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Labour’s Neutral Brexit
Labour’s party conference voted narrowly and 

unexpectedly in favour of the party adopting a neutral 
stance on Brexit. If we get a Labour government and 
the successful negotiation of a new Brexit deal, a 
second referendum would be held.

As a result of the conference decision Jeremy 
Corbyn’s neutral position has been vindicated. 
Conference showed it has confidence in him as party 
leader.

The decision is a set-back for  his opponents in the 
Shadow Cabinet and elsewhere in the parliamentary 
Labour party. Corbyn’s neutral stance was publicly 
criticised by senior members in the PLP in the weeks 
leading up to conference. They saw it as a further 
opportunity to undermine him and possibly launch 
a palace coup with deputy leader Tom Watson, who 
has never accepted Corbyn as leader, in the vanguard.

Labour’s Brexit policy is dependent on it winning 
a general election and forming a government. If this 
happens it intends to negotiate a new deal with the 
EU. With this deal, which requires the agreement of 
parliament, the UK would leave the EU but stay in 
a customs union and be closely aligned to the single 
market. The choice for voters in a second referendum 
would be Labour’s deal or remaining in the EU under 
present conditions.

Brexit will be the dominant issue in the general 
election. A neutral policy, in the event of a Labour 
victory and a second referendum, is therefore the 
only practical position to adopt. A vote in favour 
of a campaign to remain would be a risky election 
strategy. It would not only alienate many Labour 
voters in leave constituencies. Labour would also 
compete for votes with the Liberal Democrats in 
remain constituencies, unless an electoral pact was 
agreed. And this is unlikely given the hostility shown 
to Corbyn by Jo Swinson, the newly elected Liberal 
Democrat Leader.

With the Queen’s Speech scheduled for mid-

October, a general election is unlikely to be held 
before mid-November at the earliest. A motion 
moved by Prime Minister Boris Johnson calling for 
an early election failed to attract the support of the 
required two-thirds of MPs. However, if Johnson 
succeeds in getting a deal through Parliament before 
31 October, his “do or die” objective, it could work 
to his advantage whenever the election is held. But 
with MPs voting to prevent a no-deal Brexit and 
for an extension to the withdrawal period, which 
incidentally requires the approval of the EU, his 
options are narrowed. And with Johnson ruling out 
an electoral pact with Farage’s Brexit party, an agreed 
deal is imperative.

Less than a year after the 2016 referendum Labour 
performed remarkably well in the 2017 general 
election. Now, two years later, the odds of a repeat 
performance are stacked against the party. In 2017 
Labour fought the election largely on bread and 
butter issues. With the decision to leave the EU as a 
done deal this was a successful strategy. But Brexit 
is now the only game in town. The major concern of 
most voters. Tired of the failure of politicians to agree 
on a deal, they just want it over and done with. So 
assuming that Brexit has not been resolved before an 
election is held, it is inconceivable that other issues 
will dominate the election campaign. This is the task 
that Labour faces.

An analysis of the 2016 referendum results suggests 
that if Labour fought the next general election with 
an unambiguous remain policy, it would struggle 
to hold onto its seats in constituencies that voted 
heavily to leave. Of the 649 constituencies across the 
UK, (by tradition the Speaker’s seat is not contested), 
409 voted to leave the EU. These included 160 
Labour held seats out of a total of 262. A number 
of those, possibly up to 20, would be lost to another 
party, seriously denting Labour’s chances of forming 
a government. To make up for these losses the 



Labour Affairs  2

No. 301 - October 2019  

Labour
Affairs

Contents

Regular Features
Parliament and World War One
by Dick Barry    3

Views from across the Channel
by Froggy      6 
 
Notes on the News    
by Gwydion M. Williams      7

Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier 
by Michael Murray    10

Parliament Notes
by Dick Barry    18

Orecchiette     21

Labour Affairs
Published by the Ernest Bevin Society
Editorial Board
Dick Barry       Christopher Winch
Jack Lane         Gwydion Williams

LabourAffairs@virginmedia.com
Website: http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/

Subscription: £20 for one year (10 issues)

Distribution: Dave Fennell
Editorial Address
No. 2 Newington Green Mansions
Green Lanes
London  N16 9BT

No. 301 - October 2019      ISSN 2050-6031
         ISSN 0953-3494

Labour's Neutral Brexit
Editorial      1

Is The British Labour Party 
Institutionally Anti-Semitic?     12

Rethinking Socialism (part 2)
by Gwydion M. Williams   15

The Media Against Corbyn 
by Donal Kennedy    17

The Labour Conference   24

Poems by Wilson John Haire
The Hollow Dream (5), Stung (21), Yes, 
Donald Trump, We Shall All Go (23)

party would need to gain seats 
in remain constituencies, by no 
means certain given the presence 
of a Liberal Democrat candidate.  

The Liberal Democrats claim 
to be the only party in England 
serious about keeping the UK 
within the EU. And it seems they 
will go to any lengths to ensure 
that happens. A short while ago 
they argued that a deal agreed by 
parliament should be put to the 
people in a second referendum 
and that they would abide by 
whatever decision the voters 
made. For a solidly remain party 
this is a respectable position 
to adopt. Now they say that if 
elected to govern the country, a 
very big if, they would revoke 
Article 50, scrap Brexit, and keep 
the UK in the EU. It looks as 
though their credible performance 
in the elections to the European 
parliament earlier this year, where 
they won more seats than Labour, 
has gone to their heads and 
affected their political judgement. 
Likewise the defection of six MPs 
to their ranks.

The Liberal Democrats are not 
a party that can be trusted. Their 
leader Jo Swinson berates Jeremy 
Corbyn, saying he is not fit to be 
Prime Minister (she said the same 
about Boris Johnson) and refuses 
to consider any kind of electoral 
agreement with Labour. In all the 
excitement of recent weeks with 
polls showing increased support 
for the Liberal Democrats, she 

has forgotten her role and that 
of her party in the Conservative/
Liberal Democrat coalition 
between 2010 and 2015. Swinson 
opposes a no-deal Brexit because 
she says it will have a devastating 
affect on millions of families. 
And yet she was a minister in 
the coalition government that 
introduced a policy of  austerity 
which caused so much damage to 
the very same families she now 
claims to support. Swinson as 
Prime Minister, leading a Liberal 
Democrat government? A million 
to one chance. Swinson and the 
Liberal Democrats propping up a 
minority Tory government? They 
did it before, and the lure of power 
and fame is enormous.

With an electoral pact with the 
Liberal Democrats ruled out, a 
Labour victory at the next election 
will depend on its ability to 
focus the campaign on its radical 
economic and social programme 
for Britain. The Shadow 
Chancellor John McDonnell set 
out the parameters of this at the 
party’s conference. It needs to 
convince voters that it is doable 
and affordable. A tall order given 
the hostility to Labour of the Tory 
supporting press. But also lurking 
in the background are the Labour 
MPs who, it seems, would prefer 
a Johnson-led Tory government 
than a Labour government led 
by Jeremy Corbyn. Deselection 
anyone?

Editorials and older articles at 
our website,  

http://labouraffairsmagazine.com/. 
Newly added - what we were 

saying in the late 1980s and early 1990s, 
which still reads well.  Web pages and 

PDFs at https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
very-old-issues-images/ 
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

Austria (Surrender)
ARMISTICE TERMS.

STATEMENT BY PRIME 
MINISTER. 05 November 1918
 
The PRIME MINISTER (Mr. 

Lloyd George) With the permission 
of the House, I should like to make 
a statement. I think the House would 
desire to have such information as I 
am in a position to give it in regard to 
the Conferences of the Allies which 
have been meeting at Versailles, and 
about the important events of last 
week.

The Conferences were attended by 
Ministers representative of France, 
Italy, and Great Britain, by Colonel 
House, as representing the President 
of the United States, by the naval 
and military advisers of the Allied 
Governments, and by representatives 
of Japan, Belgium, Serbia, Greece, 
and Portugal, and also of the Czecho-
Slovaks.

The first matter to which the 
Supreme War Council gave its 
attention was the final elimination 
of Turkey from the War. The terms 
of the Armistice with Turkey and the 
conditions under which it was signed 
have already been made public, and 
I need say little more on that subject. 
The conditions of the Armistice 
not only deprived Germany of her 
Eastern Ally, but give to the Allied 
Governments the command of 
the Black Sea—a matter of great 
importance, from the point of view 
of the future conduct of the War. Last 
week, whilst the Conference was 
sitting, we heard that the Commander-
in-Chief of the Austro-Hungarian 
Army had sent a parlementaire 
across the lines to General Diaz, 
asking for the conditions upon which 
the Allies would grant an armistice. 
After the fullest consultation, 
both with their naval and military 
advisers, the Supreme War Council 
agreed upon the conditions, and 
they were immediately dispatched 
to General Diaz, for transmission to 
the Austro-Hungarian Commander-
in-Chief and Government. The terms 
as communicated to Austria Hungary 

were as follow:
I. MILITARY CLAUSES. 
“1. The immediate cessation of 

hostilities by land, sea, and air.
“2. Total demobilisation of the 

Austro-Hungarian Army, and 
immediate withdrawal of all Austro-
Hungarian forces operating on 
the front from the North Sea to 
Switzerland.

“Within Austro-Hungarian 
territory, limited as in Clause 3 below, 
there shall only be maintained as an 
organised military force a maximum 
of twenty divisions reduced to pre-
war peace effectives.

“Half the divisional corps and 
army artillery and equipment shall 
be collected at points to be indicated 
by the Allies and United States 
of America for delivery to them, 
beginning with all such material 
as exists in the territories to be 
evacuated by the Austro-Hungarian 
forces.

“3. Evacuation of all territories 
invaded by Austria-Hungary since the 
beginning of war. Withdrawal within 
such periods as shall be determined 
by the Commander-in-Chief of the 
Allied forces on each front of the 
Austro-Hungarian Armies behind a 
line fixed as follows”:

Here is a very long list of names 
which make very little impression 
unless one has a map in front of 
him. So I have asked the War Office 
to summarise the meaning of these 
geographical terms, and I will read 
that summary to the House, because 
it will be more intelligible in the 
absence of the map:

The Austro-Hungarian Armies 
have to retire behind a line which 
affords a strategic safeguard for 
Italy’s Alpine frontier.

From the Swiss frontier this line 
follows the watershed of the Rhætian, 
Carnic, and Julian Alps to the Gulf 
of Fiume (excluding the port of that 
name).

It compels Austria-Hungary to 
evacuate all the Tyrol south of the 
Brenner Pass, and also to evacuate 
the Carso Plateau and the Istrian 

Peninsula. (That, of course, includes 
Trieste.)

Further south, the Austro-
Hungarian forces have to evacuate 
the Province of Dalmatian and the 
Dalmatian Islands, with the exception 
of the islands in the Gulf of Spalato.

[The Military boundaries to which 
in the foregoing summary the Prime 
Minister referred are, by the terms 
of the Armistice, described as 
follows:—

From Piz Umbrail to the North of 
the Stelvio it will follow the crest of 
the Rhætian Alps up to the sources 
of the Adige and the Eisach, passing 
thence by Mounts Reschen and 
Brenner and the heights of Oetz and 
Ziller; the line thence turns south 
crossing Mount Toblach and meeting 
the present frontier of the Carnic 
Alps. It follows this frontier up to 
Mount Tarvis, and after Mount Tarvis 
the watershed of the Julian Alps by 
the Col of Predil, Mount Mangart, 
the Tricorno (Terglou), and the 
watershed of the Cols di Podberdo, 
Podlaniscam, and Idria. From this 
point the line turns south-east towards 
the Schneeberg, excluding the whole 
basin of the Save and its tributaries; 
from the Sehneeberg it goes down 
towards the coast in such a way as 
to include Castua, Mattuglia, and 
Volosca in the evacuated territories.

It will also follow the administrative 
limits of the present Province of 
Dalmatia, including to the north 
Lisarica and Trivania, and, to the 
south, territory limited by a line 
from the shore of Cape Planca to the 
summits of the watershed eastwards, 
so as to include in the evacuated 
area all the valleys and watercourse 
flowing towards Sebenico, such as 
the Cicola, Kerka, Butisnica, and 
their tributaries. It will also include 
all the islands in the north and west 
of Dalmatia from Premuda, Selve, 
Ulbo, Scherda, Maon, Pago, and 
Patadura in the north up to Meleda 
in the south, embracing Sant Andrea, 
Busi, Lissa, Lesina, Tercola, Curzola, 
Caza, and Lagosta, as well as the 
neighbouring rocks and islets and 
Pelagosa, only excepting the islands 
of Great and Small Zirona, Bua, 
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Solta, and Brazza.]
“All territories thus evacuated will 

be occupied by the troops of the 
Allies and of the United States of 
America.

“All military and railway 
equipment of all kinds (including 
coal), belonging to or within these 
territories, to be left in situ, and 
surrendered to the Allies according 
to special orders given by the 
Commanders-in-Chief of the forces 
of the Associated Powers on the 
different fronts. No new destruction, 
pillage or requisition to be done by 
enemy troops in the territories to be 
evacuated by them, and occupied by 
the forces of the Associated Powers.

“4. The Allies shall have the right 
of free movement over all road 
and rail and waterways in Austro-
Hungarian territory, and of the 
use of the necessary Austrian and 
Hungarian means of transportation.

“The Armies of the Associated 
Powers shall occupy such strategic 
points in Austria-Hungary at such 
times as they may deem necessary 
to enable them to conduct military 
operations or to maintain order.

“They shall have the right of 
requisition on payment for the troops 
of the Associated Powers wherever 
they may be.

“5. Complete evacuation of 
all German troops within fifteen 
days, not only from the Italian and 
Balkan Fronts, but from all Austro-
Hungarian territory.

“Internment of all German troops 
who have not left Austria-Hungary 
within that date.

“6. The administration of the 
evacuated territories of Austria-
Hungary will be entrusted to the 
local authorities under the control of 
the Allied and Associated Armies of 
occupation.

“7. The immediate repatriation, 
without reciprocity, of all Allied 
prisoners of war and interned 
subjects, and of civil populations 
evacuated from their homes, on 
conditions to be laid down by the 
Commanders-in-Chief of the forces 
of the Associated Powers on the 
various fronts.

“8. Sick and wounded who 
cannot be removed from evacuated 

territory will be cared for by Austro-
Hungarian personnel who will be left 
on the spot, with the medical material 
required.”

II. NAVAL CONDITIONS.
I now come to the naval conditions.
“I. Immediate cessation of all 

hostilities at sea, and definite 
information to be given as to the 
location and movements of all 
Austro-Hungarian ships.

“Notification to be made to 
neutrals that freedom of navigation 
in all territorial waters is given to the 
Naval and Mercantile Marines of the 
Allied and Associated Powers, all 
questions of neutrality being waived.

“II. Surrender to the Allies and the 
United States of America of fifteen 
Austro-Hungarian submarines, 
completed between the years 
1910 and 1918, and of all German 
submarines which are in or may 
hereafter enter Austro-Hungarian 
territorial waters. All other Austro-
Hungarian submarines to be paid 
off, and completely disarmed, and to 
remain under the supervision of the 
Allies and United States of America.

