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An Unpredictable Election
Brexit is still not done and dusted. That much is clear 

from the pulling of the Brexit bill by Boris Johnson and the 
calling of a general election for 12 December.  Whichever 
party wins a clear majority of seats to form a government, 
and it’s by no means certain that it will be the Tories as 
opinion polls currently suggest, Brexit will still be the 
issue to dominate British politics for some time to come.

A general election is needed because parliament became 
dysfunctional. The minority Tory government was unable 
to get its Brexit deal through parliament, even though 
MPs voted for its second reading. This was simply a tactic 
to allow them to scrutinise the bill over an extended time 
scale. The mood of most MPs was such that the bill would 
have been defeated at its third reading. Parliament would 
have then been back to square one, no further forward. 

Voters demand a final resolution. Johnson believes 
he will get the majority he needs to achieve that. But 
forecasting the result of this election is no easy task. 
We are living through the most volatile political period 
in living memory. The 2017 election was held because 
Theresa May believed she would win by a clear majority 
as opinion polls were predicting. She failed and her 
government became dependent on the support of Northern 
Ireland’s DUP. Something similar could happen to Boris 
Johnson.

Egged on by the Svengali-like figure of Dominic 
Cummings, Johnson’s tactic will be to label the election 
as a contest between parliament and the people. But the 
people are as divided as parliament on Brexit. Johnson’s 
people are those who voted to leave the EU. And their 
incentive to vote for the Tories in a general election 
where other non-Brexit issues are publicly aired, may not 
be as great as it was to vote to leave the EU in the 2016 
referendum. The Tories intend to target Labour marginals 
that voted to leave the EU. But Leave voters in those seats 
where austerity has bitten hard may be reluctant to give 
their support to the Tories. 

The general election is taking the place of a second 
referendum. The Liberal Democrats repeatedly said over 
many months that they wanted a second referendum 
before a general election. But when the polls showed that 
they could win substantially more seats than their current 

twenty, they demanded a general election. The Liberal 
Democrats having no policies need the election campaign 
to focus predominately on Brexit. Their sole aim is to stop 
Brexit and they are confident they can form a government 
to achieve it. Liberal Democrat literature hails their leader 
Jo Swinson as Britain’s next Prime Minister.

Currently the polls show that the Tories are, on average, 
around ten points ahead of Labour. They also put Johnson 
well ahead of Corbyn in the popularity stakes. That 
of course can change if Labour succeeds in turning an 
election campaign into a contest on domestic social and 
economic issues. And Corbyn is a good campaigner. The 
more people see of him, other than the distortions and lies 
they read about him in the right-wing press, the more they 
take to him. By repeating ad nauseam the distortions and 
lies the Tories will seek to exploit Corbyn’s perceived 
unpopularity. It’s now time for Corbyn to fight back. 

Johnson on the other hand could face hostile questioning 
from voters. It happens to all Prime Ministers. Think 
Gordon Brown and Theresa May. Johnson will find that 
Prime Minister’s Questions, where he behaves as if he is 
back in the Oxford Union debating society, is a different 
kettle of fish to being on the hustings. There he will 
face real people, many of whom will be angry having 
experienced hard times over more than nine years of a 
Tory government.

A major factor in Labour’s poor showing in the polls is 
its perceived vacillation over Brexit. It consistently said 
that it wanted a general election, but not until a no-deal 
Brexit had been taken off the table. This made Labour 
an easy target once Johnson urged Labour to support his 
call for an election. Corbyn was accused of dithering and 
voters appeared to agree. Labour’s official policy is that a 
Labour government will renegotiate a better deal to leave 
the EU and then give voters the option of supporting it or 
remaining within the European Union.

This is a bad policy. Labour should accept that Brexit is 
going to happen and prepare thoroughly for it. The policy 
has come about as a result of the relentless pressure on 
Corbyn from the remaining Blairites in the party who are 
determined to stop Brexit from happening and who have 
no doubt threatened to tear the party apart. Corbyn’s focus 
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has been to hold the party together, hence 
his acceptance of the policy. It remains to 
be seen how long this can be sustained.

A reversal of the 2016 vote to leave the 
EU will dominate the political discourse 
for years to come. Brexit will be a 
lingering, festering wound in the body 
politic. Better to get it over with and 
move on to normal politics where Labour 
could have the whip hand over the 
Tories. Its programme for government, 
in spite of the Tories misrepresentations 
on economic policy and the CBI’s 
distortions over public ownership, is 
popular with voters. Labour’s focus 
during the election campaign on the 
NHS, schools and social care, as well as 
public ownership, could reap dividends.

Labour is right to insist that workers’ 
rights and environmental standards 
must be protected under any Brexit 
deal reached with a future parliament. 
A Tory government cannot be trusted 
to protect and furthermore strengthen 
workers’ rights. A recently leaked 
document confirmed that this was the 
case.  A majority Johnson government 
will carry out a right-wing economic 

programme where workers’ rights will 
be undermined.  

However, Labour and the unions 
shouldn’t have so much confidence that 
the EU can protect British workers from 
attacks by a Tory government. The UK 
is leaving the EU and its support for 
workers will no longer have any force. 
The labour movement needs to up its 
game and defend the right of workers to 
protect the hard fought gains they still 
enjoy. And to organise in strength to 
enhance those rights. 

There is a lot to organise and fight for, 
including preventing factory closures, 
improving pension rights, and abolishing 
zero-hour contracts. The increased power 
of global corporations and the increasing 
encroachment of the digital economy, 
where most new jobs are non-unionised, 
make it a difficult but not impossible 
task. But with good organisation and a 
strong determination, real gains can be 
made. For this to happen however we 
need a majority Labour government 
working with a newly strengthened, 
organised labour force.

Letter to the Editor
Where in THE FREE WORLD could thousands of masked rioters repeatedly attack 

the police with weapons such as iron bars and not suffer a single death? And call on 
outside powers to come to their aid?

Londonderry? London? York? New York? Paris, Texas? Paris, France? Dublin?
The Hong Kong Police were originally modelled on the Royal Irish Constabulary 

and served the same masters in London.  In the last decades of British rule they 
had a reputation for corruption. Britain’s chief legacy in China was drug addiction. 
Opium, grown under British auspices in India was pushed at the point of a gun and the 
deployment of gunboat “diplomacy” on China, a crime not forgotten there. A few years 
ago a British trade delegation arrived in China wearing Poppies - for “Remembrance 
Day.” The Chinese Remembered and the delegation got up their noses. In my lifetime 
there were parks in Shanghai with notices barring dogs and Chinese. Recent protesters 
in Hong Kong carried Union Jacks. The Hong Kong Police have behaved with 
disciplined restraint in the circumstances.

Other spokespersons for the “pro-Democracy” demonstrators have called for help 
from the United States. At the height of the Cold War the US planned to annihilate 
China with nuclear weapons if war broke out between the United States and Russia. 
That lunatic policy was abandoned after the then head of the U.S. Marine Corps argued 
against it. China had no nuclear weapons at the time, nor was there much love lost 
between Soviet and Chinese leaders.

China in 1949 was an impoverished, insulted, abused and threatened country. Threats 
have not been abandoned, and dangerous zealots in the Henry Jackson Society such 
as Douglas Murray advocate “pre-emptive” nuclear strikes against Communist-ruled 
States. The cocaine-snorting, rabidly anti-Irish, Michael Gove is a mentor of Murray, 
and the most likely successor of Boris Johnson if the latter falls (or is pushed) under 
a bus.

Which is why I admire how China has made itself a rich country, free of famine 
and opium addiction, and prudently equipped to withstand threats from its external 
enemies,  the canting hypocrisy of the Western media and the sleveen* tendency of its 
domestic Quislings.Congratulations, China!

Donal Kennedy.

*slibhin (pronounced SLEEVEEN) a sly or cunning trickster (IRISH)
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Parliament And World War One
by Dick Barry

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/ 

Prime Minister’s Statement 
11 November 1918

Armistice With Germany
Immediately after Prayers, the PRIME 

MINISTER (Mr. Lloyd George) rose, 
and said: Mr. Speaker, I beg to move, 
“That this House do now adjourn.”

The Armistice, as has already been 
announced in the Press, was signed this 
morning at five o’clock, after a discussion 
which was prolonged all night. I will 
read to the House the conditions of 
the Armistice in so far as they have 
reached us up to the present. I ought 
to warn the House, and the public, that 
we have only received such corrections 
as were rendered necessary by the new 
conditions by telephone. I have been 
correcting them up to the latest moment, 
and there is a possibility that there may 
be a few mistakes. But substantially 
these will represent the conditions which 
Germany has accepted:—

CONDITIONS OF AN ARMISTICE 
WITH GERMANY.

A.—CLAUSES RELATING TO 
WESTERN FRONT.

1. “Cessation of operations by land and 
in the air, six hours after the signature of 
the Armistice.”

The Armistice was signed at five 
o’clock in the morning; the War ceased 
at eleven o’clock this morning.

2. “Immediate evacuation of invaded 
countries—Belgium, France, Alsace-
Lorraine, Luxembourg—so ordered as to 
be completed within fourteen days from 
the signature of the Armistice.”

There have been certain alterations in 
the number of days.

“German troops which have not left 
the above-mentioned territories within 
the period fixed will become prisoners 
of war.

“Occupation by the Allied and United 
States Forces jointly will keep pace with 
evacuation in these areas.

“All movements of evacuation 
and occupation will be regulated in 
accordance with a Note which has been 
served upon the German Commander-in-
Chief.

3. “Repatriation, beginning at once, 
to be completed within fourteen days 
of all inhabitants of the countries above 
enumerated (including hostages, persons 
under trial, or convicted).

4. “Surrender in good condition by 
the German Armies of the following 

equipment:
5,000 guns (2,500 heavy, 2,500 field);
30,000 machine-guns;
3,000 minnenwerfer;
2,000 aeroplanes (fighters, bombers—

firstly D/’s—and night bombing 
machines);

The above to be delivered in situ to 
the Allied and United States troops in 
accordance with the detailed conditions 
laid down in the Note.

5. “Evacuation by the German Armies 
of the countries on the left bank of the 
Rhine. These countries on the left bank 
of the Rhine shall be administered by 
the local authorities under the control of 
the Allied and United States Armies of 
occupation.

“The occupation of these territories 
will be carried out by Allied and United 
States garrisons holding the principal 
crossings of the Rhine (Mayence, 
Coblentz, Cologne), together with 
bridgeheads at these points of a 30 
kilometre radius on the right bank, 
and by garrisons similarly holding the 
strategic points of the regions.

“A neutral zone shall be set up on the 
right bank of the Rhine between the river 
and a line drawn 10 kilometres distant 
from the Dutch frontier to the Swiss 
frontier.”

This is in addition to the bridgeheads, I 
ought to explain to the House.

“In the case of inhabitants”—
Inhabitants of the neutral zone and 

of the provinces on the left bank of the 
Rhine—

“no person shall be prosecuted 
for having taken part in any military 
measures previous to the signing of the 
Armistice.

“No measure of a general or official 
character shall be taken which would 
have as a consequence the depreciation of 
industrial establishments or a reduction 
of their personnel.

“Evacuation by the enemy of the 
Rhinelands shall be so ordered as to be 
completed within a further period of 16 
days—in all 31 days after the signature 
of the Armistice.

“All movements of evacuation and 
occupation will be regulated according 
to the Note.

6. “In all territory evacuated by the 
enemy there shall be no evacuation of 
inhabitants; no damage or harm shall be 
done to the persons or property of the 

inhabitants.
“No destruction of any kind to be 

committed.
“Military establishments of all kinds 

shall be delivered intact, as well as 
military stores of food, munitions, 
equipment not removed during the 
period fixed for evacuation. Stores of 
food of all kinds for the civil population, 
cattle, etc., shall be left in situ.

“Industrial establishments shall not be 
impaired in any way and their personnel 
shall not be moved.

7. “Roads and means of communication 
of every kind, railroads, waterways, main 
roads, bridges, telegraphs, telephones, 
shall be in no manner impaired.

“All civil and military personnel at 
present employed on them shall remain.

“5,000 locomotives, 150,000 wagons 
and 5,000 motor lorries in good working 
order, with all necessary spare parts 
and fittings, shall be delivered to the 
Associated Powers within the period 
fixed for the evacuation of Belgium and 
Luxembourg.

“The railways of Alsace-Lorraine shall 
be handed over within the same period, 
together with all pre-war personnel and 
material.

“Further, material necessary for the 
working of railways in the country on the 
left bank of the Rhine shall be left in situ.

“All stores of coal and material for 
upkeep of permanent way, signals, and 
repair shops, shall be left in situ and 
kept in an efficient state by Germany as 
far as the means of communication are 
concerned during the whole period of the 
Armistice.

“All barges taken from the Allies shall 
be restored to them; the Note appended 
as Annexure 2 regulates the details of 
these measures.

8. “The German Command shall be 
responsible for revealing all mines or 
delay action fuses disposed on territory 
evacuated by the German troops, and 
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shall assist in their discovery and 
destruction.

“The German Command shall also 
reveal all destructive measures that may 
have been taken (such as poisoning or 
pollution of springs, wells, etc.), under 
penalty of reprisals.

9. “The right of requisition shall be 
exercised by the Allied and United 
States Armies in all occupied territory, 
save for the settlement of accounts with 
authorised persons.

“The upkeep of the troops of 
occupation in the Rhineland (excluding 
Alsace-Lorraine) shall be charged to the 
German Government.

