know that she, the Under-Secretary—
my hon. Friend the Member for Pendle 
(Andrew Stephenson)—and other hon. 
Members have communicated not just 
with the current Prime Minister but with 
her potential successors to reinforce the 
resolution across all parts of the House 
that this is at the top of the new Prime 
Minister’s agenda.

Note (1): Rebecca Long Bailey is 
Labour’s Shadow Secretary of State for 
Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy.

Note (2): On 17 August it was reported 
that Atear Holdings, a subsidiary of 
Oyak a Turkish military pension fund, 
is on course to buy British Steel. Trade 
unions, while welcoming a rescue, have 
concerns about the company’s record on 
labour relations and have made contact 
with sister organisations in Turkey to 
discuss these matters.

in Hong Kong, in Moscow or in a 
banana republic”. He explained 
the context thus: the English had 
developed the Athenian idea of 
democracy and in 1215 had laid the 
grounding for the modern democratic 
state with The Magna Carta. The UK 
is respected for “The mother of all 
the parliaments”. 

Unlike the active role of Italian 
Head of State, the Queen has been 
involved “in an encounter where 
she is frightened to lose her neutral 
and apolitical role.”  La Repubblica 
and La Stampa both explained that 
Carlo I - King Charles I - had his 
head cut off for interfering in politics 
and suspending parliament. But says 
Franceschini “for Boris it could be 
less bad; instead of his head, the 
maximum risk is the loss of his post.”  
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

Who dares sometimes wins?
La Repubblica recently showed 

Matteo Renzi (previous centre-left 
leader) and Beppe Grillo (comedian 
and co-founder of M5S, Five Star 
Movement) having a discussion. 
They sat opposite each other and 
talked, shouted, waved their arms 
and occasionally stretched over the 
table jabbing their fingers to make a 
point. Both were obviously enjoying 
the exchange and the level of passion 
and involvement were palpable. 
Finally both men stood up shook 
hands and left.  

Contemporary voters are lapping up 
this level of animation, showmanship 
and political charisma; and it is 
a very male trait. On the world’s 
political scene we have examples of 
bombastic leaders, alpha males with 
a sense of personal entitlement and 
their own sense of reality. Trump, 
Bolsonaro, Putin and the UK’s own 
Johnson immediately come to mind. 
Italy had Silvio Berlusconi and now 
has Matteo Salvini.

Except Italy did have Matteo 
Salvini until recently. His style 
developed into one of parading his 
ego as if he were the Prime Minister, 
when he was only one of two Deputy 
PMs. Prime Minister Giuseppe Conte 
became increasingly openly angry 
with what amounted to a power-
grab by Salvini and resigned. Salvini 
rationalised his stance in this way. He 
had agreed to share power with M5S 
and Luigi Di Maio after the March 
2018 election. At that point his La 
Lega  had roughly half the number of 
votes as M5S. His constant energetic 
self-promotion worked to overthrow 
the percentage points in the polls, 
and Lega currently have around 35% 
to M5S’s 18%. Salvini had spent 
the summer promoting himself, 
appearing on beaches to play games, 
actively kissing a crucifix and 
invoking The Madonna. The Pope 
complained about the political use of 
the church’s symbols. Salvini is also 
a twice divorced man with children 
by two different women.

Salvini’s poll ratings were so good 

that he wanted to cease working with 
M5S and pushed for a no confidence 
vote in PM Conte. Salvini calculated 
that the inevitable election would 
result in a clear win for himself. 
But Conte resigned just before 
the confidence vote and President 
Mattarella (with more active powers 
than the UK’s Head of State) 
investigated whether other parties 
could form a new government. They 
could and at the time of writing, the 
end of August, a new coalition is 
being formed between M5S and the 
centre-left Partito Democratico, Pd.

The agreements have neither 
been finalised nor are they without 
complexities. At one point during 
the period of Mattarella’s lengthy 
and carefully organised discussions 
Salvini even tried to tempt Di Maio 
back into coalition with the lure of 
the post of Prime Minister. M5S 
have always been very critical of the 
Pd and Salvini had not anticipated 
any change. Salvini’s power-
grabbing strategy was obviously 
miscalculated. But the losing or 
gaining of power are very powerful 
personal motivators. As an example, 
there were a significant number of 
UK Tories who threatened to resign 
if Johnson was confirmed as leader 
and it then went quiet.

So Matteo Renzi previous Pd leader 
and Prime Minister, initially and 
unreservedly welcomed discussions 
with M5S. But this upstaged the 
current leader Nicola Zingaretti who 
set conditions, one of which was not 
to accept Conte back as PM. This 
marked a further development of 
actual or internal splits within the 
Pd. A delicious La Repubblica article 
described some of the characters 
in the current political drama. In 
contrast to the customary bombasts: 
“Berlusconi and Renzi, Grillo and 
Salvini.” Zingaretti offers the novelty 
of an impassiveness that would be 
the envy of Clint Eastwood. He and 
his team offer a “tortoise lineup” 
for Mattarella’s deliberations. No 
charisma there.

Then of Di Maio, who was totally 

immobile next to the expressive 
Beppe Grillo during his discussion 
with Renzi. Writer Gabriele 
Romagnoli hits the mark with his 
description. Romagnoli says Di 
Maio has “the terse air that would 
appeal to grandmothers and fingers 
that are trying to button up a jacket 
that is too narrow, particularly as 
it has an overambitious destiny”. 
Di Maio just doesn’t excite and is 
one of the reasons for M5S’s loss 
of support. Internally M5S is now 
somewhat restless and critical of 
him. A final, in fact the final telling 
comment on Di Maio comes from the 
Biarritz G7. Trump had called Conte 
a “good guy”. Well, said Di Maio: 
“Recognition by Trump is a sign we 
are on the right path”.

Until there is an election in Italy the 
opinion polls have to be calculated to 
identify alternatives. Interestingly 
the combined percentage support of 
M5S and Pd is roughly similar to 
Salvini’s Lega plus the support of two 
other centre or right-wing groups. 
So although Salvini has refused to 
share anything with the dominant 
and domineering Berlusconi, Silvio’s 
grasp is fading, and so finally that 
option could arise. For the moment 
the buccaneers have been replaced 
by the serious guys. 

The Italian press has obviously 
been gripped by its own political 
developments. But Boris is flashy 
and makes news. And importantly, 
the implications of his strategy 
for the stability of the EU are 
evident and being considered. He 
has provided an example of what 
appears on the surface to be a route 
for any other country to exit the EU. 
La Stampa sees it as a strategy to 
frighten Brussels to give him a new 
agreement. 

La Repubblica’s front page 
immediately carried what their 
London reporter Enrico Franceschini 
called “The Incredible English 
Coup”, which “hadn’t happened 