“III. Surrender to the Allies and 
United States of America, with their 
complete armament and equipment, 
of

3 Battleships,
3 Light Cruisers,
9 Destroyers,
12 Torpedo Boats,
1 Minelayer,
6 Danube Monitors,
to be designated by the Allies and 

the United States of America. All 
other surface warships (including 
river craft) are to be concentrated 
in Austro-Hungarian naval bases to 
be designated by the Allies and the 
United States of America, and are to 
be paid off and completely disarmed, 
and placed under the supervision of 
the Allies and the United States of 
America.”

As a matter of fact the whole of the 
Austrian Fleet is, I believe, under the 
Yugo-Slav flag.

“IV. Freedom of navigation to all 
warships and merchant ships of the 
Allied and Associated Powers to 
be given in the Adriatic and up the 
River Danube and its tributaries in 

the territorial waters and territory of 
Austria-Hungary.”

That is a very important provision.
“The Allies and Associated Powers 

shall have the right to sweep up all 
minefields and obstructions, and the 
positions of these are to be indicated.

“In order to ensure the freedom of 
navigation on the Danube, the Allies 
and the United States of America 
shall be empowered to occupy, or 
to dismantle, all fortifications or 
defence works.

“V. The existing blockade 
conditions set up by the Allied 
and Associated Powers are to 
remain unchanged, and all Austro-
Hungarian merchant ships found at 
sea are to remain liable to capture, 
save exceptions which may be made 
by a Commission nominated by the 
Allies and United States of America.

“VI. All naval aircraft are to be 
concentrated, and immobilised 
in Austro-Hungarian bases to be 
designated by the Allies and United 
States of America.

“VII. Evacuation of all the Italian 
coasts and of all ports occupied 
by Austria-Hungary outside 
their national territory, and the 
abandonment of all floating craft, 
naval materials, equipment, and 
materials for inland navigation of all 
kinds.

“VIII. Occupation by the Allies 
and the United States of America of 
the land and sea fortifications and the 
islands which form the defences and 
of the dockyards and arsenal at Pola.

“IX. All merchant vessels held by 
Austria-Hungary belonging to the 
Allies and Associated Powers to be 
returned.

“X. No destruction of ships or of 
materials to be permitted before 
evacuation, surrender, or restoration.

“XI. All naval and mercantile 
marine prisoners of war of the Allied 
and Associated Powers in Austro-
Hungarian hands to be returned 
without reciprocity.”

We gave the Austro-Hungarian 
Government until twelve midnight 
on Sunday to accept these terms. On 
Sunday afternoon, we received the 
news that all these conditions had 
been accepted, and that General Diaz 
had signed an Armistice, which was 
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to come into operation on Monday at 3 p.m.
The most important point about these terms is that they 

give to the Allies the free use of Austro-Hungarian territory 
and communications, for the purpose of operations of war. 
When we consider that the events of the past few weeks 
have liberated all the Allied forces which have hitherto been 
operating against Turkey, against Bulgaria, and against 
Austria-Hungary, to be used for the great converging final 
attack upon Germany, the full significance of the terms 
which I have just read will be apparent to all.

I am glad to be able to announce that, by the unanimous 
decision of the Governments concerned, Marshal Foch 
has been placed in supreme strategic direction of all forces 
operating against Germany on all fronts in this the last and 
decisive phase of the War.

There are two other remarks which I should like to make 
on this subject. In the first place, I think we ought all to 
recognise the great debt of gratitude we owe to the Italian 
Army and to General Diaz for the great victory they have 
won. This victory means the final removal of the danger 
which has threatened Italian liberty and Italian security for 
many centuries. I would, therefore, ask the House to join 
the Government in expressing their heartfelt admiration 
and gratitude to the Italian Army and people for the great 
and invaluable triumph which they have just gained.

I should also like to pay a tribute to the very real part 
which has been taken in achieving this victory by the 
British troops, under the command of Lord Cavan. 
They have played a role in this battle fully worthy of the 
unforgettable achievements of their compatriots on the 
Western Front. The other thing I would like to do is to 
offer our congratulations to the Czechoslovak and Jugo-
Slav peoples, who have thrown off the yoke of their 
oppressors, and joined themselves openly with the Allies. 
These little nations, which have stood out so long and 
with such heroism against Germanic domination, may rest 
assured that the Allies intend to come to their aid as fast as 
they possibly can.

After thus disposing of the questions of the terms of 
the Armistice with Turkey and with Austro-Hungary, the 
Supreme War Council proceeded to consider the answer 
which they should make to the dispatch of the President of 
the United States, covering his correspondence from the 
German Government which has been made public, and 
the reply they should give to the German request for an 
Armistice

I am unable to give the House any information on this 
subject further than to say that, after the fullest deliberation 
with their naval and military advisers, complete agreement 
was reached among the Allies. Their conclusions have 
been transmitted to the President of the United States, with 
the request that he should inform the German Government 
that, if they wish to know the conditions of Armistice 
upon which the Allies are agreed, they should make the 
application to Marshal Foch in the usual military form. If 
an application be made, a British Naval representative will 
be Associated with Marshal Foch. Whatever the reply, the 
associated Powers await the issue with perfect confidence.

Mr. ASQUITH I should like, if I may, by the indulgence 
of the House, to say with how much satisfaction we have 

listened to the statement of the Prime Minister. The terms 
of the Armistice with Austria which he has announced 
will, I think, give a universal sense of security, and none 
more than the fact that Austro-Hungarian territory is 
now open for the operations of the Allied forces. There 
is one other thing—though this is not the occasion on 
which to make an extended review of the situation—I 
should like to be permitted to do, and that is to associate 
the whole House with what the Prime Minister said as to 
our heartfelt congratulations to the Italian Army and the 
Italian people on the brilliant and decisive results which 
they have achieved, after three and a half years of most 
strenuous fighting. They have not only driven the enemy 
from their own territory, but have planted their flag on 
soil where the people have long been waiting reunion—
political reunion—with their own kindred. They have, 
at the same time, joined hands with the gallant Jugo-
Slavs in their great work of emancipation. I am sure that 
this House and the whole country will wish to offer its 
respectful felicitations to His Majesty the King of Italy—
the Commander-in-Chief of the Italian Army, an old and 
tried friend of this country, and a worthy descendant of the 
great King-Liberator of Italy.

THE HOLLOW DREAM
Rip Van Winkle took off for the Catskill Mountains
  to get away from his nagging wife.
(there was a good reason for her pain)
  He met some fellow boozers there and had a skinful
which put him bang to rights.
  He awoke from his drunken stupor twenty years later,
too late, but with his thirst slaked. 
  He had missed the American revolution.
Worse, his old pub The George the Third was now
  The George Washington in which a bedraggled
son, his namesake,
  also found, to his own little foibles, a solution.

  Over two hundred years later along comes 
Ihan Omar and Rashide Tlaib, Democratic 
  Congress women, to try wake up the nation from
its American dream.
  Also there Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez and 
Ayanna Pressley,
  termed idiosyncratic
because they want a free health service.
  and proper social benefits.
Now the Whitehouse is nervous, 
  but still drunk with power, still playing nine-pins
with people’s lives in endless wars, as writ.

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

La Fête de l’Huma 
La Fête de l’Humanité is the festival 

organised every year (since 1930) in 
September by the newspaper of that 
name; it is a mixture of politics and 
entertainment.  

The newspaper l’Humanité used to 
be ‘the newspaper of the Communist 
Party’.  Now it calls itself ‘The 
newspaper founded by Jean Jaurès’, 
that is, it is no longer the voice of the 
CP.   Nevertheless, the CP dominates the 
festival.  

The huge space is divided in streets 
(Bobby Sands square, avenue Mandela 
etc), open air music platforms, immense 
marquees housing one publishers stands,  
six venues for debates, stands of foreign 
CPs and other political  organisations 
(Sinn Fein was there), plus camp site.  
Publishers included mainstream and 
others; authors were present to answer 
questions.  

Half a million people attend and the 
Paris transport system employs extra 
staff to manage the crowds.

Dilma Roussef spoke through an 
interpreter during a 2 ½ hour session 
‘Free Lula’.

Thomas Piketty presented his new 
book “Capitalism and Ideology” and 
answered questions.  

He spoke in a half hour session, 
sitting on a platform in a packed hall 
with people standing at the back.  He 
was strongly applauded, even though 
part of his message was that Russia and 
China were the strongest allies of liberal 
hypercapitalism, and that centralised 
state socialism had obviously been 
wrong.

The Communist Party was present 
through its local federations and their 
large stands offering food and drink 
on trestle tables and long benches, and 
political posters and photos.  Other 
stands included one for Marwan 
Barghouti, one for Venezuela and 
Maduro, the CGT, a stand for ‘Pole de 
renaissance communiste’ en France, a 
group of communists who try to put the 
CP back on the tracks of working class 
politics.  A stand of communist senators 

and MPs.
The colour red was everywhere, but 

not the hammer and sickle.  The logo 
of the CP is now a red star, with a little 
curlicue on top which looks like it’s 
there to hang the star on a Christmas 
tree.  The hammer and sickle is present 
on the stands of foreign CPs (the Free 
Marwan [Barghouti] stand had one) and 
on the stand of the group ‘for a renewal 
of the Communist Party and its youth 
wing.  One federation at least had a mix 
of the two: a star enmeshed in a hammer 
and sickle.

The most visible political activity by 
the CP was a large stand situated near 
the entrance devoted to the government 
online petition for a referendum on the 
privatisation of Paris Airport.  Visitors 
were asked to vote as they entered the 
fête.  If the national petition reaches 4.7 
million signatures before 12th March 
2020, the government will be obliged 
to launch a referendum asking the 
population whether they support the 
privatisation of Paris Airport.  These 
initiatives require the support of 1/5 
of MPs and 1/10 of the names on the 
electoral register.  The required number 
of MPs have signed, it is now up to 
people to sign, hence the efforts of the 
CP.

A second petition, this time organised 
by the CP itself, demanded an end to 
hospital closures and the creation of 
100,000 new posts in the health service. 

A third petition, organised by some 
members of the CP but not official and 
not supported by all members of the 
National Committee, demanded the 
liberation of Assange.

Text of the Assange petition
This petition is addressed to the 

French president, Prime minister and 
members of parliament.

“Dear President,
“Dear Prime Minister,
Honourable Members of Parliament, 

elected representatives
France is the country of human 

rights and you have been mandated to 

represent it. It is therefore your duty to 
intervene on your own behalf and with 
the European Union to ensure that these 
rights are respected in a new worldwide 
Dreyfus affair.

We have reason to fear that Julian 
Assange is dying in prison and being 
subjected to systematic torture, in an old 
European democracy, England.

Since 11 April, the famous 
whistleblower has been held in a 
maximum security prison after being 
taken by the British police forces from 
the Ecuador Embassy in London, which 
had granted him political asylum since 
2012. The police were able to enter the 
embassy on the grounds of a “minor 
offence under the British Bail Act”. An 
offence that is clearly a pretext against 
the man who revealed and proved the 
existence of war crimes committed by 
the United States in Iraq, and corruption 
against sovereign countries. Since then, 
Assange has been targeted by American 
institutions.

Julian Assange is reportedly the 
victim of deliberate psychological 
torture, the effects of which on his health 
are manifest. An accused person who 
cannot tolerate prison and whose life is 
at stake must be released. This was done 
in the case of Pinochet after all, and 
Julian Assange is innocent. So you must 
demand:

That an independent UN commission 
be appointed to visit him in prison and 
if his life or his mental balance are in 
question, that he be released.

that he not be extradited to the United 
States, which has made no secret that 
the fate they have in store for him is 
comparable to that of the prisoners at 
Guantanamo Bay, torture and isolation, 
and summary sentencing to up to 175 
years in prison.

Julian Assange’s Defence Collective
A group of Gilets Jaunes met at the 

Fête de l’Huma announced their plan 
to come to London on Saturday 9th 

Continued On Page 7
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November to demonstrate for Assange.

Popular music and L’Oreal
Froggy enjoyed the experience of the Fête de l’Huma.  You can say that the ‘partners’ 

of the Fête, presumably financial backers, included Orange and L’Oreal alongside 
coops and political groups, you can say that most young people came for the cheapest 
pop music festival around and that when the main stage was occupied by Fabien 
Roussel, the new CP leader, making a speech, some of the young people took a break;  
the special Sunday issue of l’Huma devoted to the programme was 80% about the 
music groups;  lots of people came for the beer and the old communists didn’t always 
attend the debates, knowing their opinions would be disregarded.  Some people say: 
the Fête de l’Huma is still going?  I thought the paper was finished!

Well the paper is not finished, communists are still there trying to find alternatives, 
and supporting heroic movements across the world.

Beyond Thunberg:  
Getting Back to Healthy Growth

“You have stolen my dreams and my 
childhood with your empty words and 
yet I’m one of the lucky ones. People 
are suffering. People are dying. Entire 
ecosystems are collapsing. We are in 
the beginning of a mass extinction and 
all you can talk about is money and 
fairytales of eternal economic growth. 
How dare you!”1

That’s the Deep Green message that 
teenage environmental activist Greta 
Thunberg has now fastened on.  And it’s 
wrong.

Myself, I refuse to give up on ‘eternal 
economic growth’.  It can and will 
happen – though a crash and recovery 
may also be part of our future.  

A crash would be caused by people 
downplaying the need for an active state 
looking after long-term interests.  A 
state with a right and a duty to curb the 
excesses of private business.

She’s also been understood, perhaps 
wrongly, as telling off politicians for 
being partisan.  But the USA now has an 
unambiguous split.  Centre-Right used 
to support some Green policies: they 
are now against them all.  They used to 
respect science, and now deny it.  And 
Britain is almost as bad.

This gets worse as New Right failures 
become more obvious.  ‘Feed the Rich’ 
has been the real policy all along.  But 

1  https://www.nbcnews.com/news/
world/read-greta-thunberg-s-full-speech-
united-nations-climate-action-n1057861 

feeding everyone’s bad habits has been 
part of it.  Small businesses using dirty 
methods have been just as destructive as 
the big bad corporations.

What is needed is a shift in 
consciousness.  And Greta Thunberg 
misses most of it.

Up until the 1980s, there was real 
scientific uncertainty about whether the 
world was warming, cooling to a new 
Ice Age, or had managed to balance.  
The evidence for warming then became 
increasingly clear.  But meantime a vast 
movement led by Reagan and Thatcher 
had shifted public thinking away 
from the need for state action.2  It was 
neglected, and remains neglected.

Thomas Cook Goosed
By processes beyond human 

understanding, another popular brand 
vanishes.

The ‘Miracle of the Market’ has yet 
again failed to deliver what the bulk of 
the public actually wanted.

Yet again, tight margins and cash-flow 
kill a popular business that was somehow 
burdened with enormous debts.  Which 
paid huge sums to managers who led the 
lambs to the slaughter:

“Former bosses of the stricken travel 
firm came under fire for receiving 
payouts worth more than £35m in the 
last 12 years.