10. “The immediate repatriation 
without reciprocity according to detailed 
conditions, which shall be fixed, of all 
Allied and United States prisoners of 
war; the Allied Powers and the United 
States of America shall be able to dispose 
of these prisoners as they wish. However, 
the return of German prisoners of war 
interned in Holland and Switzerland 
shall continue as heretofore. The return 
of German prisoners of war shall be 
settled at the peace preliminaries.

11. “Sick and wounded who cannot be 
removed from evacuated territory will 
be cared for by German personnel who 
will be left on the spot with the medical 
material required.

CLAUSES RELATING TO 
THE EASTERN FRONTIERS OF 
GERMANY.

12. “All German troops at present 
in any territory which before the War 
belonged to Russia, Rumania, or Turkey, 
shall withdraw within the frontiers of 
Germany, as they existed on 1st August, 
1914, and all German troops at present in 
territories which before the War formed 
part of Russia must likewise return to 
within the frontiers of Germany as above 
defined as soon as the Allies shall think 
the moment suitable, having regard to 
the internal situation of those territories.

13. “Evacuation by German troops to 
begin at once; and all German instructors, 
prisoners, and civilian as well as military 
agents, now on the territory of Russia 
(as defined on 1st August, 1914) to be 
recalled.

14. “German troops to cease at once all 
requisitions and seizures and any other 
undertaking with a view to obtaining 
supplies intended for Germany in 
Rumania and Russia, as defined on 1st 
August, 1914.

15. “Abandonment of the Treaties of 
Bucharest and Brest-Litovsk and of the 
Supplementary Treaties.

16. “The Allies shall have free access to 
the territories evacuated by the Germans 

on their Eastern Frontier, either through 
Danzig, or by the Vistula, in order to 
convey supplies to the populations of 
those territories or for the purpose of 
maintaining order.

CLAUSE RELATING TO EAST 
AFRICA.

17. “Unconditional evacuation of all 
German forces operating in East Africa, 
within one month.

GENERAL CLAUSES.
18. “Repatriation, without reciprocity, 

within a maximum period of one month, 
in accordance with detailed conditions 
hereafter to be fixed, of all civilians 
interned or deported who may be citizens 
of other Allied or Associated States than 
those mentioned in Clause 3.

19. “With the reservation that any 
future claims and demands of the Allies 
and the United States of America remain 
unaffected, the following financial 
conditions are required:

“Reparation for damage done.
“While the Armistice lasts, no public 

securities shall be removed by the enemy 
which can serve as a pledge to the Allies 
for the recovery or reparation for war 
losses.

“Immediate restitution of the cash 
deposit in the National Bank of Belgium 
and, in general, immediate return of all 
documents, specie, stock, shares, paper 
money, together with plant for the issue 
thereof, touching public or private 
interests in the invaded countries.

“Restitution of the Russian and 
Roumanian gold yielded to Germany or 
taken by that Power.

“This gold to be delivered in trust to 
the Allies until the signature of peace.

NAVAL CONDITIONS.
20. “Immediate cessation of all 

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

“Notification to be given 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.

21. “All Naval and Mercantile Marine 
prisoners of war of the Allied and 
Associated Powers in German hands to 
be returned, without reciprocity.

22. “Handing over to the Allies and the 
United States of all submarines (including 
all submarine cruisers and mine-layers) 
which are present at the moment with 
full complement in the ports specified by 
the Allies and the United States. Those 
that cannot put to sea to be deprived 
of crews and supplies and shall remain 

under the supervision of the Allies and 
the United States. Submarines ready 
to put to sea shall be prepared to leave 
German ports immediately on receipt 
of wireless order to sail to the port of 
surrender, the remainder to follow as 
early as possible. The conditions of this 
Article shall be carried within fourteen 
days after the signing of the Armistice.”

That is the surrender of all available 
submarines.

23. “The following German surface 
warships, which shall be designated 
by the Allies and the United States of 
America, shall forthwith be disarmed 
and thereafter interned in neutral ports, 
or, failing them, Allied ports to be 
designated by the Allies and the United 
States of America, and placed under the 
surveillance of the Allies and the United 
States of America, only caretakers being 
left on board, namely:

Six Battle Cruisers;
Ten Battleships;
Eight Light Cruisers, including two 

Mine-layers;
Fifty Destroyers of the most modern 

types.
“All other surface warships (including 

river craft) are to be concentrated in 
German 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. All vessels 
of the Auxiliary Fleet (trawlers, motor 
vessels, etc.) are to be disarmed. All 
vessels specified for internment shall 
be ready to leave German ports seven 
days after the signing of the Armistice. 
Directions for the voyage will be given 
by wireless.”

In consequence of recent events this 
has had to be added. I have just had 
it by telephone— “A declaration has 
been signed by us—” This comes from 
Admiral Wemyss—”and handed to the 
German delegates to the effect that in 
the event of ships not being handed 
over owing to the mutinous state of 
the fleet, the Allies reserve the right to 
occupy Heligoland as an advanced base 
to enable them to enforce the terms of 
Armistice. The German delegates have 
on their part signed a declaration that 
they will recommend the Chancellor to 
accept this.”

24. “The Allies and the United States 
of America shall have the right to sweep 
up all minefields and obstructions laid 
by Germany outside German territorial 
waters, and the positions of these are to 
be indicated.

25. “Freedom of access to and from 
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the Baltic to be given to the Naval and 
Mercantile Marines of the Allied and 
Associated Powers. To secure this, the 
Allies and the United States of America 
shall be empowered to occupy all 
German forts, fortifications, batteries, 
and defence works of all kinds in all 
the entrances from the Cattegat into 
the Baltic, and to sweep up all mines 
and obstructions within and without 
German territorial waters without any 
questions of neutrality being raised, 
and the positions of all such mines and 
obstructions are to be indicated.

26. “The existing blockade conditions 
set up by the Allied and Associated 
Powers are to remain unchanged, and 
all German merchant ships found at 
sea are to remain liable to capture The 
Allies and the United States contemplate 
the provisioning of Germany during the 
Armistice as shall be found necessary.

27. “All naval aircraft are to be 
concentrated and immobilised in German 
bases to be specified by the Allies and 
the United States of America.

28. “In evacuating the Belgian coasts 
and ports, Germany shall abandon all 
merchant ships, tugs, lighters, cranes, 
and all other harbour materials; all 
materials for inland navigation; all 
aircraft, and air materials and stores; all 
arms and armaments and all stores and 
apparatus of all kinds.

29. “All Black Sea ports are to be 
evacuated by Germany; all Russian 
warships of all descriptions seized by 
Germany in the Black Sea are to be 
handed over to the Allies and the United 
States of America; all neutral merchant 
ships seized are to be released; all 
warlike and other materials of all kinds 
seized in those ports are to be returned, 
and German materials as specified in 
Clause 28 are to be abandoned.

30. “All merchant ships in German 
hands belonging to the Allied and 
Associated Powers are to be restored in 
ports to be specified by the Allies and 
the United States of America without 
reciprocity.

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

32. “The German Government shall 
formally notify the Neutral Governments 
of the world, and particularly the 
Governments of Norway, Sweden, 
Denmark, and Holland, that all 
restrictions placed on the trading of their 
vessels with the Allied and Associated 
countries, whether by the German 
Government or by private German 
interests, and whether in the return for 
specific concessions such as the export 
of shipbuilding materials or not, are 

immediately cancelled.
33. “No transfers of German merchant 

shipping of any description to any neutral 
flag are to take place after signature of 
the Armistice.

DURATION OF ARMISTICE.
34. “The duration of the Armistice 

is to be thirty-six days with option to 
extend. During this period, on failure of 
execution of any of the above Clauses, 
the Armistice may be denounced by one 
of the contracting parties on forty-eight 
hours’ previous notice.

TIME LIMIT FOR REPLY.
35. “This Armistice to be accepted or 

refused by Germany within seventy-two 
hours of notification.”

Those are the conditions of the 
Armistice. Thus at eleven o’clock this 
morning came to an end the cruellest and 
most terrible War that has ever scourged 
mankind. I hope we may say that thus, 
this fateful morning, came to an end all 
wars.

This is no time for words. Our hearts 
are too full of a gratitude to which no 
tongue can give adequate expression. I 
will, therefore, move “That this House 
do immediately adjourn, until this time 
To-morrow, and that we proceed, as a 
House of Commons, to St. Margaret’s, to 
give humble and reverent thanks for the 
deliverance of the world from its great 
peril.”

Mr. ASQUITH I am sure that the 
House, without any distinction or 
difference of opinion, will agree with the 
Motion that the Prime Minister has made, 
and that the course which he proposes to 
adopt is the only one which is consonant 
with our feelings and with those of the 

country and the Empire. With regard to 
the terms of the Armistice as read out I 
will simply say this: It is clear from it 
that its acceptance by our enemies means 
not only that the War is at an end, but 
that the War cannot be resumed; and I 
join with a full heart in his aspiration not 
only that this War may not be resumed, 
but that now we have entered upon a new 
chapter in international history, in which 
war will be recognised as an obsolete 
anachronism, never to be revived. As 
the Prime Minister has said, there is 
nothing that we can do in conditions so 
unexampled as these than as a House, and 
on behalf of the nation, to acknowledge 
our gratitude to Almighty God.

Question, “That this House do now 
adjourn,” put, and agreed to.

Mr. SPEAKER I propose to proceed 
at once to St. Margaret’s, and I will 
invite the House to follow, very much in 
the same order in which we proceeded 
on the 4th August last, namely: I will go 
first with the Mace; then I invite Privy 
Councillors to follow in fours, as far as 
may be, in order of precedence, and then 
the rest of the House will fall in behind. 
We will occupy the seats in the Church 
all down the nave on the South side.

§House adjourned accordingly at 
Seventeen minutes after Three o’clock, 
until To-morrow, at a Quarter before 
Three o’clock.

Whereupon Mr. SPEAKER and the 
Members proceeded to the Church of 
Saint Margaret, Westminster, and, with 
the House of Lords, attended a Service 
of Thanksgiving to Almighty God, on 
the conclusion of the Armistice signed 
this day.

Letter to the Guardian (unpublished)  
from David Rosenberg, Jewish Socialists’ Group and Jewish Voice for Labour:

Lies, damned lies, Tom Watson and Margaret Hodge. 
Accusations that the “hard left” forced a reselection battle in Barking of Margaret Hodge, 

a courageous anti-fascist campaigner and critic of Corbyn over antisemitism (Guardian, 30 
September), makes a sexy storyline. The only trouble is, it’s not true.

Neither is the claim that a minority of branches voted for reselection. One third of branches 
voting for the selection process was sufficient. Barking has 11 wards. After seven branches had 
voted the threshold had already been surpassed. Five favoured reselection. Further votes in other 
branches were abandoned.

The impetus had not come from the “hard left”, which is relatively weak in Barking but from 
her own right-wing faction. They expected her to retire to make way for a younger candidate, 
even one who lived in the borough. Hodge has represented Barking for 25 years while living 
miles away in Islington.

The Guardian published, without question, the claims by Mike Katz (Jewish Labour 
Movement) that Hodge “saw off the BNP in Barking”. This is also untrue. The combined efforts 
of hundreds of trade unionists, and anti-racist and anti-fascist activists, alongside local party 
members did that. I was one of them.

Hodge’s contribution? After the BNP won 12 council seats locally, she tried to win back 
support for Labour by proposing a racist housing policy locally favouring “indigenous” people 
over “migrants”. The BNP delivered flowers to her to thank her, while Alan Johnson MP, a 
fellow Labour right-winger, condemned her on BBC Question Time for appropriating “the 
language of the BNP”.

Yours sincerely,
David Rosenberg
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Froggy
News From Across The Channel

Strikes
It’s not always obvious to the public 

why people go on strike, and not just 
because the media don’t present their 
case fairly.  

Imagine an air traffic controller. 
Suddenly he finds that colleagues 
going off sick, on maternity leave or 
retiring are not replaced. He has to do 
the work of two or more people. When 
his computer develops a fault, it takes 
a day for it to be repaired. He draws all 
this to the attention of his manager, 
who tells him if he can’t cope, it’s his 
fault. How does he react? Disbelief, 
panic, horror.

Naturally this scenario is not likely. 
But it gives an idea of the distress felt 
by other workers when management 
make it impossible to do the job 
properly.

Imagine now that the air traffic 
controller finds his overtime is not paid.  
Or the staff canteen is got rid of, and 
break times are scheduled so he can 
never socialise with colleagues; on top 
of that, he has to fill in time sheets for 
every 15 minutes of his working day.  

He feels undervalued, overstressed, 
not trusted.  But if he went on strike 
over these grievances, the public would 
not necessarily sympathise. Yet, these 
are common situations many people 
face, especially in the public services. 
They were under the illusion that their 
job, like that of the air traffic controllers, 
mattered for the country. That illusion 
is being shattered.  Three cases stand 
out in France at the moment.  