2  https://gwydionwil-
liams.com/99-problems-magazine/
the-mixed-economy-worked-quite-well/ 

“Manny Fontenla-Novoa, who led 
the acquisition spree that saddled the 
company with more than £1bn of debt, 
was handed more than £17m in just over 
four years as boss of Thomas Cook, 
boosted by bonuses awarded for slashing 
2,800 jobs following the merger with 
MyTravel. He quit in 2011 as the tour 
operator came close to collapse…

“Meanwhile, a group of international 
hedge funds who bet against Thomas 
Cook have made big profits from its 
collapse.”3

Once again, the rich profit from public 
misery

And it seems out of the question for 
the government to simply say ‘any valid 
airline or hotel bill owed by Thomas 
Cook will be paid by us’.  Instead, 
something awkward and inconsistent 
is being arranged.  And everyone will 
be utterly amazed when there are some 
unhappy failures.

But was it all down to an old firm not 
adapting to a changing market?  Up to a 
point, yes.  Members of the public have 
been encouraged to be their own travel 
agents, booking on-line.  If you do it right 
and are not fooled by some fly-by-night 
or fraudulent offers, you may get a better 
deal.  But not everyone has the on-line 
skills.  Nor the general suspiciousness to 
avoid being cheated.

Why?  Because this government is 
not actually a friend to the respectable 
middle-class values that many Tory 
voters still cherish.  ‘Don’t fix it – kill it’ 
is their normal attitude to anything that 
fails to flourish in a complex world of 
debt and outside ownership.

The firm began with a Mr Thomas 
Cook, assistant to a local market 
gardener from the age of ten, and later 
a Baptist missionary.  He first organised 
excursions for temperance campaigners, 
and later expanded it as a safe and 
reliable way for ordinary people to visit 
far-off places.

Reliable – and not adventurous, in 
the way the New Right now hypes.  Not 
noticing that their adventurousness hurts 
innocents.  Nor that the total growth in 
Britain’s material wealth has been slower 
than it did before they started pushing 
3  https://www.theguardian.com/
business/2019/sep/23/hedge-funds-win-big-
from-short-selling-thomas-cook-shares 
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adventurousness and privatisation in the 
1980s.

The promise was FREEDOM.  But 
apart from the richest 1%, the more-
than-millionaire Overclass that currently 
dominates the West, it has been a phoney 
sort of freedom.  People scramble after 
small individual gains and see the 
defence of Group Freedoms as wicked.  
Are very surprised to find themselves 
among the ‘losers’.  But seldom learn the 
right lessons.

My own position in Coventry is that I 
always booked with Thomas Cook, and 
got good service.  Possibly something 
new will trade at the same place, even 
under the same name.  But more likely 
it will just vanish, and I must look 
elsewhere.

The most safe and convenient 
alternative would be Virgin Travel.  But 
I’ve not forgotten that other branches of 
the Virgin Group are seizing portions 
of the National Health Service.  That 
they demand huge compensation when 
anyone dares say their offers are not the 
best ones.  And that they will be one of 
many entirely innocent beneficiaries of 
the death of Thomas Cook.

Yemen – Islam versus Islam, Islam, 
and Islam

In all the talk about Yemen, there has 
been little mention of the strong left-
wing and secular movement that existed 
in the half of the land that was for a time 
South Yemen.

The Anglo media is full of Trotskyists 
and lapsed Trotskyists.  These 
naturally prefer not to remind anyone 
that pro-Chinese leftists were once 
a formidable force in South Yemen.  
That they outfought the British Army 
and swept aside a collection of pro-
British traditional rulers.  Such facts are 
embarrassing for characters who fancy 
themselves as bold revolutionaries: 
Trotskyism and other forms of anti-
Stalin Leninism achieved nothing by 
way of revolution since they split from 
the mainstream in the 1920s.

Those people also obstructed left-wing 
reforms in the West in the 1970s, hoping 
for a revolution that they could never 
have led.  And were lukewarm about 
South Yemen and the once-hopeful 
insurgency in Oman.  Those were 
Stalinists and not really wanted.

Ken Loach in his cleverly-made film 
Land and Freedom chose to ignore the 
real fighters in the Spanish Civil War.  
He heroize the semi-Trotskyist POUM, 
whose net influence was to make 
Franco’s victory rather more likely.4  

4  https://gwydionwilliams.

And the widespread burning of churches 
by Spain’s viciously intolerant anarchists 
was another gift to Franco.  The left tried 
denying it, but the facts were solid.  It 
helped ensure that what was initially a 
mild centre-left government was left to 
perish.  That the legal and democratically 
elected Spanish government was not 
allowed to buy arms after most of the 
regular army revolted against it.

Those once influenced by Soviet 
Communism  are equally evasive.  
Rescuing Leninism from the evils of 
Stalinism was their big idea, and it was 
a total flop.  Most people knew that 
Stalin was a continuation of Lenin’s 
government.  Anyone who looked into it 
would also find that Trotsky was harsher 
than either Lenin or Stalin when he 
exercised real power, even wanting the 
‘Militarisation of Labour’.

But it fed into the mood of the time.  
Real fears about power by the generation 
who grew up in the security and safety of 
the 1950s and 1960s.  And an admiration 
for romantic rebels – not noticing that 
Stalin was exactly that in his younger 
days.  Stalin as a very successful 
organiser of bank robberies after the 
failed 1905 revolution came close to the 
idealised Gangster-Paladin the media are 
so fond of.  

The oldest stories about Robin Hood 
and Rob Roy show them as much nastier 
and less romantic than the later legends.  
Vast numbers of Highlanders were 
bravely and tragically loyal to the Stuart 
cause, but Rob Roy is on record as an 
informer for the Hanoverian cause.5

In the case of Yemen, the British 
Empire took a chunk of the ancient 
civilisation as the Aden Protectorate, 
which persisted as a North-South split 
between two Yemeni states before 
reunification.  Not that it was very basic.  
Look at a map and the northernmost tip 
of ‘South Yemen’ is north of any part 
of North Yemen.  But I suppose north 
and south is based on where most of 
the people live, and certainly where the 
capitals are.

Yemen suffered from the decline of 
Arab Socialism, and its defeat in a 1994 
Civil War.  The rise of an unhealthy mix 
of tribal politics and several rival blends 
of extreme Islam.6  Saudi Arabia pushed 
the hard-line Wahabi version of Sunni 
Islam, upsetting a traditional balance in 
which different sects co-existed.  The 
Zaidi sect of Shia Islam became militant 

com/44-fascism-and-world-war-2/45-
1-more-on-fascism-the-world-wars/500-2/ 
5  See The Hunt for Rob Roy: The 
Man and the Myths by David Stevenson
6  Told in baffling detail in Tribes 
and Politics in Yemen: A History of the 
Houthi Conflict, by Marieke Brandt

in turn, and this fed into the Houthi 
movement, though it also has Sunni 
supporters.  They have been the main 
enemies of the Saudi intervention in a 
Civil War sparked by the Arab Spring.

Most Western experts say as little as 
possible about those dreadful leftists 
who briefly came close to clearing away 
the values of the past.  Saw the contest of 
rival political parties as necessary, even 
though each party tended to cultivate 
a few sectarian interests and widen 
divisions.  The magic of Multi-Party 
Democracy ought to solve it all: if it 
actually does not, it definitely ought to 
have.

As to the successful strike by Yemini 
Houthis against Saudi oil, I’ve already 
done a blog about it.  Saying I doubt Iran 
was involved, and that little will be done 
regardless.7

Hong Kong Folly
If I were advising Beijing, I’d say that 

the continuing Hong Kong protests were 
quite convenient, and nothing to worry 
about.

It was much more formidable as 
peaceful and dignified protests.  But 
when this got no immediate reaction 
from the rest of China, protests got ever 
more violent.  And included extreme 
acts like attacking the Chinese flag and 
waving the flag of the USA.

All down to being dedicated 
followers of the fashionable notion of 
Structurelessness:

“Hong Kong’s Protests Could Be 
Another Social Media Revolution That 
Ends in Failure

“Building a movement was easier than 
finding a way to negotiate a compromise 
without leaders…

“Why do Hong Kongers feel compelled 
to assert their identity as a free people 
now? It’s because anyone who visited 
China over the last 30 years knows that 
it is so much more open today than it was 
three decades ago — and it is so much 
more closed today than it was five years 
ago…

“When everyone has a digital 
megaphone, it is much harder for any 
leader to aggregate enough authority 
not just to build a coherent set of 
demands but, more important, to make 
compromises on them, at the right time, 
to transform street energy into new 
laws…

“The only possible outcome is a 
compromise. But as the South China 
Morning Post columnist Alex Lo 
7  https://www.quora.
com/q/pwgwxusqvnzzrlzm/
War-on-Iran-Think-About-Iraq 
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argued in a Sept. 11 article, Hong Kong 
protesters are being hobbled by the same 
social networks that got them their large 
crowds: Because there is no leadership, 
there is no ability to cut a deal, and 
anyone who tries to compromise will get 
torched online.”8

Making Hong Kong unworkable is a 
foolish idea.  Beijing does not need Hong 
Kong, and might welcome its decline as 
an awful warning to future dissidents.

Cold Violence and Hot Violence 
Cold-blooded killing has always been 

rated a much worse crime than killing 
done in hot anger.

It is also much more human.
The Goodness Paradox is a recent 

book explaining this.9  It is by Richard 
Wrangham, a professional primatologist 
who had helped Jane Goodall’s famous 
study of chimpanzees.  He sees that 
different forms of violence matter a lot.

We do much less reactive violence 
than most mammals.  Less violence done 
in a wild rage.

We do much more proactive violence 
than most mammals. More violence 
done coldly and with calculation.

Think about it in soap-opera terms.  
Ted wants Mary, who is Fred’s woman.  
Ted trying to lure Mary is much less 
likely to end violently than among most 
primates.

But Ted might calmly shoot Fred in 
the back during a hunt, or cut his throat 
while asleep etc.  Or Fred might do this, 
to end the threat from Ted.

Having police and law enforcement 
also means that Ted and Fred are much 
less likely to try violence or murder than 
among ‘free’ tribalists.

If Ted, Mary and Fred were chimps, 
immediate violence would be much 
more likely.  Planned violence much less 
so.  And it’s true also for bonobos – less 
violent than chimps, but more likely to 
start a fight than humans.

As for what Mary could do about it: 
she as a human would have either more 
or less choice than a chimp, depending 
on culture.  More choice if she were a 
bonobo.  None at all if she were a gorilla.  

Worse, if Mary were a gorilla, if Ted 
killed her little baby then she would 
voluntarily become Ted’s female.  
Primates do things that are off the scale 
by human standards.

Our evolution was not a mistake.  It is 
8  https://www.nytimes.
com/2019/09/17/opinion/hong-kong-
protest.html
9  The Goodness Paradox: How 
Evolution Made Us Both More and Less 
Violent by Richard Wrangham

something we need to understand better.

Snippets
Urban Farmers 
“Cultivating fresh produce in an 

artificial environment is getting 
cheaper…

“The biggest drawback of vertical 
farming is the high cost of the electricity 
required to run the large number of LEDS. 
This has meant that production has been 
commercially viable for high-value, 
perishable produce only, such as salad 
leaves and herbs. That, nevertheless, is 
a market not to be sniffed at. But … a 
loaf of bread made from wheat grown in 
a vertical farm would be priced at about 
$23.”10

But the technology is advancing 
rapidly.  And already it could replace 
destructive water-greedy farming in dry 
areas.

***
Black on Black Racism
“They fled mob attacks and the 

torching of their stores and arrived with 
nothing but their children and their 
suitcases. More than three hundred 
Nigerians landed in Lagos on a flight 
from Johannesburg late Wednesday 
because their old lives — as immigrants 
living in South Africa — had become 
untenable…

“Xenophobia, they said, had long 
been a problem in South Africa. And 
xenophobia finally drove them out.”11

The root cause is continuing inequality.  
Continuing white privilege – but black 
strangers doing nicely also get resented.

But to try to end that white privilege 
would risk the same sort of economic 
punishment that Zimbabwe has suffered.

***
Italy: More Failed Populism 
As Orecchiette has detailed in past 

issues of this magazine, Five-Star 
Populism might mean almost anything!

They offered ‘new politics’.  Then 
entered government as partners of the 
Centre-Right.  And have now dumped 
them and partner the Centre-Left.  
Switching between the main rivals, but 
staying in power.12

***
India: Government That Works 
“PM Modi to get award from Bill & 

10  https://www.economist.com/
science-and-technology/2019/08/29/
new-ways-to-make-vertical-farming-stack-up 
11  https://www.nytimes.
com/2019/09/20/world/africa/xenophobia-
nigerians-south-africa.html 
12  https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/
world-europe-49502232# 

Melinda Gates Foundation for Swachh 
Bharat Abhiyan…

“Swachh Bharat Abhiyan, or the 
Clean India Mission, was one of the first 
few ambitious projects that PM Modi 
launched in his first term at the Centre 
in 2014…

“The Swachh Bharat Abhiyan aimed 
to make India ‘Open Defecation Free’ 
by 2019 and it had set out with a 5-year 
target to build 9 crore toilets.”13

‘Crore’ is an Indian term for 10 
million.  And as I said last month, it 
is a government with real and solid 
achievements.

Illiberal.  Sectarian.  But the real 
lesson of the 1930s is that people will 
not respect the principles of Political 
Liberalism if it does not respect them.  
If it does not delver basics like safety, 
food, jobs and sanitation.

***
Shopping With a Visible Face 
“China’s shoppers are increasingly 

purchasing goods with just a turn of their 
heads as the country embraces facial 
payment technology.

“In a country where mobile payment is 
already one of the most advanced in the 
world, customers can make a purchase 
simply by posing in front of point-of-
sale (POS) machines equipped with 
cameras, after linking an image of their 
face to a digital payment system or bank 
account.”14

This is from The Guardian, and 
naturally they speak of ‘concerns over 
privacy’.  But faces have always been 
recognisable by other humans.  And 
anything you buy using a card or mobile 
phone identifies you.  Your phone 
anyway gives your exact location, and 
this oddly has not been a subject of great 
concern.

A left-wing science fiction writer 
called Mack Reynolds saw part of it 
well in advance.  In the early 1960s, he 
imagined a Universal Credit Card and 
saw how it would allow detailed tracking 
of suspects by governments.  Though 
that was about all he got right: his books 
are repetitive and otherwise unrealistic.

***
Buddhist Religious Abuse
“Sogyal Rinpoche Dies; Tibetan 

13  https://www.indiatoday.in/india/
story/pm-modi-to-get-award-from-bill-
melinda-gates-foundation-for-swachh-
bharat-abhiyan-1594466-2019-09-02 
14  https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2019/sep/04/smile-to-pay-chinese-
shoppers-turn-to-facial-payment-technology 
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Diary of a Corbyn foot soldier
by Michael Murray

Continued From Page 9

Buddhist Lama Felled by Abuse Accusations…
“A charismatic Tibetan Buddhist teacher and best-selling author who abruptly retired after 

several of his students accused him of multiple acts of sexual, physical and emotional abuse, 
died on Aug. 28 in a hospital in Thailand. He was in his early 70s.”15

It is an odd fact that the Buddhists most respected in the West are those that least merit it.  The 
Tibetan version was always corrupt and superstitious and had a lot of abuse.  Beijing was fully 
justified in cleaning it up.

***
A Tobin Tax At Last? 
“Labour’s tax on City deals would be a big vote winner…
“Over recent decades there has been an explosion of short-term trading, some of which – the 

hedging of foreign currency risk, for example – can be beneficial but most of which falls into 
the category of shuffling bits of paper around. The churning of assets has made plenty of people 
in the City extremely rich but has not led to any discernible benefits for the non-financial sector 
of the economy.”16

It would also fund the Green New Deal.  Be part of a move back to tax-and-spend.  To 
governments once again accepting a right and a duty to make a better world.

***
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.

15  https://www.nytimes.com/2019/09/01/obituaries/sogyal-rinpoche-dies.html 
16  https://www.theguardian.com/business/2019/sep/15/
labour-tax-on-city-deals-would-be-a-big-vote-winner 

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

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

Contents: A foot soldier goes to 
the 2019 Labour Party Conference in 
Brighton

(1) Conference: the People’s 
Festival

(2) Composite Motion 14 on 
Brexit: the way forward

(3) Being a Jew in the Labour Party

(1) The People’s Festival
There is no way you could possibly 

get an inkling of what it is like 
to attend a typical annual Labour 
Party conference, such this year’s in 
Brighton, relying on the media.  

First, there is the exhibition centre, 
which surrounds the conference 
floor where around 2,000  delegates 
and accredited observers sit. Over 
150 stands displaying their goods 

and services, from the Dolly Parton 
Imagination Library to the National 
Farmers Union are located there. 
Promoting their causes are dozens of, 
diverse, campaigning organisations, 
like the redoubtable WASPI women 
(against State Pension Inequality),  
Justice for Columbia, Labour Animal 
Welfare Society, the Palestine 
Solidarity Campaign and Transport 
for the North, and many more. 

The overtly political stands 
including the Fabians, The Coop 
Party and Momentum - now 
mainstreamed, for better and for 
worse.  There is business and 
commercial presence including BP, 
The Royal Mail and Bombardier.  
And then there are the diplomatic 
missions: the governments of 
the Falklands, Gibraltar - and the 
Chinese for Labour.  The TUC had 
a stand there, as do a number of the 
larger trade unions. The stands are 
interspersed with cafes and seating 
around which delegates and visitors 
crowd to renew acquaintances.  

Outside the main conference centre, 
around the centre of Brighton, are 

the many hotel, theatre - and church 
venues of the so-called “Fringe” 
meetings. The fringe events listings 
in my official Conference guide 
occupy 70 pages, with up to eight 
events per page covering the entire 
gamut of policy issues.  On top of that 
TWT,  “The World Transformed,” the 
Momentum educational and cultural 
body launched only a few years ago 
had built a tented city on meeting 
venues, bars, restaurants and cafes in 
a park in the centre of town; again, 
with a packed schedule of meetings 
and events.  On my way home one 
night, passing by this TWT “city” I 
heard the voice of Jeremy Corbyn 
over a loudspeaker speaking to the 
mass crowd gathered inside - and the 
crowd outside, who couldn’t get in 
for safety reasons. That was at close 
to ten at night. These fringe meetings 
go on, simultaneously with each 
other and the main conference from 
early morning to late at night and, 
of course, attract a large audience of 
people not members of the Party, but 
interested in particular events and 
debates.  

One such, a friend of mine, 
came down from London, where 
he currently lives, for one day - as 
people do  - in his case to attend the 
Sinn Fein meeting on Brexit and the 
Good Friday Agreement.  That event 
was over-subscribed but we got in - 
and he, a Tyrone business man,  has 
“influence” in Republican circles. 
We got front seats beside some senior 
Labour figures, themselves English 
who had participated in the northern 
Irish peace talks and developed a 
“gra” (affection) and a sensitivity for 
things Irish - up to “getting it” when, 
in the course of the political banter, I 
made a topical quip in Irish: “Prorog 
mo thoin!”   

Afterwards, we wandered around 
the crowded town, looking in on 
this event and that, soaking up the 
atmosphere. My friend couldn’t 
believe it. Mecca and Lourdes and 
Blackpool rolled into one big good 
natured few days amongst comrades 
and friends. People stopping 
each other in the street to renew 
acquaintances, continue political 
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discussions, yes, and arguments 
too. The numbers, the vitality. 
The carnival atmosphere with an 
undercurrent of political intent. 
Relaxation and renewal. The streets 
packed with people,  many wearing 
their ID badges around their necks 
on Labour Party lanyards - though 
most exchanged those for a lanyard 
made in the colours of the Palestinian 
national flag - the must-have fashion 
accessory of this year’s conference.  
Why can’t those professional 
journalists traipsing around Brighton 
with their cameras and bulky tripods 
not be interested in capturing all this? 

Heading home late that night, my 
London-based Tyrone friend said he 
regretted not taking more time off 
work for the conference and resolved 
to return next year.  He might even 
consider joining.  Thiocfaidh ar la, I 
said. He speaks Irish. But he gave me 
a quizzical look as he got on his train. 

(2) Composite Motion 14 on Brexit
As for the Conference proceedings 
themselves: they was further 
confirmation that only Labour has 
the solutions, a comprehensive array 
of thought-out and costed policy 
proposals addressing the burning 
issues - from housing to climate 
change and these were rehearsed 
by the leaders and discussed by the 
delegates and members over five days 
and nights in a way that truly whets 
the appetite for a general election. 
But a general election when the time 
is right, not at the Tories’ choosing.      

And on the core question: Brexit?  
This is the motion that was passed at 
Conference: 

“Conference  supports the party 
leadership continuing to prioritise 
the fight to block a No Deal/Hard 
Brexit through moving A Vote of 
no Confidence in the Government, 
fighting for a General Election and 
supporting a public vote on the terms 
of any departure from the EU. 

"Conference believes that Labour 
is the only party than can heal the 
harmful divisions in our communities 
and thus be able to move on and 
address the horrendous societal 
problems especially those caused 
by 10 years of austerity, ruthlessly 
imposed on the disadvantaged by the 
Tories and Lib Dems. Whilst other 
parties have exacerbated polarisation, 

defining everyone by how they voted 
in the 2016 EU Referendum, Labour 
has tried to reach across the divide. 
It is a difficult navigation, but the 
right one. Conference reaffirms its 
commitment to the approach that 
prioritises: the defence of people’s 
living standards and jobs; the 
maintenance of access to EU markets 
with at a minimum a customs union; 
the protection of people’s rights 
and no hard border on the island of 
Ireland.

"Conference congratulates 
our party leadership and the 
Parliamentary Labour Party for 
voting in Parliament …. In line with 
the policy agreed by the 2018 Labour 
Party Conference. Our leader has 
made our way forward abundantly 
clear: a public vote on a deal agreed 
with the EU giving people a final 
say between a credible leave option 
and remain. At all times, Labour will 
seek to overcome division and build 
maximum consensus around policies 
for the many, not the few.”  

This was Composite motion 
Number 14.  Its adoption by majority 
vote had me and others dancing in the 
aisles, and others believing an anti-
Corbyn coup, based around getting 
Labour to stand on Remain had been 
averted. I’m not going to comment 
on that here. The only feasible, 
democratic and principled option 
won. Labour is neither a party of the 
52% or the 49%. It is a party of the 
99%: not the Party of the Leavers or 
the Remainers, like all the rest, but 
the party of Democratic Socialists; 
the Many not the Few. This position 
on Brexit plus, what is coming in the 
Party Manifesto Mark II is worth 
fighting for, worth all the hours of 
canvassing and travelling out to 
marginals ahead of us. 

Can Labour win the coming 
election on this platform?  The 
pollsters ComRes, on September 
19th, published results of a poll that 
put the Tories on 29%, Labour on 
27%, Liberal Democrats on 21% and 
Brexit at 13%.  And that was a poll 
completed days before the Supreme 
Court’s verdict on the Tory prorogation 
attempt and the intemperate 
Government performance on the first 
day after the lifted prorogation. That 
is hopeful. But, in this grievously 
wounded  polity,  I fear the merits of 
what is being proposed may not be 

recognised.  We are where we are.
(3) Being a Jew in the Labour Party
Finally,  I have to mention a most 

extraordinary happening at Labour 
Party Conference 2019 which, again, 
you aren’t likely to hear about from 
the main stream media. It was when 
an elderly delegate, Vanessa Stilwell, 
walking slowly and with difficulty, 
came to the podium to talk about 
her experience of being a Jew in the 
Labour Party. She began by saying 
that over all her long years in the party 
she never experienced anti-semitism. 
That got her a tremendous round of 
applause. In a quiet, hesitant manner 
she railed against the weaponising of 
antisemitism to undermine Jeremy 
Corbyn. More applause. Then she lost 
her place in the notes on her mobile 
phone  - who hasn’t had that happen 
to them?  But in front of thousands 
of people and the global media? She 
began to panic, the monitor catching 
her fumbling hands as she wrestled 
with her phone. Then the audience, 
with one emphatic voice got behind 
her calling on her to relax and not 
to worry. She gave up on the phone 
notes and talked from the heart to 
continuous applause. When the 
Chair attempted to cut her off for 
going over time the packed hall of 
delegates began chanting that an 
extra minute’s grace be given to her 
to finish her contribution. She got her 
minute and finished her contribution. 
The audience cheered her back to her 
delegation with a standing ovation. 

A touching moment during which, 
I’m sure, delegates’ thoughts were 
with Chris Williamson and all the 
other Labour members suspended 
or expelled for expressing the same 
opinions. I know mine were.

Millions of innocent men, 
women and children, since the 
introduction of Christianity 
have been burnt, tortured, 
fined, imprisoned; yet we have 
not advanced one inch towards 
uniformity. What is the effect 
of coercion?, to make half the 
world fools and the other half 
hypocrites

Thomas Jefferson
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IS THE BRITISH LABOUR PARTY INSTITUTIONALLY ANTI-SEMITIC?
An historical background, Part Two

A TORY VIEW
On 14th May 1948—the day when 

the Jewish State authorised by the 
General Assembly Resolution was 
to materialise, the irresponsibility 
of the Labour Government was 
denounced in a letter to The Times by 
Leo Amery, an influential Tory who 
had taken part in the negotiation of 
the Balfour Declaration:

“In a few hours we shall have 
formally abandoned the last remnant 
of responsibility for the peace of 
Palestine, for the preservation of the 
Holy Places, and for the fulfilment of 
the policy which we undertook with 
such high hopes 30 years ago. May 
I, as one who was closely in touch 
with the initiation of that policy 
and was for many years directly 
concerned with its administration, 
say something as to what that policy 
was intended to achieve and did in 
fact achieve?

“The immediate object of that 
policy was, on the one hand, to meet 
the age-long aspiration of the Jews 
for a national home in Palestine, 
and on the other, to deal with the 
immediate need of the unassimilated 
Jewish masses in central and eastern 
Europe whose plight, even then 
unhappy, was soon to be desperate. 
It was equally our hope that Jewish 
energy and enterprise would make its 
contribution to the reorganisation of 
the Middle East. Lastly, we believed 
that a prosperous Palestine would 
afford us a secure base, both of moral 
authority and of military power, in a 
region of the world in which we… 
are vitally interested.

“It was in its combination of 
idealism and practical interest, a 
typically British policy. Anyhow, 
wise or mistaken, it was from first 
to last our own policy. We issued 
the Balfour Declaration. We, in 
substance, drafted the mandate 
[of the League of Nations]. We 
interpreted it as it suited us, even to 
the extent in 1939 of going back on 
its obvious purpose. The mandate, 
as such, was never more than a 
facade of international approval 
for a British policy carried out by 
a British administration.  To talk of 

handing back a task imposed on us 
by international authority which we 
tried to fulfill to the best of our ability 
is sheer self-deception.

“Our policy brought prosperity 
to all the inhabitants of Palestine. 
The Arab population multiplied 
exceedingly… For hundreds of 
thousands of Jews it meant escape 
from the unimaginable horrors of the 
death camps to a free and full life…

“On the other hand, we had 
undoubtedly underrated the 
difficulties created by the growing 
intensity of Arab nationalist 
sentiment. The hopes we had once 
entertained of creating a common 
Palestinian patriotism faded out. The 
Royal Commission of 1936, the most 
authoritative and impartial body ever 
sent out to Palestine, recommended 
partition… The only question was 
whether it was to be by civil war or 
by acquiescence in the decision of 
an impartial authority sustained by 
adequate force. To have enforced 
partition after the war would no doubt 
have been difficult… We should, at 
any rate, have fulfilled… the task 
to which we had set ourselves, and 
would have left, or remained under 
Treaty, respected by both sides.

“As it is we decamp ignominiously 
amid carnage and confusion after 
nearly three years have been wasted 
in the make-believe of inviting from 
an Anglo-American committee, 
and from the United Nations 
recommendations which… they had 
no intention of carrying out.  No 
sane person can ever have expected 
the United Nations, even if it might 
agree on a recommendation, to be 
capable of enforcing it…

“There can be no excuse for the 
fanatical Jewish miscreants who 
have murdered our men. Nor can 
the Jewish Agency be absolved 
of half-heartedness in its dealings 
with a form of crime that could 
only bring discredit upon the cause 
which it exists to serve. But history 
is not likely to see in these matters 
sufficient reason for acquitting His 
Majesty’s Government of the major 
crime of handing over the innocent 
mass of the people of Palestine—

Arabs and Jews—to the horrors of 
civil war and of deliberately inviting 
the destruction of an achievement 
of which we had every reason to be 
proud. Complete devastation may, 
indeed, be averted by the unaided 
courage and determination of the 
Jews in defence of the regions which 
they have themselves developed and 
in early settlement by statesmanship 
on both sides. But, if so, it will 
not be thanks to Mr. Bevin and his 
colleagues.”

LABOUR INHERITS THE 
EMPIRE

This is a fair enough description 
of the situation from an Imperialist 
point of view by an honest Tory 
with a memory. The problem of the 
Labour Party was that it was the 
clear winner of the Election and was 
therefore the governing party of the 
Empire, while retaining a half-baked 
anti-Imperialist ideology. It had won 
the Election chiefly because of its 
competence, under Ernest Bevin’s 
forceful leadership, in running the 
domestic economy as a member of 
Churchill’s National Government 
during the War. In 1945 Attlee shifted 
Bevin from domestic affairs, where 
all his competence lay, to foreign 
affairs. (It is said that he did this at 
the request of the King.)

Bevin had never been a 
Parliamentary demagogue. He was 
thoroughly disliked as a mere Trade 
Union boss by the demagogues. He 
tried to do the right Imperial thing 
in Palestine—to police an orderly 
implementation of Imperial policy, 
“sustained by adequate force”, 
as Amery put it. This would have 
involved the forceful suppression of 
the Zionist rebellion launched in the 
Jewish colony, and the development 
of Palestine political structures, 
in place of the prevention of them 
practised hitherto.