The head of a primary school in 
a Paris suburb took her own life in 
September this year, at her school. 
She wrote letters to explain the 
impossible burden placed on her. Over 
a hundred parents and colleagues 
marched in remembrance.  The French 
education system is moving towards 
the Anglo-Saxon ‘caring’ model. The 
society is also moving towards the 
Anglo-Saxon economic model: fewer 
good jobs requiring long training and 
rewarded with a sufficient salary, more 
precarious employment requiring 
no or minimal training. Vocational 

education has been downgraded: four 
year courses are now done in only three 
years, apprenticeships are devalued 
drastically etc. There is obviously not 
room for everyone among the well 
trained and well paid, and the hereditary 
element comes in: children of the 
better off will get the well paid jobs. 
Parents and children are aware of the 
situation, and the fewer the prospects, 
the less will be the motivation of pupils 
and their parents. The solution is better 
prospects, but that seems impossible 
at the moment. Various theories are 
put about regarding school failure 
which ignore the real life situation. For 
example it is pretended that success 
at school depends on things like self-
esteem. Not giving marks to children 
will improve their self-esteem, the 
theory continues. So the teacher no 
longer gives an overall mark, 4 out of 
10, but instead sends the pupil home 
with a list of comments, such as ‘X can 
understand a text composed of five 
short sentences quite well’, or ‘X can 
sometimes extract the literal meaning 
of a short text’. The parent has no idea 
whether this is good for his child at that 
particular age. Teachers spends hours 
of pointless effort puzzling out these 
questionnaires for each aspect of the 
child’s work, for every subject. The head 
teacher traditionally commented on 
every pupil’s progress by looking at the 
marks and additional teacher reports. 
Now they have to do it by reading 
this mountain of comments, which is 
not humanly possible, on top of their 
other duties, never mind their personal 
life. Teachers and headteachers are 
conscientious to a fault; no wonder the 
head teacher found she was crushed 
by an impossible burden.  But the 
explanation given to the public is 
not satisfactory:  ‘she had too much 
paperwork’ does not explain how she 
felt.

Another head teacher described 
the typical work load: ‘We must 
organize services, transmit information 
to teachers, promote educational 
projects, manage administrative 
tasks, ensure the safety of the school, 
manage staff replacements, place 

orders with suppliers.... And we 
always have plenty of deadlines, not 
to mention the emergencies that we 
have to deal with on a daily basis. We 
are interrupted every 5 minutes and we 
always have the impression that we are 
not doing what we would have liked. 
Not to mention the new reforms that 
unravel the previous ones.’ Plus having 
to support new inexperienced teachers 
every year, given the high turnover in 
a difficult district, and having to look 
after pupils whose parents don’t come 
to collect them.

Then there is the case of the police.  
It may be difficult to summon up 
sympathy for those who dealt with 
the Gilets Jaunes, by taking out eyes 
and hands, and killing an old woman 
closing her shutters in her fourth floor 
apartment in Marseille. Nevertheless 
we can assume that a well-trained and 
paid police will be a safer one for the 
public. They marched on 2nd October 
because their overtime has not been 
paid for months; this delay has financial 
implications, but also, beyond that, 
moral implications: if the police were 
important enough, the job would be 
funded sufficiently. There again there 
are many suicides, and the explanation 
again is not satisfactory. A detective 
interviewed on the subject said: ‘We 
kept running out of photocopying 
paper’. What she meant was that if her 
job was so crucial, as she believed it 
was, then she and her team would be 
given the resources.  

The importance of special status
The railway workers are under 

attack as a public service.  Their special 
status regarding conditions of work 
and pensions (privileges!) are being 
taken away for new entrants, to render 
competition between different railway 
companies ‘free and fair’.

Also in the interest of competitiveness, 
regional trains are being operated 
by one person only. This is part of the 
‘removal of the human presence’, as they 

Continued On Page 7
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say in the French media when discussing this general phenomenon. This appears to save 
money in the short term, one less person to pay. But obviously there are costs, in terms 
of unemployment on the one hand and excessive stress on the remaining workers on the 
other. Not to mention the possibility of accidents.  On 16th October, a regional train hit an 
articulated lorry stuck on a level crossing.  The shock was great enough to knock out the 
alarm system that alerts other train drivers and the central observation posts that a train has 
stopped unexpectedly outside a station.

The driver, injured, had to run 1500 meters along the line to set up the warning flares and 
detonators, leaving the passengers, some of them also injured, to cope by themselves.  

This was a clear case of the need for two employees on a train. Drivers all over France 
exercised their right to withdraw their labour—as distinct from their right to strike—which 
comes into play when there is a direct threat to the safety of personnel.

The movement took on momentum and half the trains were halted on Friday 18 October, 
and continued on Saturday.  

The management of the SNCF accused the train drivers of using the ‘right to withdraw’ as 
an illegal way of going on strike; the labour inspectors decided that the drivers had acted 
legally. The question of one man regional trains is still being discussed.  Management is 
adamant it won’t budge. Since the three months strike earlier this year got no result, there is 
no cause for optimism on the part of railway workers.

A programme on France Inter discussing these issues talked about the ‘affective aspect of 
work’, meaning the emotional aspects, having companionship, doing something meaningful, 
being trusted. A Frenchman in the nineties, coming to work for Pechiney in Corby, noted how 
the workers had no loyalty to the company, working one week and not turning up the next, 
for example. Perhaps they had had their loyalty tested too far in a previous work existence. 
Many Corby workers were ex Scottish steel workers put out of work. Now France seems to 
be throwing away worker loyalty for the sake of ‘free and fair’ competition; in the case of 
civil servants, the shrinking of the state has equally disastrous results. In the phrase ‘pay and 
conditions’, it is conditions that are harder to understand for the public. Conditions should 
include having the training and the means to do the job properly, and not being asked to do 
the impossible, on your own. Unions need to do a job of educating the public, so that they 
understand better why people go on strike.

Continued From Page 6

Asocial Rioting
Chileans are now massively against 

their President.  Yet they elected him 
55 to 45, as recently as 2017. I don’t 
know Chile’s details.  I do see a general 
pattern of the discontented mistrusting 
the Centre-Left.  Repudiating their 
best protection against injustice and 
inequality.

In Lebanon, protests are sadly unlikely 
to make anything any better.

Tunisia is quiet for now – but the one 
country whose Arab Spring was not a 
total disaster is no happier than it was 
before.

In Iraq, the West foolishly overthrew 
a Baathist government committed to 
shaping Iraq on Western lines.  It now 
has a fresh set of riots against the weak 
coalition government resulting from 
their last set of elections.

Catalonia is rightly outraged by very 
heavy penalties on their elected leaders 
after an unofficial referendum for 

independence.  Yet it seems the rest of 
Spain approves.  Two populations locked 
into confrontation.

Ukraine is quiet for now.  But after 
a hopeful start in the 1990s, they got 
trapped in a tragic pattern of violently 
rejecting whatever choice they made last 
time.  After the first Orange Revolution, 
their chosen government was so hopeless 
that at the next election they restored the 
same man they had rebelled against.  
And a few years later, had a second 
Orange Revolution against that same 
man, with Neo-Nazi support.  Elected 
someone more moderate – a man who 
made heroes of Ukrainians who served 
Hitler whenever Hitler would allow 
it, but kept it as part of the Dead Past.  
Yet that government was as useless as 
all the others.  So they elected a Jewish 
comedian, and things could get nasty for 
Ukrainian Jews if he too fails.1

1  https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
recent-issues/2019-05-magazine/2019-05-
newsnotes/#_Toc13823194 

The continuous Western heroization 
of the futile and increasingly malicious 
riots in Hong Kong must have boosted 
riots elsewhere.  The Chinese have been 
delighted to note this.2  But anti-state 
attitudes, part of 1960s radicalism, were 
cleverly tapped into by the New Right.  
Hatred and resentment were steered 
towards anyone except the rich.  The rich 
became the main cause of hardship, by 
shirking most tax and then demanding 
Austerity.

The New Right once controlled it, 
getting the fools to vote in a government 
of the rich and for the rich.  Keeping 
voters content while the rich plundered 
the public purse and doing nothing for 
the authentic bigots.  But now events run 
out of control.

No recent British riots.  Instead, we 
get the self-harming populism of Brexit.  
Sadly likely to be endorsed by the 
December election.

How the Centre-Left Failed
Rioters mostly won’t vote Centre-Left, 

next time they have the chance.  Foolish 
but understandable.

Blair and ‘New Labour’ did not do 
their duty to ordinary people.  Nor did 
Bill Clinton or Obama.  And many who 
elected Trump would sooner have voted 
for Bernie Saunders.  Chose Trump 
because he sounded like he cared about 
them.  

Hillary Clinton and all her boosters 
thought they ‘owned’ those votes.  Still 
claim that racism defeated them.   Racism 
counted, but was not the only thing.

When the Centre-Left shirks its duty 
to look after the working poor in the 
majority community, they put themselves 
on a downward spiral.  They have indeed 
done good work for minorities.  Also for 
women, who are still under-represented 
despite being half the population.  But 
if it is just a matter of putting more 
black or female snouts into the trough 
of excessive privilege, then no wonder if 
white male workers are put off.

Women whose own lives are hard 
and getting harder may not be delighted 
to see more women getting the highly 
privileged and mostly-overpaid jobs that 
they themselves could never hope to 
2 h t t p : / / w w w. g l o b a l t i m e s . c n /
content/1167409.shtml 
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have.
Back in 1992, when John Smith had 

replaced Kinnock as Labour leader, I 
said:

“Smith and Gould are both very 
obviously middle class. Indeed, John 
Prescott is the one and only serious 
candidate who isn’t middle class. Labour 
used to be a mix of ‘workers by hand and 
brain’. But since the 1960s, it has become 
increasingly dominated by middle-
class public sector workers, especially 
teachers and lecturers. This one group 
accounted for no less than 113 of 
Labour’s candidates. (The Independent, 
27th March.) This contrasts with a mere 
25 who were political officers or trade 
union officials, and a mere 22 lawyers. 
No figures were given for industrial 
workers, or even for ordinary office 
workers – these are presumably so few 
as not to be worth recording.”3

I called it ‘A working-class section?’  
And it remains an issue.  Left or right, 
Labour candidates come from a very 
narrow range of people, and visibly 
privileged.  Corbyn has repeated the 
errors of the Bennites in the 1970s, 
who failed to understand how much it 
mattered to working people to see people 
like themselves among the would-be 
leaders.

Demagogues like Johnson and Trump 
fake the common touch, but do at least 
take the trouble to fake it.  And fake it 
quite cleverly, playing to the dreams of 
ordinary people that they might one day 
be rich and not need to bother with the 
needs of other people like themselves.

As for centrist and liberals, for most 
countries I would not even dignify them 
as failures.  Never serious enough to 
qualify as failing in the modern world.  
Relics of a world that failed in the 1930s, 
and who are deluded about their own 
failures.  Who are baffled when they then 
fail again, and get displaced by nasty 
extremists.

In Poland and in India, ruling parties 
cater to popular bigotry.  But also pay 
attention to the poor and needy.  Have 
not swallowed the New Right notion 
that only business interests should be 
looked after.  Which was the view of 
New Labour.  Which remains the creed 
of Britain’s Liberal Democrats.

Beheading the Snakeheads
As I write, details are still emerging 

of the 39 East Asians who suffocated in 

3  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/very-old-issues-images/magazines-020-
to-029/magazine-029-not-yet-placed/labour-
needs-a-working-class-section/.  Brian Gould 
was the only other candidate in that leadership 
election.

a container lorry smuggling them into 
Britain.

At first thought to be Chinese, at least 
one was Vietnamese, and probably 
several.  Maybe all of them.  Vietnamese 
and South Chinese look very similar.  
Vietnamese use well-established Chinese 
routes, sometimes with fake Chinese 
passports.

We learn that a Vietnamese lady 
texted a tragic farewell to her parents.  
Why could she not warn the driver that 
his passengers were dying?  Or warn 
someone else, in the improbable case he 
thought he had a legitimate cargo?

It may be some time before we know.
Note for now that crooks are usually 

callous, and often foolish or stupid.  They 
normally put their own safety above 
other people’s lives.  This time it went 
massively wrong for them, but it’s not 
likely to change others not yet caught. 
So since money is the main motive, go 
after the money.

Specifically, both China and Vietnam 
should offer amnesty for families who 
have paid out tens of thousands to get 
a family member into Britain for work 
that pays a lot better than similar work 
at home.  So let the state authorities say 
that such debts need not be paid.  Set 
the police the task of protecting those 
families from debt collectors.

With less prospect of being paid, the 
business will become less popular with 
criminals.  And if fees go up, less people 
will try it. This, of course, depends on 
having a police force tough enough to 
scare the criminals.  And political leaders 
powerful enough to give orders to the 
police and be obeyed.  Obeyed even if 
some of those police are corrupt.  The 
corrupt have little loyalty to each other, 
which is an advantage to anyone with 
enough power to frighten them.  China 
has such a system and needs it, which 
is why I have rejected the widespread 
criticism of President Xi.4

A harsh authoritarian government is not 
ideal.  But it is a lot better than a weakly 
governed society that has elections but 
is dominated by corrupt elites.  Yemen, 
now in chaos, had a system of multi 
party elections from 1993.5  Yet even that 
was better than a complete breakdown.

The generation that actually defeated 
Hitler knew that it was bad government 
that was the problem, not government as 
such.  My own Baby Boomer generation 
challenged authority as such, rather than 
calling for authority to behave better, 

4 https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past- issues/
post-liberalism/chinese-politics-working-well/ 
5 https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Elections_in_Yemen#Unified_Yemen 

which mostly happened contrary to our 
wishes. And most of them were won over 
by Thatcher, with ageing Baby Boomers 
now the solid basis for modern Toryism.  
Backing a system that has only been 
good for a small more-than-millionaire 
elite.

Tories Red in Ink & Mouth
With New Right politics falling apart, 

some of them are looking to Darwin to 
prove their views true.  To prove them 
unavoidable in the long run.

The big error of ‘Social Darwinism’ 
is that it supposes that Natural Selection 
is mostly about struggle between 
individuals, with the superior individuals 
winning out.

Darwin’s own work assumed it was 
a matter of progress by interbreeding 
groups called species.  Later work 
confirms this.