The demagogues with their 
spurious anti-Imperialism, combined 
with Zionist influence on public 
opinion, subverted Bevin’s position 
and led to the make-believe “handing 
back” to the international façade of 
the burden it supposedly imposed on 
Britain.
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Britain threw Palestine into a 
condition of literal anarchy. It was the 
governing authority, and it removed itself 
from the situation, letting the elements 
it had built up during the preceding 
thirty years work themselves out in free 
conflict.

On the Jewish side there was competent 
Zionist militarism with expertise of the 
quality attributed to the Prussian General 
staff. On the Palestinian side there was 
bewildered resentment. Under the law of 
the jungle—the law that came into play 
when Britain abdicated responsibility—
things would have been resolved by the 
wiping out of the Palestinians. 

And that was what was happening 
when Britain, with its Arab pseudo-states 
to tend to, intervened militarily from 
Transjordan (now Jordan) to prevent 
a Zionist expansion over the whole of 
Palestine.

FIVE ARAB STATES
Mark Cowling writes grandiloquently 

that “Israel was invaded by the armies of 
no less than five Arab states who denied 
the right of Israel to exist”.

Israel existed at the time in the form 
of a Resolution of the United Nations 
General Assembly. What existed in fact 
was the condition of anarchy brought 
about by the British abdication of 
responsibility for its Palestine conquest.

And “the armies of no less than five 
Arab states”. Off-hand we cannot recall 
what they were. And we cannot think of 
any actual Arab state that existed at the 
time, except Saudi Arabia. All the others 
were little more than national facades 
on Imperial Government, British or 
French. Iraq attempted to be more than 
a façade by asserting neutrality when 
Britain declared war in 1939, as Ireland 
did. Iran likewise declared neutrality. 
In 1941 Churchill decided to invade 
and remake its Government in order to 
control its oil. The Iraqi Government did 
not wish to be complicit in the invasion 
of Iran, so Churchill invaded it too and 
installed a puppet Government. And 
he said, irritably, that he wishes these 
countries stuck to their proper names—
the ones given to them by Britain. Would 
somebody remind him which of them 
was Persia and which Mesopotamia?

And Syria, which Britain had given to 
France instead of to the Arab nation that 
it conjured up by Jihad against Turkey? 
It was the site of conflict between Vichy 
France and Gaullist France during 
the World War and, after the War, 
the Resistance (now in Government) 
reconstituted the Empire with Syria as 
an integral part of it. And Egypt? It was 
an independent country according to 

Imperial ideology, but it was governed 
by the British Ambassador. And, when 
it set about governing itself without the 
approval of the British Ambassador, 
Britain made war on it in alliance with 
Israel.

Mark Cowling’s five Arab Armies 
which invaded the Israeli state are 
figments of the imagination, as is the 
Israeli state which was invaded.

What happened was that, on the 
abdication of British authority, Jews 
and Arabs set about asserting their 
occupation of territory.

And the denial of “the right of Israel 
to exist”? Mark Cowling says:

“All six of the Arab states which were 
members of the United Nations at that 
stage, the Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Arabia, 
Egypt and Yemen voted against the 
[General Assembly] resolution”. 

This was what he calls “a landmark 
resolution” giving Palestinians who had 
fled a right to return.

These ‘states’ had earlier in 1948 
voted against the Resolution authorising 
a Jewish state. The United Nations had in 
the interim showed itself to be no more 
than a mirage of international authority, 
and Zionist action had demonstrated that 
a UN-guaranteed right of return would 
not be worth the paper it was written on.

Cowling seems to concede that it 
would be a dead letter, because of the 
danger of returned Palestinians ”acting 
as a fifth column”. This gives a fresh 
new meaning to the grossly overworked 
term “fifth column”.

REGIONAL  AUTHORITY 
DENIED

The Middle Eastern ‘states’ in 1948 
had no effective independence of 
material action but they all had enough 
spirit to vote against the imposition of a 
Jewish State in their midst. The United 
Nations was supposed to have a regional 
structure. It had in other regions, but it 
had none in the Middle East. The client 
states of the United States, the Soviet 
Union, and the European Empires carried 
the Resolution to establish a Jewish State 
in Palestine against the opposition of all 
the Middle East “states”. A safe haven!

Where did the authority come from for 
the imposition of a Jewish State on the 
Arab world in opposition to the wishes 
of the Arab world? Basically from the 
overwhelming power acquired in the 
world by Russia and the United States 
in the course of the World War declared 
by Britain. They decided it was in their 
interest to do this. No Power backed the 
Arab resistance. It was Britain’s business 
to bring its Jewish colonial project to an 

orderly conclusion, but it walked away 
from it.

And moral authority? Imperial Britain 
was very hot on moral authority. And so 
it seems is Mark Cowling:

“the Mufti of Jerusalem, Haj Amin 
al-Husseini, who was so strongly 
motivated by fanatical anti-Semitism 
that it precluded a rational consideration 
of Arab interests. Husseini played the 
principle role in fomenting the riots of 
1936-39, which involved attacks on 
Jews, and which became known as the 
Arab Revolt… By 1948 the Arabs were 
still suffering the after-effects of this 
defeat.

“The Mufti’s anti-Semitism was 
considerable. He was interviewed in 
1936 by Peel Commission and made it 
clear that his aspiration was for an Arab/
Muslim Palestine from which 400,000 
Jews would be summarily evicted. He 
had spent the 2nd World War in Germany 
where he encouraged Adolf Hitler to 
pursue the final solution. He toured the 
death camps and encouraged pro-Nazi 
leaders in Eastern Europe to send their 
Jews to Poland, meaning send them for 
extermination.”

Assuming this to have been the case, 
the Mufti was not a world statesman. 
He was a local leader in Palestine who 
encountered Jews as colonisers from 
another world supported by the power 
of a mighty Empire, and their activity 
was designed to displace the population 
which he represented. So he turned to a 
force that was anti-Jewish.

To hate the Jews as powerful enemies 
who have suddenly materialised out of the 
blue is not of a kind with the phenomenon 
of Anti-Semitism that developed within 
the Imperial civilisation of Europe.

Such a thing is entirely beyond British 
experience and Mark Cowling does not 
even try to imagine it.  It is the kind 
of thing that Britain has done to many 
peoples out there in the world, but is 
something that has never been done to it.

It is entirely understandable that 
Jewish nationalist propaganda, still 
engaged in its colonising project in 
Palestine, should make all the mileage it 
can out of Haj Amin, but it is disgraceful 
that an English intellectual should play 
that game.

ZIONISM AND THE EMPIRE
Zionism created the Jewish State by 

force and fraud in pursuit of an ideal, 
in the normal way that colonial states 
are brought about.  It is supported 
unconditionally by the United States, 
whose politicians know very well that 
that is how it came about itself.
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The British Empire took Zionism 
in hand at a critical juncture, giving it 
currency.  With British backing, Zionism 
set about hegemonising world Jewry on 
the one hand, and building colonies in 
Palestine on the other.  Then it declared 
its independence of the Empire that had 
given it a necessary boost.

Mark Cowling writes that “Ultimate 
responsibility for the problems of the 
contemporary Middle East lies with 
the Romans” in the year 67, who, 
after suppressing the Jewish Revolt 
“engaged in genocide and expulsion 
of the Jews”.  This is very far-fetched 
indeed. Shlomo Sands has given a very 
different account of what happened in 
that era in The Invention Of The Jewish 
People.  Apart from that, there is a more 
recent, and more obvious, cause.  The 
decision of the British Empire, in the 
course of its expansion, to destroy the 
Ottoman Empire, breed nationalism in 
the conquered Middle East, and impose 
Jewish colonisation in the midst of that 
nationalism.

British foreign policy assumed that 
Islam would be overcome by Progress.  
In present-day language, it was 
Islamophobic.  It destroyed the State 
which gave Islam an orderly presence 
in the world as a regional Power.  But, 
finding it difficult to destroy the Ottoman 
State with its own military force, it 
procured a proclamation of Jihad against 
it from fundamentalist authorities in 
Mecca/Medina, setting a pattern that was 
followed by the United States further 
east eighty years later.

Why did Britain adopt Zionism into 
its foreign policy the year after it had 
raised Jihad?  For two reasons.  To 
bring the influence of world Jewry 
onto the British side in the War and 
turn it against Germany:  and to divert 
Jewish energy away from revolutionary 
activity in Europe by giving it political 
business of its own.  The motivation was 
anti-Semitic, in that it assumed that the 
Jews were a people apart, and that they 
made up an international body that was 
immensely influential by reason of its 
wealth, and that they were an element 
of instability in Gentile states.  Churchill 
was an anti-Semite.  Balfour was an 
anti-Semite.  There was no contradiction 
between anti-Semitism and Zionism.

Cowling says:  “The Palestinian Arabs 
had not really built up a full national 
consciousness”.  Of course not.  They 
were content in the Ottoman Empire.  
They had no desire to live a life apart 
from it.  The necessity of nationalism was 
thrust upon them, and on other regions of 
Arabia, by British conquest and British 
policy.  None of the “Arab states” were 
good at it.  Only Zionism was good at it.  

It had itself the cohesion of a conquering 
force.  It acted purposefully both in 
accepting the British Mandate and then 
in rejecting it, and in accepting Partition 
and then rejecting it.

THE BBC
The BBC programme Is The Labour 

Party Anti-Semitic?, broadcast on BBC1 
on July 10th and repeated on BBC2 on 
July 17th, is very much in line with Mark 
Cowling’s articles.  Like them it is not 
history but apologetics. A Professor Alan 
Johnson appeared on it to say:

“It’s completely possible to criticize 
Israel within the Labour Party and not 
come near an Anti-Semitism charge.  You 
can say “The Occupation is wrong”.  You 
can say “The Settlements are wrong”.  
You can say that the treatment of the 
Arab minority is discriminating.  But, 
if you say Israel is an inherently racist 
endeavour that should therefore be 
abolished, that’s something different.”

This was let pass without comment.  
It was not put to Johnson that the Chief 
Rabbi has said repeatedly that, while it 
is theoretically possible to criticize Israel 
without being Anti-Semitic, it is virtually 
impossible to do so in practice.

Another historian, Dave Rich, said:
“The Left always think of itself as anti-

racist, but all you do is you’re swapping 
the word Zionist instead of Jewish, or 
Israeli instead of Jewish.  And suddenly 
the language is cleansed, it’s acceptable 
on the Left”.

This is a complete contradiction of 
what Professor Johnson said.

The word Jew is basically the name of 
a member of a religion.  Hostility to Jews 
in Christian Europe appears to have been 
religious in the first instance, though the 
religion suggested race.  Semitism is a 
race term, so Anti-Semitism implied 
racial hostility.  In England in the 19th 
century the ground on which Anti-
Semitism was condemned was that it did 
not regard Jews as individual members 
of a particular religion but as members of 
a race.  The term race was then beginning 
to give way to the term nation.

The Balfour Declaration adopted 
the Zionist view that Jews everywhere 
constituted a nation.  The Jews were 
a nation living amongst the other 
nations—a view which until then had 
been condemned as Anti-Semitic.

The Zionist movement, a political 
movement, constructed a Jewish State, 
Israel.

But Dave Rich says they are all one.  
They all just mean “Jew”.  To disagree 
with Zionism or to condemn the actions 
of the Israeli State is just a smart way 
of being Anti-Semitic.  Politics and 

Statecraft are reducible to race.
An unnamed young man on the 

programme, following Rich, said:  “They 
might not call me a dirty Jew.  But they’ll 
call me a dirty Zionist with pride”.

If it is Anti-Semitic to be in 
disagreement with Zionism, does this not 
mean that Zionism is a race movement 
of Jews, and that Jews are a race?

Professor Johnson said:  “The core 
demonology is that Jews are essentially 
different from non-Jews”.

But that was the view of the Zionist 
leader who gained the Balfour 
Declaration, Chaim Weizmann.  And 
it was the view of the Labour Party 
intellectual, Richard Crossman, who 
became a Zionist and sabotaged Ernest 
Bevin’s attempt to make an orderly 
settlement of the Palestine issue in 1947.  
Crossman, who was later honoured by 
the State of Israel, reported a discussion 
with Weizmann in which they agreed 
that all Gentiles were anti-Semitic by 
nature and that the only thing for them to 
do was confess it.

The BBC programme was not an 
investigation of the issue of Anti-
Semitism.  It was just propaganda 
directed against the Corbyn leadership 
of the Labour Party.

The programme said authoritatively: 
“Modern day Anti-Semitism has its 
origins in centuries-old conspiracy 
theories…”

The British conquest of the Middle 
East, its proclamation of Jihad for 
the purpose of conquest, its stirring 
up of Arab nationalism, its smashing 
of the nationalism it stirred up, its 
implantation of a Jewish colony in the 
midst of that nationalism, its promises 
to the Palestinians which it broke by 
committing the region to anarchy in 
1948, and the Jewish colonial conquests 
which followed—these had nothing to 
do with it!?

The problem is that the Jewish State 
will not accept that it had normal 
historical origins in conquest and 
colonialism, and all that goes with 
colonialism, and that it is still a work in 
progress and refuses to define territorial 
limits for itself.

And the problem for the Corbyn 
Labour Party is that it lives in an idealistic 
ideology which the British State projects 
around the world but never intended to 
be applied at home. 

Learn from the mistakes of 
others; you can never live long 
enough to make them all yourself.

Eleanor Roosevelt
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Rethinking Socialism
With Respect to Marxism and Leninism, Part Two

By Gwydion M. Williams
What Changed
European Leninism was 

enormously successful from the 
1920s to the 1950s, and then fell 
apart.

Fell apart because it did not 
acknowledge that the world-order 
that Lenin had rebelled against had 
changed massively.

Both Hitler and Franklin Roosevelt 
had borrowed ideas that socialists 
had long advanced.  Ideas about 
economics and welfare, in line with 
earlier borrowings by Bismarck and 
others.

Roosevelt was also mildly in 
favour of socialist and progressive 
social values.  He could not do much 
about racism: he needed the votes of 
Southern Democrats who would not 
tolerate much change.  But he did 
what he could, while concentrating 
on the important matters of restoring 
the US economy.  And then going on 
to get the USA to do enough to help 
defeat Japanese Imperialism and 
European Fascism.

Hitler was strongly regressive on 
most social issues – including being 
hostile to abortion among those he 
saw as Racially Superior.  His party 
claimed not to be left or right.  But 
where it counted, he was solidly 
right-wing.  The Centre-Right found 
his values acceptable, and those of 
Leninism a massive threat.  And 
not all traditional right-wingers like 
capitalism or dislike state power.

But things were different after 
1945.  What was done in those parts 
of Europe held by the Soviet armies 
made no sense unless the aim was 
to integrate them by stages into a 
massively enlarged Soviet Union.  
If we believe what Milovan Djilas 
says in his book Conversations with 
Stalin, that was exactly Stalin’s 
intention.  It would make sense of 
treating other socialists as enemies 
in these new territories, which re-
opened the bitter antagonism to 
Global Leninism that had subsided 
in the War Against Hitler.

If that was the aim, it failed.  An 
enlarged Soviet Union as a step 

towards a benevolent World State 
would have kept alive hope and 
idealism.  H. G. Wells even has a 
version of it in his 1933 novel The 
Shape of Things to Come, and he was 
typical of his times.  But Khrushchev 
and Brezhnev had no coherent ideas, 
and the idealism died.  Was massively 
damaged by Khrushchev’s invasion 
of Hungary in 1956 and Brezhnev’s 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968.  
Czechoslovakia in particular had its 
own home-grown enthusiasm for 
socialism, and had always been fairly 
pro-Russian.  Had even enthused for 
the crushing of Hungary in 1956.  
But over time they lost hope.

‘Back to Lenin’ was a senseless 
idea.  And so was ‘Markets Without 
Capitalists’, the economic ‘reform’ 
tried by the dominant faction of the 
post-Stalin leadership.1   It attached 
miraculous properties to ‘Market 
Forces’, in a way that was later taken 
up by the New Right.  But it left out 
what was actually the main benefit 
of a capitalist system.  It had no 
provision for enterprises to start out 
small and grow very big if customers 
liked the product. 

Success in the post-Stalin pseudo-
markets depended on pleasing senior 
officials who had often been there for 
decades and disliked new ideas.

Democracy
– Real or Parliamentary?

China is still Marxist, yet Post-
Leninist.  Since Marx had a low 
view of Parliamentary systems, it is 
quite consistent to keep the Leninist 
structures of Democratic Centralism.  
A hierarchy of elections, with people 
trusted to choose the best people from 
among those they know.  And these 
in turn choosing among themselves 
the best people to have power at a 
higher level.

Liberals cheat by assuming that a 
multi-party parliamentary system 
with a regular switch between 
Government and Opposition must be 
the best system, even when it fails 
1 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 / t h e - s o v i e t - p a s t /
market-socialism-in-the-soviet-union/

to work.  They refuse to call any 
other system ‘democratic’, even if a 
majority of the population approve 
of it.

They also ignore the other meaning 
of ‘democratic’ – people can rise 
high regardless of origin.  Just now, 
the Tory Cabinet is dominated by 
the children of rich and privileged 
parents.  Even Labour has fewer 
members from a working-class 
background than it once had.  The 
Labour Left in the 1970s was horribly 
naïve, selecting MPs who would 
voice all of the approved left-wing 
sentiments.  Many of these were 
from very privileged backgrounds, 
and later ‘returned to their roots’ to 
become Blairites.  And as far as I 
know, the current Corbynist wave is 
also neglecting social origins, while 
insisting on enforceable quotas for 
everything else.

Liberals cheat again when a 
multi-party parliamentary system 
produces a result that offends them.  
As in Turkey, the Republic of India, 
Poland, Hungary etc.

They reject the Democratic 
Centralist notion of people choosing 
those best to hold power from among 
those they know.  Consider their own 
system fine even though most voters 
in Western countries have little idea 
who they are electing.

Choosing those best to hold power 
from among those you know was 
the reality in England’s original 
mediaeval House of Commons.  
(And likewise Scotland.)  This might 
not be the person you most liked or 
even trusted.  People would often 
be chosen because they had Good 
Connections and could be expected 
to look after those who voted for 
them.  And note that all voting was 
public until the 1880s, when this was 
sensibly changed to stop ordinary 
people being bullied into voting for 
the choices of the rich.

England’s Parliament was part of 
a wave of Parliamentary systems 
that swept through Europe in early 
mediaeval times, and came relatively 
late to England.  The ‘Commons’ 
were elected by people who were 
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part of the ruling class, but not 
individually powerful enough to be 
in the House of Lords.  

The 1832 Reform gave a vote 
to maybe one-seventh of the adult 
males – no women till 1918.2   It was 
only in the 1880s that a majority of 
adult males in the British Isles got 
the vote – and since Catholic Irish 
were generally poorer, probably a 
majority of them had no vote till they 
returned Sinn Fein overwhelmingly 
in 1918.  And it is likely that in 
mediaeval times, considerably less 
than one-seventh of the adult males 
were qualified to vote.  Property 
qualifications became easier with 
the long slow inflation that happened 
even before Paper Money.

(Qualifications varied, but a 
common rule from 1492 was those 
owning freehold land worth 40 
shillings.3   It still applied after the 
1832 reform, even though 40 shillings 
in 1492 would have been equivalent 
to somewhere between £12 and £26 
in the money of 1832.4   £10,000 to 
£33,000 in modern money, and that 
was in an era when far fewer people 
owned their own houses than they do 
today.

There were sound reasons for 
Marxists and Leninists showing 
limited respect for a Parliamentary 
system that was mediaeval in origin, 
and never designed to be democratic.  
There was also the horrible examples 
of the failed wave of revolutions 
in 1848, and the messy French 
Revolution in 1871.  ‘Constituent 
Assemblies’ of the sort that the 
Bolsheviks dispersed after getting 
just 25% of the seats had a solid 
record of failure and weakness.

There is much less excuse for 
attempts to evade awkward outcomes 
in countries in which Parliaments 
had been functionally democratised.  
Where the power of monarchs had 
diminished to that of respectable and 
mostly ceremonial Heads of State.  
Scandinavian countries remain an 
outstanding success for socialism.  
The three of them that had traditional 
2 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/
3 https://www.parliament.uk/about/
living-heritage/evolutionofparliament/origin-
sofparliament/birthofparliament/overview/
knights/
4 https://www.measuringworth.com/
index.php

monarchies sensibly retained them.
But I’d not say the Marxist 

anti-Parliamentary view was 
wrong: merely outdated.  The 
Moderate Socialist assumption 
that Democracy can only be Multi-
Party Representative Democracy 
is definitely wrong. And socialists 
should look at the merits of other 
possible systems.  Elections based 
on occupation are unfortunately 
associated with fascism: but the idea 
is much older than fascism and used 
to be strong on the left.  It exists now 
mostly as Syndicalism, which I do 
not agree with.  But Britain might 
sensibly move its Parliament from the 
increasingly-unimportant territorial 
seats and towards the various trades 
and professions.

It would also be perfectly feasible 
to have uneven representation.  Let 
each MP in the new system cast a 
vote with the authority of just those 
who voted for them.  So someone 
from an occupational group of some 
50,000 but who only got the votes 
of 28,341 votes would cast just that 
many votes.  Another from a group of 
34,000 who got 31,219 would have 
slightly greater weight.  It might seem 
complex, but something as simple as 
a standard Spreadsheet could tot up 
such totals without difficulty.

Pending any such radical reform – 
and pending proof it could work well 
– we in Britain should be modest in 
what we demand of the rest of the 
world.

The Democratic Centralist system 
of China should be accepted as a 
decent functional system, rather 
than being hysterically denounced 
even by most people on the left.  It 
is true that a few hundred top people, 
mostly male, have total control of 
the system when they are broadly 
agreed.  That while the People’s 
Representatives could theoretically 
vote to throw them out and start a 
new system, this is utterly unlikely 
to happen.  But exactly the same is 
true in Japan, nominally a case of 
Capitalist Democracy.  Likewise 
Singapore.  And it is mostly the 
reality behind most Western systems 
of Parliamentary Democracy, though 
in messier ways and increasingly 
including women.  And competitive 
political systems give undue power 
to rich business interests that take a 

much more short-termist view than 
any governing elite.

A system with a governing elite 
holding power with the consent of 
the majority has considerable merits.  
Among other things, it ensures that 
no one like Donald Trump could 
get control of the state machine.  
Nor the lesser examples: ‘Boris 
‘Smugenough’ Johnson, or the bunch 
of clowns running Italy before the 
recent shift of coalitions. Or the actual 
clown turned politician now ruling 
Ukraine, though he is not obviously 
worse than the alternatives.

A system with a governing elite 
would also avoid a leader risen using 
sectarian hatred.  This is undeniably 
true in India, previously celebrated 
by Western thinkers as ‘the world’s 
largest democracy’.  Awkwardly, 
it turns out the ‘democracy’ means 
‘what the majority want’ rather than 
what the Western elite think they 
should want.

In the case of Mr Modi in India, 
there is hope he will be the least bad 
way out of the mess that India had 
fallen into under previous weaker 
governments.  There are worse 
examples.  Sri Lanka would have 
been much wiser to let the Tamils 
have their small northern state.  
Former Western idol Aung San Suu 
Kyi has been part of a discreditable 
intolerance towards impoverished 
Muslims in mostly-Buddhist 
Myanmar (Burma).  Rwanda and 
Burundi both have the minority 
Tutsi holding effective power, with 
the appalling Rwandan massacre 
provoked by a Western-backed Tutsi 
army reconquering the land they or 
their parents had earlier fled.  And so 
on.

Given the mess the New Right have 
made of the world, and the failure of 
the Clinton / Blair version of leftism 
to improve the world, those of us from 
a Marxist and Leninist background 
have nothing we need apologise for.  
The world has moved on, but it was 
mostly our sort of people who did the 
positive moving.

Merchants have no country. The 
mere spot they stand on does not 
constitute so strong an attachment 
as that from which they draw their 
gains.

Thomas Jefferson
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THE CHARACTER ASSASSINATION OF JEREMY CORBYN
AND OTHER MEDIA ABUSES

By Donal Kennedy
 Politics is a rough trade and parties 

and individuals should  have their 
policies, characters, records and 
competence examined by the media 
on the public’s behalf. In a perfect 
world.

In an imperfect world a reasonable 
person might hope for a choice of 
competing media to offer honestly 
held opinions on parties, policies and 
persons.

(In the world as it is we have no 
such luck. It should never have been 
necessary for then Labour leader 
Tony Blair to fly to Australia for the 
Benediction of Press Baron Rupert 
Murdoch, accurately nicknamed The 
Dirty Digger, before contesting an 
election..

Nor should other Labour leaders 
(in normal times) have to seek 
acceptance by the White House 
as legitimate candidates for Ten 
Downing Street. Ronald Reagan 
allowed one such candidate into the 
Oval Office and gave him short shrift.

In times like these, totally out of 
kilter, both Boris Johnson and Nigel 
Farage have sought and got the 
backing of Donald Trump)

Forgive my digression
Jeffrey Corbyn is lampooned from 

Right, Left and Centre in Britain 
as an-anti Semite. True, he is not 
a paid for hater of the Palestinian 
Arabs, “ethnically cleansed” from 
homes their people had inhabited 
continuously for thousands of years. 
“Cleansed” as if they were filth in 
various stages since their eviction 
from Haifa, a city where they were a 
majority, in 1948, by Zionist militants 
who burned Churches and Mosques, 
and visited outrages on men, women 
and children. (I was first told of 
this, when working as a librarian in 
Tottenham in the 1990s, by a Jewish 
woman who said she was there at 
the time. She had selected a book 
on the Middle East and volunteered 
the information. I never discussed 
such issues with anyone at work, 
but realised that amongst Jews as 
amongst Irish people there are many 
views on issues affecting us)

A few weeks ago THE TIMES 
published its charges against Corbyn, 
collated by one Dominic Kennedy 
. It appears that Corbyn supports 
terrorism against Jews, and against 
Britain and he has associated with 
terrorists. Amazingly, he’s not in jail!

 
He is alleged to have hosted IRA 

terrorists or their political associates 
in the House of Commons. There 
should be an investigation of the 
Security Services for failing to 
recognise the danger. Time was 
when elected Sinn Fein personnel, 
for whom no warrants for arrest 
were outstanding, were barred from 
crossing the Irish Sea, or having their 
voices heard over the airwaves. At 
the time Corbyn was hosting Sinn 
Feiners in Westminster, the IRA’s 
Chief of Staff, Martin McGuinness 
was in regular contact with a British 
Official exploring ways to let normal 
politics (such as communication via 
the airwaves) replace war. Obviously 
Sinn Feiners visiting Labour MP 
Corbyn, and GLC Leader Ken 
Livingstone were engaged in peace-
building alternatives to war. Or 
would THE TIMES have us believe 
that Corbyn was plotting with 
Fenians a Guy Fawkes Spectacular 
in Westminster? Could Dominic 
Kennedy and THE TIMES be 
unaware that THE QUEEN OF 
ENGLAND has made her peace with 
Martin McGuinness, the unrepentant 
former Chief of Staff of the IRA?

THE TIMES recently had a cartoon 
of Corbyn,” a Supporter of Latin 
American Dictators”  because of his 
admiration for Fidel Castro. Castro 
was an admirer of Eamon de Valera.  
Both Castro and de Valera stood 
up against predatory super-powers 
and did good for their own and the 
international community. Castro 
gave military aid to Angola when 
it was attacked by South Africa, 
and gave medical aid to millions 
of people in the “third world.” De 
Valera, at the League of Nations, 
offered  the League Irish Troops to 
defend Ethiopia from Fascist attack 
when Britain profiteered from 

it, collecting Suez Canal tolls on 
Mussolini’s troops and materiel, and 
Winston Churchill praised the Duce 
to the skies. Thatcher was a great 
friend of Apartheid South Africa and 
the Chile’s Traitor Dictator General 
Pinochet amongst other grisly 
monsters. Corbyn is not and never 
was a warmonger.

The late Jack Doyle claimed that 
he could sing like John McCormack 
and box like Jack Dempsey. To which 
Dempsey retorted that he should 
have said box like McCormack and 
sing like Jack Dempsey.  I have not 
commented on Corbyn’s expertise in 
the ring or the concert hall, nor his 
artistry in any other sphere. But he is 
entitled to his character, which is not 
bigoted, racist nor malevolent.

An interesting aspect of 
Dominic Kennedy’s piece was the 
revelation that between 1969 and 
the ceasefire in the 1990s  the IRA 
killed approximately 1,800 persons 
including 650 civilians. When Albert 
Reynolds was seeking an American 
Visa for Gerry Adams, in pursuit of 
peace, Sir Simon Jenkins, quondam 
Editor of THE TIMES advised 
the White House that the IRA had 
killed “3,000 Britons”. In 1981 THE 
TIMES asserted that the IRA had 
killed over “2,000 Protestants” since 
1969 and it sought to defend that lie 
before the Press Council.

It has taken 38 years for THE 
TIMES to publish a reasonably 
correct figure for the number of 
fatalities inflicted by the IRA. It 
should be noted that THE TIMES 
has described the Royal Ulster 
Constabulary, a body equipped 
with firearms and practised in their 
discharge, as “Civilians”.

The infliction of death on anybody 
is not a trivial matter. Nor is lying 
about the perpetrators or victims, 
lying habitually practised by THE 
TIMES, THE DAILY MAIL, 
THE DAILY EXPRESS, THE 
DAILY STAR, THE NORTHERN 
IRELAND OFFICE and other British 
Agencies.
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

Early Parliamentary General 
Election

04 September 2019
The Prime Minister (Boris Johnson) I beg 

to move,
That there shall be an early parliamentary general 

election.
The House of Commons has passed a Bill devised by the 

Leader of the Opposition, who, I see, is not in his place. 
He is characteristically evasive, if not frit. It is a Bill that 
effectively ends the negotiations; a Bill that demands an 
extension at least until next year, and perhaps for many 
more years to come; and a Bill that insists that Britain 
acquiesces to the demands of Brussels and hands control 
to our partners. It is a Bill designed to overturn the biggest 
democratic vote in our history, the 2016 referendum. It 
is therefore a Bill without precedent in the history of this 
House, seeking as it does to force the Prime Minister, 
with a pre-drafted letter, to surrender in international 
negotiations. I refuse to do this. It is clear that there is 
therefore only one way forward for the country. The 
House has voted repeatedly to leave the EU, yet it has also 
voted repeatedly to delay actually leaving. It has voted for 
negotiations, and today, I am afraid, it has voted to stop—
to scupper—any serious negotiations.