Natural Selection mostly does not 
produce anything superior.  We humans 
stand at the end of a long chain of 
slightly superior types that won out.  
Beginning with the mysterious origin 
of the Eukaryotes, the complex cells 
that are the basis for everything from an 
amoeba to a mushroom, an oak tree or 
an elephant. 

The first and basic form of life 
was very simple microbes; bacteria 
and archaea.  They show no signs of 
producing anything more complex than 
they originally were.

Among animals, there are more 
species of parasites than anything else.  
Vast numbers that lost whatever spark 
of intelligence they once had.  That’s 
the flip-side of Natural Selection: it has 
nothing to do with our idea of progress 
or virtue. 

Among complex animals, many of 
them might have produced an intelligent 
species, but the path to it is hard indeed.  
Human ancestors were rare.  There is a 
respectable view that modern humans 
came close to extinction in a sudden cold 
snap, 71,000 years ago.6

It may well be that life in other 
solar systems mostly remains simple 
and microbial.  That our world is an 
exception in producing life; and a very 
rare exception in producing intelligent 
life.  That we are cosmic millionaire 
lottery winners.  Except that Earthly 
non-winners know that the winner is 
exceptional.  Other planets that have 
only simple life have nothing there to 
observe that they are the norm.

And while the New Right talk tough, 
most of them are not authentic ‘red in 

6 http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/sci/
tech/166869.stm 
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tooth and claw’ characters, as the Nazis 
were and as the older sort of conservative 
often were.  Mostly loudmouths.  A 
‘Book of New Right Martyrs’ would 
have few entries – none I can think of.

I call them ‘Red in Ink – ‘red ink’ was 
the normal term for debt when it was all 
done with pen-and-ink.  There has been 
great suspicion over a whole string of 
apparently flourishing companies that 
took on enormous debts, gave enormous 
salaries and bonuses to top managers, 
and then collapsed with many ordinary 
people hurt.

There is an episode of the TV gangster 
series The Sopranos, in which they take 
over a company, load it up with massive 
debts and then get out with their money 
before the crash comes.  Happens a lot in 
real life, and mostly treated as legal.

Poland Reject a Liberal Fantasy
“During the past four years, many have 

seen their everyday lives improved by the 
batch of generous welfare policies that 
Law and Justice has introduced. Others 
have been cheered by its promotion 
of Catholic-infused conservative 
values. When they vote in Sunday’s 
parliamentary election, it will be to keep 
those policies. And with opinion polls 
suggesting a lead of more than 15 points, 
the party is likely to emerge victorious.”7

“Four years ago, Agnieszka and Adam 
Kowalczyk were struggling. They both 
had full-time jobs — she as a teacher and 
he as an electrician — yet month after 
month they found themselves falling 
deeper into debt.

“So when Jaroslaw Kaczynski and his 
Law and Justice Party promised voters 
that they would introduce a generous 
infusion of cash for families with 
children, the Kowalczyks figured they 
would give them a chance — even if 
they were deeply skeptical…

“Law and Justice not only kept its 
promise, it also set out on the most 
radical overhaul of the economy in a 
generation — one that has built a floor 
under low- and middle-income families 
and proved wildly popular with voters 
like the Kowalczyks.”8

That as I understand it does not mean 
I like it.  Before the 1990s, it was natural 
to show sympathy for the Poles.  They 
were treated appallingly by the Allies 
and then the Soviet Union.  But being 
now free, they show that they can be 
pretty appalling themselves.

7 h t t p s : / / w w w . f t . c o m /
c o n t e n t / 1 7 6 e 7 0 1 c - e 8 e c - 11 e 9 - 8 5 f 4 -
d00e5018f061 
8    https://
www.nytimes.com/2019/10/10/world/europe/
poland-election-law-and-justice-party.html 

Triple Whammy
for Northern Ireland’s DUP
Three defeats in quick succession for 

the main party of Northern Ireland’s 
dwindling Protestant majority.

Johnson dumped them to get Brexit 
done.  Under his silly-boy image, he has 
a ruthlessness that Theresa May lacked 
– or at least could not show to ‘her sort 
of person’.  And he is likely to get the 
solid majority he needs to secure it.  
Racism, the ‘hate that dare not speak its 
name’, played a big role in the original 
Brexit vote.  People seldom admit to it to 
pollsters.  But all British votes are secret, 
individual and socially fragmented.

I suspected as far back as early 
September that Johnson and other 
leading Tories might be glad to see 
Northern Ireland and Scotland go.  Not 
sorry if Wales also departed. 9

I had however overlooked a significant 
amendment to the Northern Ireland 
(Executive Formation) Bill made by the 
House of Lords.

“It means same sex marriage and 
abortion reform will be introduced in 
Northern Ireland unless devolution is 
restored by 21 October.”

You’d have thought politicians would 
have figured it was better to make peace 
with Sinn Fein on the Irish Language 
etc., rather than be defeated on what is to 
them a key issue.

Assuming they even believe that.  It 
seems a majority of their voters do not.10  
Leaders have to please their activists, 
and sometimes do not really share their 
views.  Who knows?

But leaders elected by a popular 
vote don’t always become politicians.  
Not people able to operate a system 
where other elected leaders may have 
very different views.  Populist leaders 
sometimes carry on demanding that 
other people agree with them, rather than 
doing the messy process of give-and-
take.  

Insist that all of their demands be met, 
to the bitter end. And mostly it is a very 
bitter end.

Snippets
Brexit – Patriots Led by Spivs
“The fact is that the capitalists who do 

support Brexit tend to be very loosely 
tied to the British economy. This is true 
of hedge funds, of course – but also true 

9 h t t p s : / / w w w . q u o r a .
c o m / q / p w g w x u s q v n z z r l z m /
England-Alone-Boris-Johnson-s-Secret-Aim 
10 https://www.theguardian.com/
world/2019/oct/22/what-a-day-to-be-gay-in-
northern-ireland-joy-for-couples-at-historic-
change 

for manufacturers such as Sir James 
Dyson, who no longer produces in the 
UK. The owners of several Brexiter 
newspapers are foreign, or tax resident 
abroad – as is the pro-Brexit billionaire 
Sir James Ratcliffe of Ineos.

“But the real story is something much 
bigger. What is interesting is not so 
much the connections between capital 
and the Tory party but their increasing 
disconnection. Today much of the capital 
in Britain is not British and not linked to 
the Conservative party – where for most 
of the 20th century things looked very 
different…

“Since the 1970s things have changed 
radically. Today there is no such thing 
as British national capitalism. London 
is a place where world capitalism does 
business – no longer one where British 
capitalism does the world’s business. 
Everywhere in the UK there are foreign-
owned enterprises, many of them 
nationalised industries, building nuclear 
reactors and running train services from 
overseas. When the car industry speaks, 
it is not as British industry but as foreign 
enterprise in the UK.”11

Massive sale of public assets and more 
unemployment and austerity will happen 
if Johnson wins in December.

***
Rules on Snooping 
“US, UK and Australia urge Facebook 

to create backdoor access to encrypted 
messages

“Facebook says it opposes calls 
for backdoors that would ‘undermine 
the privacy and security of people 
everywhere’”12

The public find it hard to follow the 
official Western line on surveillance.  
That it is WICKED when done by China.  
VIRTUOUS when done by the West.

As with the Hong Kong riots, ‘sauce 
for the goose is sauce for the gander’.  

Myself, I can see the dangers.  But 
illegal and secret organisations are likely 
to be worse.  Professional criminals are 
less of a threat to normal people when 
the police dominate.  

In Northern Ireland, the IRA had to 
be an unofficial police when waging 
war against the state.  Abandoned this when 
making peace.  But I’m confident that IRA 

11 https://www.theguardian.com/
commentisfree/2019/oct/09/brexit-crisis-
global-capitalism-britain-place-world 
12 h t t p s : / / w w w. t h e g u a r d i a n .
com/technology/2019/oct/03/facebook-
surveillance-us-uk-australia-backdoor-
encryption 

Continued On Page 10



Labour Affairs  10

No. 302 - November 2019

Labour Affairs  10

A Letter From Our New Zealand Correspondent
Feargus O'Raghallaigh

law enforcement was about as good as you’d get for an illegal self-appointed authority.  
IRA law enforcement assuredly was not nice or gentle.  Liberals sound genuinely shocked at 

some stories that have emerged.  Me, I always assumed something of the sort was happening.  
I also did not support them.  But assumed that other underground movements I did support had 

been much harsher and less tolerant.  Real life is often a choice of evils.
***

Xinjiang’s Future
“As large-scale labor-intensive industries begin to form in Northwest China’s Xinjiang 

Uyghur Autonomous Region, thousands of young people and women are going into the factories 
through government poverty alleviation projects, a development indicating that the rise of 
China’s western region is set to enter a new stage…

“If they just follow the model for a few more years, people in Xinjiang will see their living 
standards rise to the national average, which may even be higher than in some other provincial-
level regions. 

“That moment will be a miracle in China and the world. With the rise of its manufacturing, 
Xinjiang, a region that is home to a large population of Muslim people, is likely to offer the 
Islamic world a development model. Rumors about China’s crackdown on freedom of religious 
belief and violation of human rights in Xinjiang are doomed to be smashed in the face of 
reality.”13

Absorbing a tradition-minded population into modern industry worked in Europe and the 
USA.  Is working in the independent former Soviet Republics of Central Asia.  And my advice to 
Uyghurs and other stateless nations has always been ‘talk of International Morality has always 
been a sham.  You should make the best of the options actually open’.

***
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.

13 http://www.globaltimes.cn/content/1167767.shtml 

Continued From Page 9

Blackbirding
I know noble accents 
And lucid, inescapable rhythms; 
But I know, too, 
That the blackbird is involved 
In what I know.

From: Thirteen Ways of Looking at a 
Blackbird by Wallace Stevens

Blackbirds attract and inspire poets and 
song-writers – and people generally.

They are ubiquitous in New Zealand. They 
seem also to ‘befriend’ humans although they 
never quite become tamed. The ‘befriending’ 
is, in fact, habitual food-seeking. The 
Blackbird has long ago come to recognise 
humans as sources of food. Humans find 
in this something like a relationship. And I 
suppose in a way it is, even for the Blackbird 
and even if it is really about food and survival. 
In our imaginations though …

This is certainly so in our case. From late 
spring and through the summer we have 
our ‘Blackie’, he stomps and rules the back 
garden and indeed marches into the house – 
but is never tamed.

At the sight of blackbirds 
Flying in a green light, 
Even the bawds of euphony 
Would cry out sharply. 
(Wallace Stevens again).

I have come to the conclusion that in the 

West, the capitalist era economy is reverting 
to the nineteenth century. This seems to me 
to be the tenor of the New Zealand economy 
(arguably since the mid- to late-1980s) – and 
has spread elsewhere, to the UK obviously 
but also to the US and the EU (as it now is).

The other day the Guardian reported in 
respect of UK universities that ‘Data released 
by 42 universities in England, Scotland 
and Wales … revealed their spending on 
outsourced workers – often employed on 
zero-hour contracts by separate companies to 
work on campuses – has more than doubled 
in seven years, increasing by almost 70% 
from 2010 to 2017.’ Further, ‘Incomplete data 
from a further 17 universities also showed 
the consistent rise in spending on outsourced 
workers, who are often migrants from low-
income backgrounds.’

Welcome to modern New Zealand. 
Welcome also perhaps to the Essex of recent 
days and Johnsons’s intent. And welcome 
too to the nineteenth-century sugar cane 
plantations of Australia’s Queensland.

Welcome to regressive evolution. Welcome 
to the return of ‘blackbirding’.

About a year ago or so I think, in Wellington 
CBD one day, I visited as usual just about 
the only significant cultural venue operated 
by a now truly dysfunctional City Council, 
the City Gallery. There, there was as usual a 
series of fascinating exhibitions. One was an 

Australian-curated historical commemoration 
(on loan) of the horrific system of indentured/
bonded labour that operated on Queensland’s 
sugar cane plantations through the latter part 
of the nineteenth century and into the early 
twentieth. I have to say it was all news and 
new to me – and was a gripping piece of 
curating.

From about mid-nineteenth century 
entrepreneurial captains in their ships 
began sailing the South Pacific – plying 
the Melanesian and Polynesian islands – 
promising islanders what they saw as well-
paid jobs and the prospect of being able to 
send remittances back home to (low or no 
income or subsistence) families and relations.

For more than half a century many tens of 
thousands of islanders swallowed the story, 
signed up, joined ship and were delivered 
as ‘contract’ labour – indentured, bonded, 
enslaved, call it what you will – into the 
plantations of Queensland. The technique 
of enticement and entrapment with the food 
of false promises came to be known as 
‘blackbirding’. What today we call Pasifika 
was plundered for sweated, indentured labour, 
bonded and wired into an important block of 
the then global capitalist-era economy.

This wasn’t a system on the model of 
the African slave trade to the Caribbean 
and North America. Blackbirding was 
‘voluntary’, conducted within the framework 
of an ‘international labour market’. Indenture 
was officially for limited periods (typically 
three years) but could be extended and also it 
implanted networks of repetitive relationships 
between Queensland plantationists and 
islanders.

Critically, there was for the islanders 
the enticement of savings/remittances 
– and repetition (and so, a prospect of 
accumulation).

This was an economic system based on 
(in a product) comparative advantage (in this 
case growing cane), feeding a global market 
(for sugar), but bereft of the necessary labour 
supply locally to complete and realise the 
business model. Thus ‘blackbirding’ – the 
‘free’ (labour) market alternative to structured 
slavery.