What this Bill means is that Parliament, or the right hon. 
Gentleman the Leader of the Opposition, who is still not in 
his place—[Interruption.] I really do not know where he is. 
He refuses to give battle, or at least to engage in argument 
tonight. Perhaps that is a sign of how he intends to pursue 
things in the weeks ahead. [Interruption.] I am glad that he 
has now favoured the House with his presence. His Bill, 
among its other functions, will take away the right of this 
country to decide how long it must remain in the EU and 
hand that power to the EU. That is what it does, and I am 
afraid that it is time for this country to decide whether that 
is right.

The country must now decide whether the Leader of the 
Opposition or I go to those negotiations in Brussels on 17 
October to sort this out. Everybody knows that if the right 
hon. Gentleman were the Prime Minister, he would beg 
for an extension and accept whatever Brussels demanded. 
We would then have years more dither and delay, yet more 
arguments over Brexit and no resolution to the uncertainty 
that currently bedevils this country and our economy. 
Everyone knows, by contrast, that if I am Prime Minister, 
I will go to Brussels and I will try to get a deal. Believe me, 
I know that I can get a deal. If they will not do a deal—I 
think it would be eminently sensible for them to do so, and 
I believe that they will—then, under any circumstances, 

this country will leave the EU on 31 October.
It is completely impossible for Government to function 

if the House of Commons refuses to pass anything that 
the Government propose. In my view, and in the view of 
this Government, there must be an election on Tuesday 
15 October—I invite the Leader of the Opposition to 
respond—to decide which of us which goes as Prime 
Minister to that crucial Council on Thursday 17 October. 
I think it is very sad that MPs have voted like this—
[Interruption.] I do; I think it is a great dereliction of their 
democratic duty. But if I am still Prime Minister after 
Tuesday 15 October, we will leave on 31 October with, I 
hope, a much better deal. 

The Leader of the Opposition now has a question to 
answer. He has demanded an election for two years while 
blocking Brexit. He said only two days ago that he would 
support an election. Parliament having passed a Bill that 
destroys the ability of Government to negotiate, is he now 
going to say that the public cannot be allowed an election 
to decide which of us sorts out this mess? I do not want 
an election, the public do not want an election and the 
country does not want an election, but this House has left 
no option other than letting the public decide who they 
want as Prime Minister. I commend this motion to the 
House.

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab) 
This is the second time I have replied to a Conservative 
Prime Minister who has sought to dissolve Parliament and 
call an election because they did not have a deliverable 
Brexit policy. Although I am not condemning the right 
hon. Member for Maidenhead (Mrs May) by comparing 
her to her successor, she at least made detailed speeches 
setting out her Brexit policy—even if we fundamentally 
disagreed with them. This Prime Minister claims he has 
a strategy, but he cannot tell us what it is. The bigger 
problem for him is that he has not told the EU what it is 
either.

At Prime Minister’s Question Time today, as in the 
statement yesterday, the Prime Minister was unable even 
to say whether he has made any proposals whatsoever 
to the EU. Basically, the policy is cloaked in mystery 
because, like the emperor’s new clothes, there really is 
absolutely nothing there. The naked truth is that the reality 
is deeply unpalatable: a disastrous no-deal Brexit to take 
us into the arms of a trade deal with Donald Trump that 
would put America first and Britain a distant second.

The Prime Minister knows there is no mandate for 
no deal, no majority support for it in the country and 
no majority for it in this House. The Chancellor of the 
Duchy of Lancaster—the co-convenor of the Vote Leave 
campaign—said in March this year that “we didn’t vote to 
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leave without a deal.”
Even the leaders of the leave 

campaign are absolutely clear that 
the referendum conferred no mandate 
for no deal. No deal is opposed by 
every business group, every industry 
body and every trade union—and by 
this House, as today’s vote and others 
have shown.

We want an election because 
we look forward to turfing this 
Government out.

Sir Patrick McLoughlin 
(Derbyshire Dales) (Con) 
Does the Leader of the Opposition 
want a general election? A yes or no 
will suffice.

Jeremy Corbyn The right 
hon. Gentleman obviously did not 
hear what I just said. Before he gently 
interrupted me, I was about to point 
out that the offer of the election today 
is a bit like the offer of an apple to 
Snow White from the Wicked Queen, 
because what the Prime Minister is 
offering is not an apple or even an 
election, but the poison of a no deal. 
I repeat what I said last night. Let this 
Bill pass and gain Royal Assent, and 
then we will back an election—so 
we do not crash out of the European 
Union with a no-deal exit. 

It is the anti-democratic instincts 
of this Government that cause us 
concern. Despite the expressed will of 
the House to support the Bill debated 
today, the Conservative peers—the 
Government’s colleagues in the 
Lords—have tabled 92 amendments 
for debate. I really doubt that this is 
motivated by a desire to improve the 
legislation; not a bit of it. Instead, it 
is motivated by a desire to filibuster 
the Bill—an undemocratic cabal in 
Downing Street, aligned with an 
undemocratic and unelected House 
to override the democratic will of 
this House expressed in the Bill to 
which we have just given a Third 
Reading. If the Government cannot 
win the argument, they try to shut 
down debate.

We had the Prime Minister 
deciding to prorogue Parliament 
in August, and today he wants to 
dissolve Parliament to shut down 
scrutiny. He cannot handle dissent 
and debate in his own party, and has 
extraordinarily expelled 21 of his 

own MPs who voted against him last 
night. The hypocrisy of this process is 
phenomenal, from a Prime Minister 
who twice voted against the former 
Prime Minister’s Brexit plans.

A general election is not a plaything 
for a Prime Minister to avoid his 
obligations, to dodge scrutiny or 
to renege on commitments. He has 
committed to renegotiate Brexit, but 
where is the plan and where are the 
proposals? If he has a Brexit plan, 
be it no deal or the new mystery 
proposal deal of which we have yet to 
see any information, he should put it 
before the public in a public vote—a 
referendum or a general election—
and seek a mandate from them. Let 
the Prime Minister go to Brussels 
tomorrow and ask for an extension 
so that he can seek a mandate for 
his unknown Brexit plan and put it 
before the people.

The truth is that this motion from 
the Prime Minister is about playing a 
disingenuous game that is unworthy 
of his office. I look forward to the 
day when his Government and his 
party, with all the austerity and 
misery they have heaped on this 
country, are turfed out of office, and 
when we prevent this country from 
crashing out on 31 October, with all 
the damage—he knows, because he 
has already seen the documents—
that it will do to people’s lives and 
job prospects in this country. It is a 
cynical move from a cynical Prime 
Minister.

Mr Kenneth Clarke 
(Rushcliffe) (Ind) I do not know 
whether the House wants a debate, so 
I will be very brief. I was going to 
join in if other people were going to 
debate. Thank you for encouraging 
me, Mr Speaker—no doubt to the 
deep distress of everybody else 
waiting to have an important vote.

I merely say that I have found these 
exchanges quite predictable; they 
had been well rehearsed before they 
took place today. With the greatest 
respect, I do think that the Prime 
Minister has a tremendous skill in 
keeping a straight face while he is 
being so disingenuous. The fact is 
that he is now desperate to have a 
general election in order to bring this 
House’s proceedings to an end, and 
to have the election, clearly, before 

31 October. He is obviously going 
to campaign before that on the basis 
that he has been thwarted in getting 
an amazing, beneficial deal for this 
country that is being blocked by 
wicked continental politicians and by 
MPs in the House of Commons who 
have no sense of the true national 
interest, which is to keep him in 
power. 

It is wrong to say that those 
opposed to the Prime Minister are 
trying to reverse the referendum. A 
very large percentage of those who 
have been defeating him in the past 
two days are prepared to vote for 
Brexit. They voted for Brexit more 
often than he has. He caused delay 
in March and he caused delay in 
April when we wished to proceed on 
satisfactory, reasonable terms. We 
now have a Bill that is the beginning 
of a pathway to giving us more time 
for grown-up, sensible, diplomatic 
exchanges between each other.

The idea that those in the European 
Union are refusing us a deal because 
they think that they are going to trap 
us in it permanently is nonsense. 
They are desperate to get a deal—
of course they are—but not so 
desperate that they are going to 
accept terms that will cause chaos 
in Northern Ireland, politically and 
economically, and will shatter the 
normal rules that hold together the 
single market and the customs union 
upon which they are based. The 
Prime Minister has thrown down 
dramatic conditions that he must 
know make any sensible negotiations 
pointless unless he changes his 
direction. He is now Prime Minister. 
He is now a responsible politician 
with huge responsibility. I urge him 
one last time to stop treating all 
this as a game and to use the time 
available to get a serious resolution 
of these impossible problems to look 
after the future good will of this 
country, to keep us in a proper—no 
doubt different—relationship with 
our partners on the continent, and, in 
particular, to keep our economic and 
trading relationships intact, because 
they are essential for the future of our 
children and grandchildren.

Ian Blackford (Ross, Skye 
and Lochaber) (SNP) May I 
congratulate with all my heart the 
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right hon. and learned Member for 
Rushcliffe (Mr Clarke), who has 
spoken with great sense, as he has 
done on many occasions when I 
have followed him? I will give you 
a piece of friendly advice, Prime 
Minister: sack your adviser Dominic 
Cummings and bring in the right hon. 
and learned Member for Rushcliffe, 
who might actually be able to give 
you some sensible advice.

We are having this debate tonight 
quite simply because the Prime 
Minister has been defeated. That 
is the reality. I say to the Prime 
Minister: as this House is supposed to 
be sovereign in your eyes, accept the 
will of this House, accept the Bill that 
Parliament has passed, accept your 
duty as Prime Minister, and go to the 
European Council on 17 October to 
negotiate the extension that you have 
now been told to deliver.

Yet again, this Government have 
been defeated by a majority in the 
House of Commons against a no-deal 
Brexit. The passage tonight of the Bill 
to block no deal is a victory not just 
for democracy but, yes, for common 
sense. I pay tribute to the Members 
of Parliament across these Benches 
who have worked tirelessly to build 
consensus for this legislation to pass 
and remove the cliff-edge catastrophe. 
The Prime Minister should not 
be talking about surrender—he 
should be congratulating Members 
of Parliament who have stood up 
for all our national interests. What 
a disgrace for a Prime Minister to 
accuse parliamentarians—decent 
parliamentarians—of surrender. It 
simply lacks dignity.

Now that Parliament has once again 
displayed its will, the Prime Minister 
must show respect for democracy 
and agree to abide by the will of 
Parliament and the Bill  blocking 
no deal. [Interruption.] If the Prime 
Minister wishes to intervene rather 
than shout at me, I will give him the 
courtesy that he did not afford me.

Mr Iain Duncan Smith 
(Chingford and Woodford 
Green) (Con) I have been 
listening to the right hon. Gentleman 
with great care, but the one thing 
he does not say in all this is that 
the reason he has voted for the Bill 
tonight is that he and his party are 

adamantly opposed to ever delivering 
Brexit. Will he now admit that that 
is his purpose and the purpose of the 
Bill?

Ian Blackford My heavens! 
I think it is quite clear, if anyone 
reads the Bill, what it is about—it 
is about removing the cliff edge of 
31 October. We in the SNP have 
worked with colleagues right around 
the House in a spirit of consensus, 
but yes, of course I wish to stop 
Brexit and Scotland being dragged 
out. We will work collectively with 
everybody here, but my colleagues 
and I have a responsibility to stop 
this Government dragging Scotland 
out of Europe against its will. My 
message to the Prime Minister and 
the right hon. Gentleman is this: will 
you respect democracy in Scotland, 
and will you respect the fact that 
Scotland has voted to remain in the 
European Union?

It is the SNP’s top priority to avoid 
no deal. We know the devastation 
that a no-deal Brexit would bring to 
people in Scotland and across these 
islands. That is why we have been 
working hard for the past two years 
to avoid no deal. SNP MPs have 
voted consistently against no deal. 
We supported the Letwin-Cooper 
process in March to avoid no deal, 
and we are now doing the same with 
the Benn Bill.

Christine Jardine 
(Edinburgh West) (LD) I 
welcome the right hon. Gentleman’s 
confirmation tonight that he will, 
along with my party and the Labour 
party, vote against the Government. 
If the Government continue to pursue 
this reckless no-deal policy, will he 
continue to work with us to block 
any attempt to take us off the cliff 
edge against the will of Parliament?

Ian Blackford The simple 
answer is yes. I commit myself to 
working with all others, because 
we have a responsibility to our 
constituents to stop the disaster of 
no deal. Indeed, I have been working 
with leaders of other parties to ensure 
that the Benn Bill passes tonight. 
We have come together to ensure 
that protecting the lives of people 
across the United Kingdom and their 
livelihoods is the absolute priority of 
this Parliament, and it is important 

that we keep working together.
No one voted for a no-deal Brexit. 

It was not on the ballot paper, and 
the Prime Minister needs to wake 
up to that reality—perhaps, Prime 
Minister, you might start listening to 
the debate, rather than chatting to the 
Chancellor, if you don’t mind. It is 
important that no tricks are deployed 
to avert the course of democracy 
over the coming days. [Interruption.] 
Government Members can try to 
shout us down. They tried last night, 
and it will not work. The unelected 
House of Lords should not under any 
circumstances seek to damage or kill 
the protections in this legislation, and 
the Prime Minister should quit game-
playing stunts. The SNP will not fall 
for them. 

The Scottish National party is 
ready for an election. We stand ready 
to bring down the Tory Government 
and give Scotland a chance to stop 
Brexit and decide its own future. 
We signal our intent to work with all 
across this House to stop a no-deal 
Brexit. It is in all our interests to do 
so. We will do our duty to protect all 
of us from a no-deal Brexit, but at the 
same time, this House should respect 
the sovereignty of the Scottish people 
and our right to be able to determine 
our own future.

Pete Wishart (Perth and 
North Perthshire) (SNP) 
I do not know whether my right 
hon. Friend noted last night the 
lack of enthusiasm from Scottish 
Conservatives for an early general 
election. That might have something 
to do with the fact that they are 
now at 20% in the polls and due to 
be decimated. If they vote for this 
tonight, would they not be turkeys 
voting for Christmas? If Ruth 
Davidson cannot stomach the Prime 
Minister, why should Scotland?

Ian Blackford My hon. Friend 
is quite right. I look forward to SNP 
challengers standing in the Scottish 
Tory seats. We will take the fight to 
those constituents over the coming 
weeks and make sure that those 
constituents have the opportunity 
to return those seats to the Scottish 
National party.