Today New Zealand horticulture and 
orcharding grows and keeps on increasing 
its capacity to grow for world markets, a vast 
range of primary and added value products – 
citrus, apples, avocado, cherries, viticultural 
(wines) and so on – far beyond any local 
capacity to harvest and deliver these to the 
world market. Local labour might fill some 
of the gap but islanders come cheaper – and 
governments grant the temporary work visas 
(always temporary and always visa-based).

New Zealand and its horticulture are not 
unique. This is a creeping cancer throughout 
the West so-called. Thus Essex … and 
Cheshire … and …

Continued On Page 11
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Currently in New Zealand we all enjoy our 
Horowhenua spring asparagus hand-picked 
and packed (by whom?). And in a matter 
of weeks, the airfreighting of fresh cherries, 
hand-picked (by whom?) from Central Otago 
to China in time for Christmas will begin.

In Auckland and Wellington public bus and 
rail operators (outsourced of course by the 
municipalities) cannot fill vacancies and are 
pleading for the visas to bring in temporary 
labour. Why? They’ve cut wages and reduced 
conditions. Their answer is a ‘labour market’ 
global in dimensions – but unlike Essex and 
its container, official rather than black.

At some point around 1948 or thereabouts 
the West under the threat and shadow of the 
USSR diluted and in cases, abolished the 
labour market as an aspect of the economy. 
That ended in the mid- to late-1980s (having 
first abolished Keynesian money). Since, 
we have been regressing progressively – or 
the other way round – into the nineteenth 
century. Dickens would recognise our world.

Icicles filled the long window 
With barbaric glass. 
The shadow of the blackbird 
Crossed it, to and fro. 
The mood 
Traced in the shadow 
An indecipherable cause. 
(Wallace Stevens)

CONCERNING A EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT RESOLUTION - AND A WORLD WAR WITH 
ONLY BAD COMMUNIST OPPRESSORS AND JEWISH VICTIMS UNMENTIONABLE

by Manus O’Riordan 
This September 30, under the 

headings of “The battle for Europe’s 
past and future: The EU’s bid to draw an 
equivalence between communism and 
fascism isn’t just a distortion of history 
- it’s part of a drive towards war”, the 
Morning Star, Britain’s Communist 
newspaper, reported: 

“While Labour Party members were 
gearing up for their conference this 
year, they were probably unaware that 
their representatives in the European 
Parliament were quietly participating 
in an extraordinary exercise in the 
falsification of history. On September 
18, the Parliament voted by 535 votes 
to 66 to support a resolution with the 
seemingly innocuous title, ‘On the 
Importance of European remembrance 
for the future of Europe.’ The resolution 
was supported by the Socialist group 
(S&D). All of Labour’s MEPs voted for 
the motion, with the exception of one, 
who did not vote. Only the European 
United Left/Nordic Green Left voted 
against it as a bloc. So, what did Labour’s 
MEPs vote for? The motion, largely 
sponsored by the conservative group, 
attempts to wholly rewrite the history of 
the second world war. In the resolution, 
complete equivalence is drawn between 

communism and nazism. Both were 
equally to blame for the second world 
war. The second world war started, 
apparently, because of the Molotov-
Ribbentrop pact and the dual invasion 
of Poland. It was the dismemberment 
of free and independent Poland by the 
‘totalitarians’ that started the war. As a 
version of European history, this relies 
on a truly staggering ability to will into 
oblivion a mass of unpalatable historical 
matter. Perhaps most shockingly, 
the resolution completely airbrushes 
European fascism. Indeed, the word 
fascism doesn’t even appear in the 
text. Instead, there is only a reference 
to ‘nazism’. Nazism and the Holocaust 
appear almost like an embarrassing 
accident suffered by the German people. 
Indeed, in 1939 Poland was itself a 
dictatorship which institutionalised anti-
semitism. Yet in this resolution, the rise 
of fascist parties to power, the role of 
fascist states in the Spanish Civil War, 
the invasion of Czechoslovakia and so 
on are entirely airbrushed from history.” 

I must confess that I was totally 
unaware of that resolution until the AGM 
of the International Brigade Memorial 
Trust, of which I am Ireland Secretary, 
held this October 5 in London’s Marx 
Memorial Library. Perhaps my ignorance 
might be excused in that none of the so-
called “quality” newspapers in these 
islands - and I do read the Guardian, the 
Times and the Irish Times - and who 
might be expected to monitor European 
Parliament developments - saw fit to 
make any mention of this resolution. So, 
let us take a closer look. 

The European Parliament resolution 
on the importance of European 
remembrance for the future of Europe - 
some excerpts (enough already!): 

“whereas this year marks the 80th 
anniversary of the outbreak of the Second 
World War, which led to unprecedented 
levels of human suffering and the 
occupation of countries in Europe for 
many decades to come; whereas 80 years 
ago on 23 August 1939, the communist 
Soviet Union and Nazi Germany signed 
a Treaty of Non-Aggression, known as 
the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, and its 
secret protocols, dividing Europe and 
the territories of independent states 
between the two totalitarian regimes and 
grouping them into spheres of interest, 
which paved the way for the outbreak 
of the Second World War; whereas, as 
a direct consequence of the Molotov-
Ribbentrop Pact, followed by the Nazi-
Soviet Boundary and Friendship Treaty 

of 28 September 1939, the Polish 
Republic was invaded first by Hitler 
and two weeks later by Stalin – which 
stripped the country of its independence 
and was an unprecedented tragedy for 
the Polish people – the communist 
Soviet Union started an aggressive 
war against Finland on 30 November 
1939, and in June 1940 it occupied and 
annexed parts of Romania – territories 
that were never returned – and annexed 
the independent republics of Lithuania, 
Latvia and Estonia; ...whereas although 
the crimes of the Nazi regime were 
evaluated and punished by means of the 
Nuremberg trials, there is still an urgent 
need to raise awareness, carry out moral 
assessments and conduct legal inquiries 
into the crimes of Stalinism and other 
dictatorships; whereas in some Member 
States, communist and Nazi ideologies 
are prohibited by law...” 

“Stresses that the Second World War, 
the most devastating war in Europe’s 
history, was started as an immediate result 
of the notorious Nazi-Soviet Treaty on 
Non-Aggression of 23 August 1939, also 
known as the Molotov-Ribbentrop Pact, 
and its secret protocols, whereby two 
totalitarian regimes that shared the goal 
of world conquest divided Europe into 
two zones of influence; Recalls that the 
Nazi and communist regimes carried out 
mass murders, genocide and deportations 
and caused a loss of life and freedom in 
the 20th century on a scale unseen in 
human history, and recalls the horrific 
crime of the Holocaust perpetrated by the 
Nazi regime; condemns in the strongest 
terms the acts of aggression, crimes 
against humanity and mass human 
rights violations perpetrated by the 
Nazi, communist and other totalitarian 
regimes; ... Calls on all Member States 
of the EU to make a clear and principled 
assessment of the crimes and acts of 
aggression perpetrated by the totalitarian 
communist regimes and the Nazi regime; 
Condemns all manifestations and 
propagation of totalitarian ideologies, 
such as Nazism and Stalinism, in 
the EU... Calls on all Member States 
to commemorate 23 August as the 
European Day of Remembrance for the 
victims of totalitarian regimes at both 
EU and national level, and to raise the 
younger generation’s awareness of 
these issues by including the history 
and analysis of the consequences of 
totalitarian regimes in the curricula and 
textbooks of all schools in the EU; ... 
Calls on the Member States to condemn 
and counteract all forms of Holocaust 
denial, including the trivialisation and 
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minimisation of the crimes perpetrated 
by the Nazis and their collaborators, and 
to prevent trivialisation in political and 
media discourse; Calls for a common 
culture of remembrance that rejects the 
crimes of fascist, Stalinist, and other 
totalitarian and authoritarian regimes of 
the past as a way of fostering resilience 
against modern threats to democracy, 
particularly among the younger 
generation; encourages the Member 
States to promote education through 
mainstream culture on the diversity of 
our society and on our common history, 
including education on the atrocities of 
World War II, such as the Holocaust, 
and the systematic dehumanisation of its 
victims over a number of years...” 

“ Maintains that Russia remains 
the greatest victim of communist 
totalitarianism and that its development 
into a democratic state will be impeded 
as long as the government, the political 
elite and political propaganda continue 
to whitewash communist crimes and 
glorify the Soviet totalitarian regime; 
calls, therefore, on Russian society to 
come to terms with its tragic past; Is 
deeply concerned about the efforts of 
the current Russian leadership to distort 
historical facts and whitewash crimes 
committed by the Soviet totalitarian 
regime and considers them a dangerous 
component of the information war 
waged against democratic Europe that 
aims to divide Europe, and therefore 
calls on the Commission to decisively 
counteract these efforts; Expresses 
concern at the continued use of symbols 
of totalitarian regimes in the public 
sphere and for commercial purposes, 
and recalls that a number of European 
countries have banned the use of both 
Nazi and communist symbols; Notes that 
the continued existence in public spaces 
in some Member States of monuments 
and memorials (parks, squares, streets 
etc.) glorifying totalitarian regimes, 
which paves the way for the distortion of 
historical facts about the consequences 
of the Second World War and for the 
propagation of the totalitarian political 
system; Condemns the fact that extremist 
and xenophobic political forces in 
Europe are increasingly resorting to 
distortion of historical facts, and employ 
symbolism and rhetoric that echoes 
aspects of totalitarian propaganda, 
including racism, anti-Semitism 
and hatred towards sexual and other 
minorities; ... Instructs its President to 
forward this resolution to the Council, 
the Commission, the governments and 
parliaments of the Member States, the 
Russian Duma and the parliaments of the 
Eastern Partnership countries.” 

While there was a minimalist and 

ritualistic passing reference to, and 
condemnation of, anti-Semitism 
and Holocaust denial, the resolution 
carefully avoided any reference to Jews. 
The only victims of Nazi Germany 
to be mentioned were Poles - a detail 
outweighed by the listing of Poles, 
Lithuanians, Latvians, Estonians, Finns 
and, indeed, Romanians, as World War 
Two victims of the Soviet Union. 

The resolution was supported by British 
Tory, the DUP and Fine Gael MEPs. 
(The Fianna Fáil MEP didn’t show up to 
vote but, if present, would undoubtedly 
have followed the herd.) The Green bloc 
also backed the resolution, including 
Britain’s Green MEPs and Irish Green 
MEP Grace O’Sullivan. Northern 
Ireland MEP Naomi Long didn’t register 
a vote, but Irish Green MEP Ciaran 
Cuffe did formally register an abstention. 
A Latvian Green MEP did, however, 
break ranks, not only to vote against, but 
also to speak out against that resolution. 
Tatjana Ždanoka declared: 

 “Mr President, I voted against the 
resolution as a whole even though I was 
in favour of certain paragraphs. I am 
against the whole approach of equating 
the Nazis to communist regimes. There 
is only one devil and the absolute 
devil is Nazi ideology. I am against the 
primitivisation of the approach to the 
history of World War II demonstrated 
by this resolution. Where is Munich? 
Forgotten. Where are the bilateral 
treaties concluded well before 23 August 
1939? My family had to make sacrifices 
because of the Nazis; my family had to 
make sacrifices because of deportations. 
I repeat: there is only one devil and it is 
Nazi ideology.” 

As already noted, the European United 
Left group opposed the resolution 
as a bloc, with Ireland’s Clare Daly, 
Mike Wallace and Sinn Féin’s Martina 
Anderson being among that group’s 
MEPs registering their votes against. 
As further noted, the Socialist group 
enthusiastically supported the resolution, 
including its British members. One 
British Labour MEP, Judith Kirton-
Darling, did not vote, but all the 
other nine shamelessly voted for that 
resolution - Richard Corbett, Seb Dance, 
Neena Gill, Theresa Griffin, John 
Howarth, Jackie Jones, Claude Moraes, 
Rory Palmer and Julie Ward. Three of 
them spoke in the debate, off-topic, and 
completely ignoring the details of the 
resolution. 

Jackie Jones pontificated: “Madam 
President, the Commissioner asked the 
question: how do you remember and 
honour the past, a past filled with war 
and conflict and borders? Well, in my 
opinion as a human-rights lawyer for 

over 25 years, I would suggest that we 
respect human rights and human dignity. 
How do we do that? We respect the rule 
of law, we respect human life, we respect 
freedom of association and speech, and 
we respect living a life in dignity, for 
older people, for children, for individuals 
in all their diversity, not excluding 
anyone. It means enabling human 
dignity through economic prosperity 
and a freedom to live the way we wish 
to. How do we do this? It is enshrined in 
our human rights instruments that came 
on line after the Second World War: the 
European Convention on Human Rights, 
the UN Charter, all of the international 
conventions that we have at the moment, 
and our European Charter of Human 
Rights. And, of course, finally, for 
Britain to stay in the EU.” 

Rory Palmer was suitably virtuous: 
“Mr President, I think one of the most 
important clauses of the resolution 
we’ve approved today in the Parliament, 
and which I supported, is the importance 
of ensuring young people and future 
generations know and understand what 
happened during the darkest days of 
Europe’s past. And in voting for this 
resolution, I pay particular tribute to the 
work of the National Holocaust Centre 
and Museum in the East Midlands, and 
the Holocaust Education Trust in the UK, 
who do vital work to ensure that young 
people and school students understand 
what happened and understand their role, 
and can be empowered to tackle hate and 
prejudice today. I also pay particular 
tribute to holocaust survivors who make 
it their personal mission today to ensure 
that those young people and all of us 
today understand the significance of 
what happened and can help empower all 
of us to ensure that when we say ‘never 
again’, we truly mean never again.” 

Julie Ward chose to totally ignore the 
contribution of the Latvian anti-Nazi 
MEP who had immediately preceded her: 
“President, as a member of the Culture 
and Education Committee for the past 
five years, and now as a vice-chair of 
that same committee, I always seek to 
raise awareness of remembrance of our 
difficult history, whether that be through 
Erasmus+, the European Solidarity 
Corps or Creative Europe projects. I 
am here partly because my mother’s 
cousin, Kenny Chatfield, lies in a grave 
in northern France – shot down, aged 18, 
fighting fascism. The European Union is 
first and foremost a peace project, born 
out of the idea that Europe could not 
afford another world war. The material 
and human cost was immense, and 
we’ve moved from mass displacement 
and destruction across Europe to striving 
for peace and prosperity through common 
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endeavour, cooperation and collaboration 
between European countries. These 
turning points in the past century should 
be told and understood across all Member 
States. Therefore I encourage those 
projects which themselves encourage 
tolerance, mutual understanding, 
intercultural dialogue and reconciliation.” 

Such anodyne British Labour 
interventions, that chose to sidestep the 
character of the resolution they were 
championing, were put to shame by, 
not one, but two interventions from a 
British MEP whom they might choose 
to designate as ‘Right wing’. Yet this 
Brexit MEP gave the one thoroughgoing 
anti-Fascist analysis of the whole rotten 
character of that European Parliament 
resolution, undoubtedly drawing on the 
ideology of her pre-millennium years 
in the - initially Trotskyist and laterally 
libertarian - Revolutionary Communist 
Party. 

Claire Fox, Brexit Party, argued: 
“Madam President, historical 
remembrance matters. It is too important 
therefore to be manipulated for political 
ends. This motion and the amendments 
seem less concerned with genuine 
commemoration, and more with a cynical 
abuse of the Second World War to fight 
factional battles and push contemporary 
agendas. We’ve got the EPP shamefully 
using remembrance to push an EU 
expansionist agenda today. We’ve got 
Renew promoting national educational 
curricula to propagandise EU federalism 
to young people in the here and now. Then 
there’s the S&D (Socialist group) piggy 
backing on a historic fight for freedom 
against authoritarianism, to propose 
illiberal, authoritarian and censorious 
regulations to silence opponents 
and delegitimise them with the label 
‘extremist’. What a gross insult to the 
memories of real anti-Fascists, the French 
and Jewish resistance, the heroes of the 
Warsaw ghetto, the leftists who fought 
Franco in Spain, and the soldiers on the 
Russian front and on D-Day. I salute my 
fellow Europeans for that historic fight and 
note that cross-European acts of bravery 
are proof that cross-national solidarity 
existed before and is not dependent on 
institutionalised EU unity. Meanwhile, 
the EU’s revisionist history seems highly 
selective in what is remembered. Lest we 
forget, World War II was partly a fight 
against expansionist empire building 
trampling over national borders. Let’s 
remember it was a World War in which 
millions of non-Europeans fought for 
freedom and democracy and went on to 
fight for their own self-determination and 
national sovereignty – two Enlightenment 
principles that this Parliament seems to 
want us to forget, and contemptuously 
write out of history. While I’m forced to 
be here, not on my watch, I’ll remind you 

every time, national sovereignty it is.” 
In her second intervention, Claire Fox 

explained: “Mr President, I voted against 
this resolution not because I don’t care 
about historical remembrance, but I 
care too much about historical facts and 
memory to allow them to be turned into 
a revisionist political football to push the 
EU’s contemporary agenda. This motion 
treats Europe and European history with 
disdain by flattening European history 
into the EU’s history. It hijacks the brave 
fight against fascism and the horrors of the 
Holocaust – by the way, you managed to 
forget the Jews in this motion – to push 
simplistic propaganda points about EU 
federalism and expansionism. European 
history is not EU history. The Renaissance, 
the Enlightenment, European arts and 
philosophy were the home and the clarion 
call of free speech, self—determination, 
nation states, national sovereignty and 
democracy. Those values this Parliament 
chooses to forget. I won’t. That’s why I 
oppose this motion, which was nothing 
more than political propaganda.” 

The European Parliament’s decision to 
equate communism with Nazism and to 
ignore British appeasement of fascism as 
one of the key factors leading to the Second 
World War was roundly condemned by the 
International Brigade Memorial Trust. A 
motion carried by us at the Trust’s annual 
general meeting in London on October 
5 pointed out that tens of thousands of 
communists from around the world, 
motivated by international solidarity and 
opposition to fascist ideology, volunteered 
to fight Franco, Hitler and Mussolini in 
the Spanish Civil War. Thousands of them 
died in Spain, and survivors continued the 
fight in the Second World War, whether in 
Allied forces or in resistance and partisan 
movements in fascist Europe. Carried 
unanimously, the IBMT motion went on to 
deplore the ‘unforgivable insult’ by MEPs 
for failing to acknowledge the decisive 
role played by the Red Army in defeating 
Nazism, along with the enormous 
sacrifice of the Russian and Soviet people 
in the war. There was dismay at the IBMT 
meeting that Labour MEPs and others in 
the parliament’s S&D socialist and social 
democrat group had voted in favour of the 
resolution on ‘the importance of European 
remembrance for the future of Europe’ on 
September 19. The IBMT will be sending 
these MEPs – and others who supported 
the controversial resolution – a copy 
of the motion carried at its AGM. The 
motion reads in full: 

“This Annual General Meeting of the 
International Brigade Memorial Trust 
deplores the resolution adopted by the 
European Parliament on 19 September 
2019 on the importance of European 
remembrance for the future of Europe.” 

“The European Parliament’s resolution 
makes highly contentious statements 

about the causes of the Second World 
War. Specifically it ignores the defeat 
of the Spanish Republic as an important 
factor in hastening the advent of the war. 
The non-intervention treaty adopted by 
Britain and other countries in relation 
to the Spanish Civil War and the wider 
policy of appeasement towards the fascist 
powers emboldened the expansionist 
ambitions of Hitler and Mussolini. We 
find it alarming that the resolution makes 
no reference to the war in Spain, nor to 
the Munich Pact that sacrificed another 
European democracy, Czechoslovakia, to 
Nazi aggression.” 

“We also reject in the strongest terms 
the equivalence given to communism 
and fascism in the European Parliament’s 
resolution. We note that tens of thousands 
of communists from around the world, 
motivated by international solidarity and 
opposition to fascist ideology, volunteered 
to fight Franco, Hitler and Mussolini in 
the Spanish Civil War. Thousands of them 
gave their lives. Many more continued 
the fight against fascism in the Second 
World War, whether in Allied forces or 
in underground resistance and partisan 
movements, including communist and 
other patriotic forces. We salute their 
bravery, sacrifice and memory.” 

“In addition, we note with deep concern 
that the European Parliament’s resolution 
fails to acknowledge the decisive role 
played by the Red Army in defeating 
Nazism and the enormous sacrifice of 
the Russian and Soviet peoples in doing 
so. This is an unforgivable insult to their 
memory and, by equating communism 
and Nazism, seeks to place the liberators 
of Auschwitz on the same moral footing 
as the perpetrators of the Holocaust.” 

“Finally, we note with dismay that the 
resolution was carried by MEPs with 
535 votes in favour, 66 against and 52 
abstentions and that among those voting 
in favour were members of the S&D 
socialist and social democrat group in 
the European Parliament, including the 
Labour Party. We resolve therefore to send 
a copy of this resolution to the European 
Parliamentary Labour Party.” 

Moving the motion, IBMT Chair Jim 
Jump said the European Parliament’s 
resolution was a dangerous attempt to 
rewrite history. It was designed to give 
cover to growing numbers of apologists 
in Europe who wish to rehabilitate 
the memory of pro-Nazi, fascist and 
collaborationist groups during the Second 
World War. “It is an outrage”, he declared, 
“that those guilty of the crimes of Guernica 
and Auschwitz are being likened to the 
men and women who fought fascism in 
Spain or, in the case of the Red Army, 
liberated the Nazi death camps of Eastern 
Europe.” 
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For months we’ve endured the 
Boris Johnson anti-Corbyn taunts, 
in that bullying, upper class, public 
schoolboy tenor, predictably echoed 
in the mainstream media: “Corbyn the 
chicken,” “Corbyn the ditherer.”  All 
aimed at Labour’s refusal to get drawn 
into a General Election on Johnson’s 
newly right wing-aligned Tory Party’s 
terms.

All that is behind us now.  The phony 
war is over and real battle commences.     

This is how Jeremy announced the 
Labour Party’s acceptance of the need 
for a General Election:  

“I have consistently said that we are 
ready for an election and our support is 
subject to a no-deal Brexit being off the 
table.

“We have now heard from the EU that 
the extension of article 50 to 31st January 
has been confirmed, so for the next three 
months, our condition of taking no-deal 
off the table has now been met.  

“We will now launch the most 
ambitious and radical campaign for 
real change our country has ever seen.” 
(Guardian, 29/10/2017) 

Will this election break the perceived 
deadlock in Parliament?  Certainly, 
that’s the hope shared across the political 
spectrum.  

But what is the basis for that?  Corbyn’s 
Labour wants to fight the election on its 
Manifesto (Mark II) following on the 
great response to its 2017 Manifesto 
which brought the Party within a whisker 
of forming a government to carry out 
the manifesto’s comprehensive, and 
compelling raft of pledges.  I know the 
2019 draft Manifesto has been honed 
and polished to a high level of coherence 
and credibility over the past two years.  
It is miles ahead of anything any other 
party can put before the electorate.  

We foot soldiers have been given 
insights into the forth-coming 
manifesto’s content over the last two 
years, through the unequalled openness 
of the McDonnell/Corbyn activist 
membership informational sessions. 
These happened at annual conferences, 
in the conference and fringe events 
And those other one-off events called 
regularly between conferences around 

the country, accelerated this year, 
involving an array of Shadow Cabinet 
ministers on a mission to bring the 
countrywide party membership with 
them on core policy.      

 But much as we’d like to see Labour’s 
radical, anti-austerity social change 
programme being the issue in the 
forthcoming election, Brexit is shaping 
up to be the dominant issue. And, I fear 
that’s no accident. There are forces at 
work using “Let’s get Brexit Done” as 
a means of achieving a mandate for a 
rake of associated but, at this time, non-
specified right wing economic policies, 
which, should the Tories gain a working 
majority, could usher in another decade 
of Tory austerity. Repeat: this election is 
only ostensibly about Brexit - and large 
swathes of Labour people may vote 
Tory, or Brexit - on this misreading of 
the political choice offered. Clarifying 
the real choice for the electorate is our 
greatest challenge and the outcome isn’t 
certain. Those are the indisputable facts 
of the situation facing us. 

Okay. We Labour Party foot soldiers 
are obliged to fight the tactical battle 
opening up in front of us as well as we 
physically can, and we will. But that 
doesn’t take away our right to think of the 
wider picture. Be a pessimist in thought, 
to quote Gramsci, but an optimist in 
action. Recent former Tory Chancellor 
Philip Hammond statements have raised 
the type of speculation in the previous 
paragraph way beyond “conspiracy 
thinking.”  No shrinking violet in the 
austerity economics stakes himself, he 
describes the chilling Johnsonist hard-
right strategy in convincing terms. (“The 
Real Reason for a General Election,” 
in the blog A Different Bias, YouTube, 
30/10/2017)      

As we know, nominations for 
parliamentary candidates close on 14th 
November. In the meantime, it’s an open 
secret that the Tory party leadership has 
been active in making sure that all new 
Tory parliamentary party candidates 
are pliant, right-wing Brexiteers. This 
is on top of having, through ruthless 
Cabinet sackings - including iconic and, 
most would have thought, untouchable, 
Tory elders, - created a Cabinet in the 
leadership’s own image and compliant 
to it. To bolster those interventions 
Hammond tells us that the right-wing 
strategists of the Leave campaign have 
been brought into the Tory “HQ,” 
complete with all their expertise in “dirty 
tricks.”  This may explain Aaron Banks’ 
recent, apparent, change of loyalties from 

Farage to Johnston and Farage’s panicky 
“threats” to stand Brexit candidates 
against the Tories. 

So, bottom line: any Tory election 
gains will tilt the balance of the Tory 
parliamentary party to the right. That’s 
what in it for Johnson. A carte blanche 
going forward.  Of course, we are 
mindful that Theresa May called her 
failed 2017 election campaign on similar 
calculations.  And we know how that 
worked out. 

But the European Election results, 
a de facto mini-referendum on Brexit, 
has thrown up a more complicated 
situation than 2017. Britain threatens 
to move from a two-party to a multi-
party system: Tories, Labour, Liberal 
Democrats, Brexit - and the SNP - with 
a small number of “Independent” MPs, 
including the largest such grouping, the 
DUP - who could be critical in tight 
voting.   

As this Diary entry goes to print, the 
Brexit party overnight, significantly, has 
pitched a number of policy statements 
going far beyond its previous single-
issue Brexit stance.  This can be read as 
that party positioning itself as a contender 
for more broad-based electioneering.  It 
is proposing to Johnson a united front 
against Corbyn’s Labour, as has been 
mentioned, in which Johnson is feigning 
disinterest.  But a danger to us is that 
Johnson may change his tune if Labour, 
over the next weeks, shapes up to being 
a greater threat to a Tory outright victory 
than Johnson has bargained for. 

This foot soldier’s major engagement 
in the current election campaign is 
joining “Hackney on Tour” this Sunday 
taking on the almost universally disliked 
“I.D.S.” - Ian Duncan Smith - in his 
leaky fortress of Chingford.  That’s a 
nice choice of “warmer upper.” 