Much of this debate has been about 
democracy. It is about the abuse of 
power by a Government seeking 
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to shut down Parliament. This House must respect 
the Scottish Parliament, and in particular the mandate 
the Scottish Government have for a referendum on 
independence. It should be Scotland’s right to choose its 
own future, not the right of this Prime Minister or any 
other in Westminster to tell Scotland that our votes do not 
matter and that we cannot determine when Scotland votes 
in an independence referendum.

An election is coming, and I invite Scotland to send a 
message to Westminster: it is Scotland’s right to choose. 
The Times poll today shows that the SNP is set to win 
a majority of Westminster seats in any election. Make 
no mistake: we relish an election because we want to 
stop Brexit for good, stop the Tories and stop this Prime 
Minister; and, most importantly, we want to give the 
people a say—their choice to decide their own future. 
However, we will not be a party to the Prime Minister’s 
games and allow the Prime Minister to use an election to 
force a no-deal Brexit through the back door.

Simply put, the SNP cannot support this motion tonight 
because we do not trust the Prime Minister, and who could 
blame us? With his tall tales, his contempt for democracy 
and his Government’s broken promises to the people of 
Scotland, we cannot trust that he will allow this Bill to 
pass and remove the cliff edge before an election. I urge 
other opposition parties tonight to not give the Prime 
Minister the opportunity to bring in a no deal through 
the back door. We cannot allow a Government who have 
lost their majority, who do not command the House and 
who have treated this Parliament and this country with 
contempt to remain in office for one more day longer than 
is necessary.

The Prime Minister is going to shut this Parliament 
down so that he can spend four weeks running down 
the clock. We could instead use that time to run him out 
of office. Once a no deal has been blocked, MPs on the 
Opposition Benches should come together to bring  down 
this Government—not on the Prime Minister’s terms, but 
on the right terms. Time is of the essence over the next few 
days in order to remove the cliff edge, and to remove this 
shambolic, irresponsible, incompetent Tory Government 
from office.

we could leave on no-deal WTO terms. Despite all that, 
Members in this place—too many remain MPs—have 
clasped at straws to frustrate Brexit and disregard the EU 
referendum result. That must now end. People have lost 
their patience with this place. The time has come to put 
forward actions instead of words.

 Note: The votes cast were Ayes 298. Noes 56. The 
motion fell having failed to reach the two-thirds majority 
required under the Fixed Term Parliaments Act 2011. The 
required majority for a general election is 433.

STUNG
If only he had not called for that
  referendum,
overturned the hive.
  Now listen to the hum,
the bees are angry.
  It’s hard to know where to dive.
We are running blind
  in mad confusion,
running and running to escape,
  almost out of our mind.
Running in the bedroom in a
  snarling fit,
running  in the kitchen, running
  on the balcony,
threatening to issue writs.
 But still the bees sting.
Running in the garden,
  in the street, in the city, in 
the town.
  Parliament they ring,
shouting,
  those Soros clowns.
 It’s all no good, now the nations run.
  For three years
the angry bees buzz.
  But it was once all so clear
how it was.
  You fought against the need for food 

banks,
you fought against the encroaching 

miserable 
  zero-hour jobs,
the predatory financial upper
  ranks.
You fought against the sale of
  public housing,
the property speculators’ 
  elitist carousing.  
Now they bank abroad
  your money.
You’re running and running 
while
  they steal the honey.

W.J.Haire.  12th September, 2019

Money. It’s a good servant but a bad master.
Gretchen Rubin

Martyrdom ... is the only way in which a man can 
become famous without ability. 

George Bernard Shaw
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

A LOT OF NEWS 
Instead of using the words THE 

UNITED KINGDOM to head his 
article about the country’s political 
shenanigans La Repubblica’s 
London-based correspondent 
recently used the title THE 
DISUNITED KINGDOM. Many 
Brits disdainfully attribute chaos 
and disorganisation to politics in 
Italy but as Enrico Franceschini 
says of the UK: “The country that 
used to be considered the most 
stable in Europe has plummeted 
to the level of a banana republic.”

Meanwhile, UK papers 
frequently report on the worldwide 
rise of the authoritarian right 
and Italy’s Matteo Salvini is 
one of the strikingly successful 
examples. He makes good copy 
as he campaigns waving a crucifix 
with the claim that The Madonna 
is with him. His outrageous 
bravado and unwavering 
confidence enthuse those who 
feel unrepresented by consensual 
liberal leaders. The Lega’s posters 
for its September rally in Pontida, 
its spiritual home, show him with 
his fist in the air. “NEVER GIVE 
UP”, it says making obvious 
historical associations with 
demagogues such as Mussolini. 
Or to be current, other populist 
and persuasive rabble-rousers 
like Trump, Bolsonaro, Orban or 
even Farage. The proof of success 
is that Salvini’s approval ratings 
make him the most popular Italian 
party leader, with a ten percent 
higher score than any other.

In August the UK press widely 
reported his establishment 
downfall. He had continually 
rubbished his governing coalition 
with the more numerous Five 
Star Movement (M5S) and its 
weak leader Luigi Di Maio. 
He considered that he was the 
strongman, and was therefore 
entitled to make independent 

political decisions. He hinted often 
that he had a plan. This was that if 
he withdrew his support from the 
alliance it would precipitate a fall 
of the government. The following 
election would then crown him 
as the proper Premier of Italy. He 
duly withdrew from the coalition, 
but the outcome was unexpected.  
President Sergio Mattarella simply 
asked the Partito Democratico 
(Pd) to join the M5S to try to form 
a new government.

Giuseppe Conte was widely 
seen as an intermediary, and a 
puppet Prime Minister to his 
deputies, Di Maio and Salvini. 
However he eventually formed 
his own government - Conte bis - 
Conte-two. This coalition of M5S 
and the centre-left Pd had a slow 
and painful birth but Mattarella 
gave them time. The loss of power 
left Salvini open-mouthed. But he 
quickly recovered his composure. 
Conte received the fiercest 
criticism as being inauthentic, 
in thrall to the Casta (political 
hierarchy) and a clone of Merkel, 
the G7 and the Pd. But Salvini’s 
popularity continues and pollsters 
now ask voters to predict how 
long they think Conte bis will last.  

The press conferences after 
the new government’s formation 
were instructive and possibly 
predictive. The Pd is now led by 
Nicola Zingaretti and he and his 
team were described as leaden. 
Zingaretti stood at the lectern 
and read his script without 
animation. Di Maio did much 
the same. Salvini did not want 
to be sidelined and he also gave 
a press conference. His attraction 
and the contrast was striking. He 
was energetic and convincing, 
demonstrating the manipulative 
demagoguery that immediately 
engages with an audience. 

Conte’s new government’s posts 
were split between M5S and the 

Pd, but his new dominant position 
meant that neither party leader 
was made a deputy. The strange 
and inappropriate appointment 
of Di Maio to head the Foreign 
Ministry calls for a comment. 
At the height of the Gilet Jaune 
protests in France Di Maio had 
made very public statements in 
their support. It was obviously 
profoundly insensitive for a man 
in his position not to recognise 
the political repercussions of 
supporting anti-government riots 
in the neighbouring country. The 
inevitable diplomatic rumpus 
had to be calmed by President 
Mattarella, almost acting as Dad 
to sort out a quarrel.

A La Repubblica article 
examined Di Maio’s credentials 
for high office. He had only 
ever worked as a barman. He 
had attended university, twice 
changing courses but had never 
graduated. A cartoon called his 
new Ministry The Ministry of 
Foreign botches. 

Teresa Bellanova, the new 
Minister of Agriculture, an ex-
agricultural worker and union 
official was amply qualified for her 
post. She is also a generously built 
woman and she appeared at the 
press conference in a voluminous 
blue dress. In the modern way 
this earned her aggressive Tweets, 
which she dealt with capably and 
later she received an ovation at 
the Pd’s conference.

About two weeks after the 
new government’s formation the 
previous leader Matteo Renzi 
announced that he was leaving the 
Pd to set up a new independent 
party. Renzi had been a significant 
figure in the creation of the new 
government and his move came 
as a surprise to Conte. Renzi 
declared that it was necessary and 
that Zingaretti “won’t be able to 
say he can’t control his party as it 
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has now been deRenzified”. 
Some Deputies and Senators joined Renzi in the 

new Italia Viva and opinion polls suggested that it 
could take about 3% away from Zingaretti’s party. 
However, the head of political analysis and polling 
at YouTrend said that Renzi seemed to have little 
attraction in the wider country. Romano Prodi, twice 
a Prime Minister and the tenth President of The 
European Commission, said that the group’s title 
would be more suitable for a yoghurt.

The new government advances. Conte was 
involved in a cross-Europe agreement in Malta to 
share migrants. He hit back at Salvini, whose refusals 
to let migrant rescue boats dock in Italy had caused 
enormous controversy, saying that he had achieved 
more than Salvini. Conte’s government are dealing 
with the three pressing issues of the deficit, tax 
evasion and a forthcoming reduction in the numbers 
of representatives in Parliament. 

Another concerning reduction is in Monte Bianco’s 
(Mont Blanc) Plandincieux Glacier. This is receiving 
press coverage because it is melting at such an 
alarming rate that Italy’s Aosta Valley and France’s 
Courmayeur are threatened by a sudden ice and land-
slide.  

Dramas will always interest and BREXIT CHAOS, as 
La Repubblica calls it, and The High Court judgement 
have been reported in a way that ridicules the UK 
and its political establishment. Il Fatto Quotidiano 
noted that Queen Elizabeth had broken with protocol 
to express “her disillusion with the political class 
who are incapable of governing.” La Repubblica 
marked the first day back after the non-prorogation 
with a short video clip of The House of Commons. 
There was noise and chaos. Then John Bercow was 
shown suggesting that Boris Johnson should answer 
a question and not exit to evade it. La Repubblica’s 
Enrico Franceschini’s words in this article’s first 
paragraph about plummeting to “the level of a banana 
republic,” are an apt and sad appraisal by a European 
paper.

YES, DONALD TRUMP WE SHALL ALL GO
So they left, the last immigrant,
  as did those of an immigrant 
background,
  to the planes and ships
they wound.
  The lacerated land breathed once more
as in their millions the refugees
  soared.
And those who shut the gates behind them 

shouted
  Geronimo! 
Now open up the graves and find the massacred
  and know
that those who did this were not invited
  and never did want their alien justice
righted.

W.J.Haire.  16th July, 2019
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Management is efficiency in climbing the 
ladder of success; leadership determines 
whether the ladder is leaning against the 
right wall.

Stephen R. Covey

Listening to a speech by Chamberlain is like 
paying a visit to Woolworth's, everything in 
its place and nothing above sixpence

Aneurin Bevan On Neville Chamberlain
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Letters From the Labour Conference
Dear Editor,
I was in Brighton but not as a LP delegate but signed 

up for ‘The World Transformed’ (TWT) to see what 
went on at these meetings.  I have to say that it was 
my first chance to listen to LP members from outside 
London so that in itself was interesting.  The average 
age at these TWT meetings was about 40.  I felt they 
comprised people who were members of the Labour 
Party and hugely supportive of the Corbyn project 
but found participation in the standard LP meetings 
tiresome. 

Anyhow, my main reason for being down here was to 
go to a meeting on Modern Monetary Theory (MMT) 
with Chris Williamson and the Modern Monetary 
Theory guru Bill Mitchell as speakers.  ‘It was originally 
to take place in the Labour Party offices in Hove but 
the local Labour MP refused to allow the meeting to 
be held there.’  A further 3 venues agreed to host it but 
then cancelled it because of the  levels of abuse they 
got.  (It was suggested that Caroline Lucas was also 
unsupportive.)  Eventually it was held in a Methodist 
church on the condition that Chris Williamson did not 
participate.

Some 40 people turned up for the Modern Monetary 
Theory meeting which turned out to be a very good 
talk on ‘Green New Deal’ issues.  Mitchell’s basic 
message was if you’re serious about getting rid of 
environmentally unfriendly industries you will need to 
win over the workers in those industries and how are 
you going to do that?  He implied that he felt the current 
‘Green New Deal’ folks were more likely to antagonise 
the workers and therefore endanger what they were 
trying to achieve.  Mitchell lives in the biggest coal 
exporting area of Australia.  He said he was not going 
to argue to close down the industry unless he had a clear 
idea how he could transition the current employees to 
different productive employment.

To do it successfully would require a huge expansion 
of the state and could not be done in less than 20 years.  
And that’s where Modern Monetary Theory was useful 
- in seeing how the state could be expanded.

At the end of the meeting it was announced that there 
would be a meeting to continue the discussion at the 
Rialto theatre in Brighton at 16.30.  So I went to that.  
And Chris Williamson turned up for that.  The small 
hall was completely packed with 150-200 enthusiastic 
people.  Williamson gave an introduction to Modern 
Monetary Theory and Bill Mitchell followed it up with 
more technical detail.

Pure economics.  Anti-Semitism was not mentioned.  
Fascinating.

Fraternally,
Mike Smith.

Dear Editor,
Readers may have followed the recent UK Labour 

Party 2019 conference and felt puzzled.  The 2019 
conference decided to fight the next general election 
with the promise of negotiating a new Brexit deal  
with Europe and then putting that deal to the British 
people in a 2nd referendum but without any Party 
recommendation on how the people should vote.  
Instead it will be left up to individual Labour MPs to 
argue for a Remain or Leave with a deal as they see fit.

Why has Labour settled on this policy?  The answer 
lies in the numbers.

There are 650 seats in the UK Parliament.  Only 649 
are contested since the speaker’s seat is never contested.  
An analysis of the 2016 Referendum result shows that 
409 of the 649 constituencies voted to Leave Europe 
while only 240 votes to Remain.

In the 2017 general election Labour won 262 
constituencies but 160 of those seats were won 
in constituencies that voted Leave in the Brexit 
Referendum.  So some 61% of Labour MPs are sitting 
in Leave constituencies while some 39% are in Remain 
constituencies.  If Labour argued for Remain in a second 
Referendum they would likely lose many of seats in 
Leave constituencies thus ending the possibility of a 
Corbyn government with socialist policies.  In contrast 
with Labour, some 74% of Tory seats are in Leave 
constituencies.

Although the majority of Labour’s MPs are from 
Leave constituencies, the majority of Labour’s 
members are from Remain constituencies.  Corbyn 
wants also to keep them onside.  And of course he 
has 102 MPs in Remain constituencies.  Hence the 
commitment to holding a second Referendum with 
Remain as an option.  

So Labour cannot come out unequivocally for 
Remain or Leave if it is to win a general election.  
However Labour did make a great strategic error in not 
letting May’s deal through Parliament since it would 
have resulted in a soft Brexit and we could now be 
discussing political policies around the NHS, Housing, 
Education etc.  The moment was lost and Labour may 
be in ‘shallows and in misery’ for another 5 years.

Martha Seale.

Mr. Wilson [the future President Woodrow Wilson] is 
fond of asserting his platonic devotion to the purposes of 
the Progressive party. But such platonic devotion is utterly 
worthless from a practical standpoint, because he antagonizes 
the only means by which those purposes can be made effective. 
It is idle to profess devotion to Progressive principles and at 
the same time to antagonize the only methods by which they 
can be realized in actual fact.

Theodore Roosevelt,  
on Limitation of Governmental Power