One of the personal benefits of what 
could be called “political tourism” 
is seeing, while canvassing,  parts of 
England I might not otherwise get to 
see, such as Chingford, and meeting 
good people I might not otherwise come 
to know whilst feeling one is making 
some small contribution to attempting to 
bringing about change.  

A pity, though, this time around, 
canvassing is going to be largely in the 
dark.
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‘The (Real) Revolution in Military Affairs’ 
by Andrei Martyanov. Atlanta GA Clarity Press 2019.

Christopher Winch
The book is a close analysis of 

contemporary developments in military 
technology but also a polemic against 
the liberal global aggression initiated by 
the United States. Martyanov makes the 
point that a good life for most people is no 
more or less than life itself, not a liberal 
programme for markets and individual 
self-expression drawn up in Washington. 
Furthermore, warfare is a fundamental 
and unavoidable feature of human life 
but western elites no longer have a good 
understanding of it. Partly this is because 
they have never experienced it in the 
form of devastation to their homelands, 
or served in the military themselves and 
seen for themselves what are the nature 
and consequences of battle. 

In addition, Martyanov maintains, they 
have no understanding of the limited 
relevance to contemporary warfare of 
historical events dating back hundreds 
of years, mainly because technological 
advances limit their  relevance to 
contemporary affairs and also because 
modern foreign policy elites in the West 
have a poor understanding of these 
recent developments and in particular 
of their strategic implications. This is 
true in particular of the American elites’ 
obsession with the Peloponnesian War 
and the so-called ‘Thucydides Trap’, 
which is the claim that war for total 
domination between two powers in 
proximity with each other is inevitable. 
Such conflict has the aim, and usually 
the result, of one power destroying or 
subordinating the other after deadly 
conflict. Martyanov points out that this 
is by no means a necessary outcome of 
the United States’ encounter with the 
growing power of China and the well-
established foreign policy and military 
competence of Russia. In any case, the 
possession of nuclear weapons puts a 
damper on attempts to overpower and 
annihilate a nuclear-armed opponent. 
Military prowess is important in 
determining the future relationship 
of these three powers, but need not 
lead to the annihilation of one or all of 
them. One might add, as Martyanov 
does not, that most wars are fought for 
limited objectives with the pragmatic 
aim of securing an improved modus 
vivendi on the part of the aggressor. The 
‘Thucydides Trap’ is a creation of an 
elite bent on world domination and does 
not inform either Russian or Chinese 
thinking.

The real substance of the book 
however concerns the effects of science 
and technological advance on the 

conduct of both strategy and tactics. 
Key components of modern military 
power are, first,  knowledge of military 
technology on the part of ruling elites and 
second, the scientific and technological 
infrastructure of a power, including its 
knowledge infrastructure in the form of 
a technological elite which is at the same 
time closely aligned with the foreign and 
military policy elites. Only great powers 
such as Russia, China and the US have 
the capacity to compete at a level where 
they are genuine rivals in technological 
military prowess. Russia and China, 
Russia in particular, are way in advance 
of the US in creating military advantage 
through technological means. 

They do this through a strategy of 
countering American strengths through 
developing antidotes, specifically to 
aircraft carriers, intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and anti-missile technology. 
Russia in particular has developed an 
array of weapon systems which can to 
a large extent, although not completely, 
neutralise American threats. These 
include hypersonic and cruise missiles 
capable of destroying carrier groups, 
nuclear-capable hypersonic weaponry 
capable of evading any possible defence 
that the US may deploy, and other 
technologies based on submarines 
and cruise missiles which give Russia 
‘escalation dominance’ or the ability 
to control the pace and stages through 
which conflict is intensified. Even in 
the worst stages of its military decline 
under Yeltsin, Russia never gave up on 
its submarine capability.

This means in practice that Russia 
does not need to deploy nuclear weapons 
in order to achieve some strategic 
objectives. This does not just include 
the elimination of carrier groups, thus 
negating American ability to project 
power overseas, but also through the 
ability to directly destroy political, 
military and economic centres in the 
American heartland itself. In the event 
of conflict, officials in the Pentagon 
may only have seconds to escape from 
a volley of hypersonic missiles launched 
a few hundred miles off the eastern 
seaboard of the US. Accustomed as 
they are to superiority against weak 
opponents the US political elite cannot 
fully comprehend the new strategic 
realities with which they are confronted, 
which include direct danger to their own 
lives and have failed to adapt to the 
changing balance of power.

For China, the situation is slightly 
different. China depends heavily on 

trade through overseas routes and will 
increasingly do so in the decades to 
come. Thus the Chinese are vulnerable 
to American ability to choke off their 
maritime trade routes and to threaten their 
seaboard with attack. Although they also 
have the ability to neutralise American 
carrier groups in the western Pacific 
through the same kind of technology 
as the Russians have developed, their 
inability to counter the still potent 
American submarine technology renders 
them vulnerable in the Indian Ocean and 
other trade routes where shipping can be 
destroyed through submarine warfare. 
Developing submarines that are good 
at detecting other submarines while 
also remaining very good at concealing 
themselves must be a Chinese military 
priority. 

The danger to the world rests on 
the fact that the US does not yet fully 
realise its vulnerability and may make 
strategic mistakes as a result. However, 
the Russian ability to bring non-nuclear 
devastation to the mainland US in the 
form of paralysis of decision-making, 
military and energy infrastructure should, 
in theory at least, bring a hitherto absent 
sobriety to American exceptionalism, 
although this is not, as yet, to be seen 
except in a limited way when Trump 
escapes the domination of his neocon 
advisers.

There is one point where one could 
question Martyanov’s otherwise 
convincing analysis. Technological 
superiority in the sense of mastery of 
cutting edge scientific innovation for 
military purposes is not necessarily 
sufficient to ward off threats. The 
recent Houthi successes against Saudi 
Arabia are a testimony to this. Not only 
are their military tactics and morale 
superior to those of the Saudis but 
they have succeeded in identifying and 
exploiting weaknesses in the defensive 
technologies developed in the US and 
deployed in the Middle East, such as 
the Patriot anti-missile defence system. 
They have done so by the employment 
of ‘DIY’ weaponry assembled from 
readily available components that can 
exploit the vulnerability of the detection 
and weapons systems that the Americans 
have sold to the Saudis. If there is a 
lesson here it is that the outcome of 
warfare is never completely predictable 
and that human determination and 
ingenuity are factors that should never 
be underestimated.
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Mao’s Economic Success
By Gwydion M. Williams

What China Means
If China under Mao was a Failed State, 

then the enormous aid and generous trade 
terms given to non-Communist Asia up 
to the 1980s was an Act of Benevolence.  
And the ending of this in the 1980s 
would also be down to Benevolence, 
rather than Greed.

But if the Soviet Union was still 
flourishing till the 1960s, and China 
viable and rising up until 1976, then 
what is commonly called the Keynesian 
Era was only possible because a greedy 
global elite curbed their greed in face of 
a very real threat.

Which makes it understandable why 
they began taking back in the 1980s, 
when the Soviet Union was increasingly 
unpopular.  When China appeared to 
have surrendered to Western values.

From the late 1940s and well into the 
1970s, almost everyone recognised that 
the West made sacrifices to stop the 
spread of Communism.  

That the Centre-Right has swept such 
Off-Message Facts under the carpet is 
unsurprising.  

What is astonishing is that the Left has 
allowed them to get away with it.

Most of the Left.  We in the Bevin 
Society always challenged it.1

I read about China from my teenage 
years.  Then, many Europeans and 
Americans had known China before 
1949.  They knew how much Mao had 
improved it.  There was even a French 
writer who was appalled to see Chinese 
suddenly become efficient and effective.  
He had preferred it when they were 
loveable silly ineffective people.  So he 
called them ‘Blue Ants’.2  

To be exact, the book was by Robert 
Guillain, born in 1908 and considered 
one of the most experienced and 
knowledgeable Western journalist on 
Asia, especially Japan and China.3 
The French original is 600 millions de 
Chinois sous le drapeau rouge.  But he 
also uses the phrase ‘Blue Ants’ (Les 
Formise Bleu), and an English translation 
became The Blue Ants: 600 Million 
Chinese under the Red Flag.  I recall 
the phrase ‘Blue Ants’ being used quite 

1  You can see what we were 
saying in the key years 1987 to 1991 
at https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
very-old-issues-images/ 
2  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
china-blue-ants-and-dangerous-reds/ 
3  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
Robert_Guillain

widely in the 1960s: this is of course an 
Off-Message Fact for current Western 
writers, supposing their background 
reading is wide enough to know of it.

The Chinese should republish 
Guillain’s book, deleting the insulting 
‘Blue Ants’ from the title, but adding 
a brief account of how it was used and 
spread.  Also the highly sympathetic 
I Stayed in China by a British teacher 
William Sewell.  Sewell, a committed 
Christian who had spent many years 
in China, decided to stay after 1949.  
He was influenced by pupils of his 
who’d decided that the Kuomintang 
were hopeless and moved towards the 
Communists.4

Chinese efforts to project ‘soft power’ 
might be much more effective if they 
republished these and other Western 
books about China from the period.  
They need to discredit the claim that 
China back then was going nowhere.  
Not just to vindicating Mao, whom the 
current leaders have reservations about.  
But the West implicitly bad-mouth the 
work of all of the leaders of the period, 
including Zhou Enlai, Deng before 1976 
and also President Xi’s father.  

It would also influence some of 
their young people who’ve become 
excessively respectful of Western 
opinion.  Make them aware of what 
Westerners thought when they had direct 
experience of Mao’s China.

I’m surprised they keep missing it.
The West’s “China Experts” have 

been wonderfully successful in giving 
the impression that Mao’s 27 calendar 
years were a disaster.  That China was 
only rescued when it listened to Western 
advice and replaced socialism with 
capitalism.

This is a double untruth.  
Deng and his heirs never abandoned 

socialism.  
Mao made the key breakthrough into 

dynamic change for a society that had 
been a classic Failed State.

Moreover, the Soviet Union was a 
success till the 1970s.  This too is known 
to the experts, but usually evaded:

“Soviet living standards rose relative 
to those in the US in the interwar period 
– from 20 per cent in 1920 to 35 per cent 
in 1938 – only to return to 21 per cent in 
the immediate aftermath of the Second 
World War.  They rose again during the 
4  https://labouraffairsmagazine.
com/problems-magazine-past-issues/
how-chinese-communism-fixed-a-
broken-society-2/#_Toc471980338 

Cold War, reaching a peak of 38 per cent 
of American incomes in 1975, before 
falling to 31 per cent as the Berlin Wall 
came down in 1989.  The Soviet version 
of economic progress … just didn’t 
deliver the goods.”5 

The last sentence does not fit the rest.  
The Soviet system did deliver the goods 
for several decades, and then took a 
wrong turn.  Had broadly declined after 
the Stalin era:

“Official Soviet data exaggerated 
the economy’s performance, but work 
by CIA analysts and other economists 
points to robust growth in the 1950s, 
with real output per person rising by 
nearly 6% annually. In the 1960s it grew 
by a slower but still solid 3%. In the 
1961 edition of his seminal economics 
textbook, Paul Samuelson, a Nobel-
prizewinning American economist, 
predicted that the Soviet economy would 
be larger than America’s by the 1990s. 
When Nikita Khrushchev told the West 
‘We will bury you’, the threat seemed 
credible.

“But flaws became increasingly 
apparent in the 1970s. Despite high 
investment, growth in output and 
productivity slowed sharply. By the 
1980s productivity was declining.”6

This reminds me of a pattern you 
see within big companies in Western 
capitalism.  A company has spectacular 
success in its early years, like IBM or 
Ford Motors.  It then declines, because 
they hang on rigidly to a system that no 
longer works so well.

But most on the Left would balk at 
admitting that Stalin’s system worked, 
and that it was attempts to change it that 
failed.

Hiding Off-Message Facts
Very occasionally, you’ll find a Western 

source that admits that China grew fast 
under Mao.  Thus when the Financial 
Times reported China’s celebrations of 
the 70th Anniversary of founding the 
People’s Republic, the following slipped 
through:

“China’s GDP growth rate averaged 
8.1 per cent between 1952 and 2018, 
according to official figures. Some 770m 
people living in rural China have been 
raised from poverty since 1978 and life 
expectancy has risen from 35 in 1949 to 
5  King, Stephen D.  Grave New World: 
The End of Globalisation, the Return of History.  
Yale University press 2018.  Page 19
6  https://www.economist.com/
f inance-and-economics /2018/12 /15 /
the-lives-of-the-parties
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77 today. More than $2tn in foreign direct 
investment entered the country over the past 
40 years.”7

Roughly the picture I formed doing my 
own sums based on Angus Maddison’s 
widely-respected book.8  He worked for the 
OECD, the West’s economic equivalent of 
NATO.  I’m sure he had no wish to show 
China’s success under Mao’s Collectivism.  
But his grand project was to show growth 
for all countries across the decades and 
centuries.  Born in 1926, he’d also have 
been well aware of how much China had 
improved since 1949.

You can also hide China’s rise if you do 
a graph of increasing wealth from 1949 to 
2019.  China in 1949 was one of the poorest 
nations in the world.  When Mao died in 
1976, it was still poor, but had caught up 
a great deal.  You see this if you graph the 
increase per year.

And what do the critics of China do about 
these Off-Message Facts?  They simply don’t 
mention them.  They look just at failures 
caused by over-enthusiasm and bad weather 
during the Great Leap Forward.  Never 
admit that it was a rare failure within a run 
of success.

The data also shows that the extreme 
collectivism and equality of the Cultural 
Revolution were not economic failures.  
There was a slight decline in the Red Guard 
disorders of 1967 and 1968, and then a return 
to harmony with Maoist leftism in command.  
And the decline in 1976 was down to a tragic 
massive earthquake, which was no one’s 
fault.   

Could China have had the same success by 
more moderate methods?  Two reasons why 
not:

1) Western Imperialism had discredited 
China’s ancient traditions, but not properly 
replaced them by a complete copy of Western 
ways.  Not taken over and trained ‘natives’ 
to work the new system.  Not created a 
regional modernism as they did in India, and 
much more decisively in Hong Kong and 
Singapore.

2) The ‘moderation’ loved by liberals was 
possible in the West, only after a long and 
immoderate process of stamping new values 
into the society.

Current Anglo liberals don’t trace their 
origins back to Oliver Cromwell, or to 
Henry 8th and Thomas Cromwell before 
them.  But that’s how it actually happened.  
The Church of England was the creation of 
Henry, confirmed by his daughter Elizabeth.  
Britain’s once-ruling Liberal Party is a direct 
descendants of the Whigs who honoured 
Cromwell’s memory and threatened a second 
Civil War if they were asked to accept the 
openly Roman Catholic James as King.  Irish 
Nationalist leader Charles Parnell described 
them to his followers as Cromwell’s People, 

7  h t t p s : / / w w w . f t . c o m /
content/d45119de-e11f-11e9-b112-
9624ec9edc59.  (Pay site) 
8  The World Economy: Historical 
Statistics by Angus Maddison. Published in 
2004 by the OECD Development Centre, and 
generally accepted as much the best source.

explaining the compromises necessary to 
work with them.  Meantime the USA had 
to smash and humiliate its southern states to 
secure a future for its version of liberalism.

Today’s liberals imagine themselves 
as an Immaculate Conception.  But while 
the supposed Immaculate Conception of 
the Virgin Mary is a religious opinion, the 
cruel and oppressive origins of functional 
liberalism are a recorded fact.  Yet all of the 
time they claim otherwise.  And failed to 
see that Saddam Hussein was the least bad 
option in Iraq if you wanted a Westernised 
Iraq, which we in the Bevin Society knew 
from the first.9

Chinese liberals ignorantly parrot all this.  
And sweep under the carpet the way they 
were treated as inferiors in their own country, 
before Mao decisively broke with the West.

China Rising
Imperial China had been at much the 

same level of pre-industrial contentment and 
harmony since the Han Dynasty, twenty-one 
centuries before Mao.10  

Western Imperialism brought modern 
ideas, machinery and transport systems 
to their non-white colonies.  Also a small 
increase in prosperity in some of them, 
though much less than for the white colonies 
that ruled them.11

It was worse in China, where the Imperial 
government was repeatedly humbled and 
discredited, but then left to carry on.  China 
suffered an actual decay in its rural economy: 
it roughly balanced the seemingly healthy 
growth of the coastal cities.  

China in 1949 was poorer than it had been 
in the 19th century.  Partly due to the Japanese 
invasion, but the Kuomintang in their best 
years made only very slight progress.  Wealth 
per head was equivalent to 600 US Dollars 
in 1850, 530 in 1870, 552 in 1913, 562 in 
1929 under Kuomintang and peaking at 597 
in 1936.12  And while Japan then did vast 
damage, the Kuomintang from 1945 to 1949 
improved little and allowed lethal inflation.

Mao made a vast difference.  Wealth 
per head rose from 439 dollar-equivalents 
in 1950 to 706 in 1965 and 852 in 1976.13  
Small compared to 1,827 in 1989 and 3,583 
in 2001, but still a clear success.

Mao’s rule also saw a massive rise in 

9  S e e  h t t p s : / /
labouraffairsmagazine.com/very-
old-issues-images/magazines-010-
to-019/magazine-019-xx/warning-
against-a-gulf-war-in-late-1990/ and 
https://labouraffairsmagazine.com/
very-old-issues-images/magazines-
0 1 0 - t o - 0 1 9 / m a g a z i n e - 0 2 3 - x x /
our-view-of-the-1991-gulf-war/ 
10  2154 years from 206 BC to 1949 – 
note that there is no Year Zero in the Western 
calendar.
11  Based on figures in Maddison’s The 
World Economy: Historical Statistics.
12  The World Economy: Historical 
Statistics, pages 180 and 182.  All figures 
given for the dollar as it was in 1990, to avoid 
confusions caused by inflation.
13  Ibid, page 184

population– 547 million in 1950, 715 million 
in 1985 and 931 million in 1976.14  China’s 
total economic wealth was 240 billion in 
1950, 505 billion in 1965, and 793 billion in 
1976.15  3.3 times larger in 1976 than 1950.

Quitting the World Market paid off.  After 
Britain forced its way into China with the 
Opium Wars, Britain got much richer while 
China got poorer.  Separated, the UK actually 
grew faster with its Empire gone.  But China 
grew far faster.  

The UK economy was 348 billion in 1950, 
530 in 1965 and 681 in 1976.  The Great 
Leap dream of overtaking Britain was over-
optimistic, but was achieved under Mao.

And nice democratic India?  222, 374 and 
551 billion for those years.  China’s model 
worked better – yet India too had remained 
poor before independence.  210 billion for 
1909.

And the USA, heartland of global 
capitalism?  1,455 billion for 1950, 2,778 
in 1965 and 3,701 for 1976.  Their economy 
was 6.1 times bigger than China’s in 1950, 
5.5 in 1965 and only 4.7 times as big at the 
end of Mao’s rule.  

Mao’s China was on course to overtake 
the USA eventually, though probably more 
slowly without the very favourable terms 
granted to Deng.  That, obviously, is why 
he got such good terms.  Had Mao’s rule 
been the disaster that most Westerners now 
believe, such generosity would have been 
unlikely.  The IMF has been the International 
Mammonists Feast, wherever there is a 
country that dare not say no to them.

How reliable are these figures?  If they 
could be discredited to make Mao look 
bad, would the legions of bitter Mao-critics 
not have done so?   I could only find one 
alternative set of figures,16 and they still 
show massive growth under Mao.  

That, of course, is why books on China 
never show graphs for growth before 1980.

Mao should perhaps have imposed the 
same limits on population growth that 
Deng later did with his One Child policy.  
The West would assuredly have made an 
enormous noise about it, whereas they spoke 
softly when Deng seemed to serve Western 
interests.  

But for most of Mao’s rule, China was 
creating a vast new workforce.  Young 
people given basic education and a view 
of life that fitted them for modern industry.  
When Deng took over, the change was 
basically complete.  Whoever had been in 
charge could have taken advantage.

14  Ibid, page 164.  Rounded to the 
nearest million.
15  Ibid, page 174.  Rounded to the 
nearest billion
16  China’s Growth and Productivity 
Performance Debate Revisited, by Harry X. 
Wu.  https://www.conference-board.org/
pdf_free/workingpapers/EPWP1401.pdf.  
Page 90.

Continued On Page 18
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Bliaring
I’ve read widely in current Western literature on the Mao era.  I have yet to find any that deny 

the fast economic growth under Mao that official figures show.  They imply all sorts of bad 
things, by concentrating on particular choices that turned out to be errors.

We need a special word for people presenting facts that are not in themselves false, but 
obviously presented with a view to making the reader or listener believe something that the 
presenter knows to be untrue.  For instance one might say:

“It is untrue to say that Doctor Crippen strangled his wife.  At least there is no proof he did.”
Since police found only a dismembered torso buried in Crippen’s cellar, strangling cannot be 

ruled out.  But they also found a massive dose of poison, so probably not strangling as overkill.17

Or I might quite truthfully say:
“Millions of Britons died during the years that Thatcher ruled us.”
She ruled for 11 years.  More than half a million Britons die in a typical year, so the statement 

is technically true.  But I’m not aware of any evidence that the death rate increased at all during 
her rule.18  Her closure of mental hospitals and other attacks on welfare might have caused a few 
thousand avoidable deaths: this has certainly happened under her heirs.19  But not millions, so 
‘deaths of millions’ would be seriously misleading.

For Britain, you would not get away with it.  For China two generations back, misleading 
statements have misled many in the West.  Even some Chinese.

So what’s a good name for it?.
Paving the way for the ill-judged destruction of Iraq’s Baathist government, Tony Blair scaring 

the British public by saying that Saddam Hussein could deploy ‘weapons of mass destruction’ 
in 15 minutes.  He failed to mention that this was battlefield poison gas, of the sort he had 
repeatedly used against Iraqi Kurds and against Iranians.  People carried banners calling him 
‘Bliar’.  From this I derive Bliaring.

I’m not aware of Blair having said anything in particular about Mao’s China.  But many others 
have, and deserved to be ridiculed.

But did Mao kill millions to make China strong, as some Chinese now believe?  Though 
errors were made, I’m confident that more Chinese had longer lives than any other plausible 
ruler for the times.  I have already written about exaggerations over the failure of the Great Leap 
Forward.20  But I will write again, with fresh data.

17  https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hawley_Harvey_Crippen#Murder_and_
disappearance 
18  The best I could find was https://www.closer.ac.uk/data/births-deaths/, which 
showed a positive trend suffering a small reversal before she came to power.
19  h t t p s : / / w w w . t h e g u a r d i a n . c o m / p o l i t i c s / 2 0 1 9 / j u n / 0 1 /
perfect-storm-austerity-behind-130000-deaths-uk-ippr-report 
20  Ghos t  Scho la r sh ip ,  h t tps : / /gwydionwi l l i ams .com/42-ch ina /
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Assange in Court
by Craig Murray

22 Oct, 2019 
The following comment on Julian 

Assange appeared on Craig Murray’s 
blog. Permission was granted to 
reproduce it.

Craig Murray was the UK’s 
Ambassador to Uzbekistan from 2002 
to 2004. His account of this period 
appeared in his book ‘Murder In 
Samarkand. A British Ambassador’s 
Controversial Defiance of Tyranny 
in the War on Terror’, published by 
Mainstream Publishing in 2007.

I was deeply shaken while witnessing 
yesterday’s events in Westminster 
Magistrates Court. Every decision was 
railroaded through over the scarcely 
heard arguments and objections of 
Assange’s legal team, by a magistrate 

who barely pretended to be listening.
Before I get on to the blatant lack of 

fair process, the first thing I must note 
was Julian’s condition. I was badly 
shocked by just how much weight my 
friend has lost, by the speed his hair 
has receded and by the appearance 
of premature and vastly accelerated 
ageing. He has a pronounced limp 
I have never seen before. Since his 
arrest he has lost over 15 kg in weight.

But his physical appearance was not 
as shocking as his mental deterioration. 
When asked to give his name and date 
of birth, he struggled visibly over 
several seconds to recall both. I will 
come to the important content of his 
statement at the end of proceedings in 
due course, but his difficulty in making 

it was very evident; it was a real 
struggle for him to articulate the words 
and focus his train of thought.

Until yesterday I had always been 
quietly sceptical of those who claimed 
that Julian’s treatment amounted to 
torture – even of Nils Melzer, the UN 
Special Rapporteur on Torture – and 
sceptical of those who suggested he 
may be subject to debilitating drug 
treatments. But having attended the 
trials in Uzbekistan of several victims 
of extreme torture, and having worked 
with survivors from Sierra Leone and 
elsewhere, I can tell you that yesterday 
changed my mind entirely and Julian 
exhibited exactly the symptoms of a 
torture victim brought blinking into 
the light, particularly in terms of 
disorientation, confusion, and the real 
struggle to assert free will through the 
fog of learned helplessness.

I had been even more sceptical 
of those who claimed, as a senior 
member of his legal team did to me on 
Sunday night, that they were worried 
that Julian might not live to the end 
of the extradition process. I now 
find myself not only believing it, but 
haunted by the thought. Everybody 
in that court yesterday saw that one 
of the greatest journalists and most 
important dissidents of our times is 
being tortured to death by the state, 
before our eyes. To see my friend, 
the most articulate man, the fastest 
thinker, I have ever known, reduced 
to that shambling and incoherent 
wreck, was unbearable. Yet the agents 
of the state, particularly the callous 
magistrate Vanessa Baraitser, were not 
just prepared but eager to be a part of 
this bloodsport. She actually told him 
that if he were incapable of following 
proceedings, then his lawyers could 
explain what had happened to him 
later. The question of why a man who, 
by the very charges against him, was 
acknowledged to be highly intelligent 
and competent, had been reduced by 
the state to somebody incapable of 
following court proceedings, gave her 
not a millisecond of concern.

The charge against Julian is very 
specific; conspiring with Chelsea 
Manning to publish the Iraq War logs, 
the Afghanistan war logs and the State 
Department cables. The charges are 
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nothing to do with Sweden, nothing 
to do with sex, and nothing to do 
with the 2016 US election; a simple 
clarification the mainstream media 
appears incapable of understanding.

The purpose of yesterday’s hearing 
was case management; to determine 
the timetable for the extradition 
proceedings. The key points at 
issue were that Julian’s defence was 
requesting more time to prepare their 
evidence; and arguing that political 
offences were specifically excluded 
from the extradition treaty. There 
should, they argued, therefore be a 
preliminary hearing to determine 
whether the extradition treaty applied 
at all.

The reasons given by Assange’s 
defence team for more time to prepare 
were both compelling and startling. 
They had very limited access to 
their client in jail and had not been 
permitted to hand him any documents 
about the case until one week ago. He 
had also only just been given limited 
computer access, and all his relevant 
records and materials had been seized 
from the Ecuadorean Embassy by the 
US Government; he had no access to 
his own materials for the purpose of 
preparing his defence.

Furthermore, the defence argued, 
they were in touch with the Spanish 
courts about a very important and 
relevant legal case in Madrid which 
would provide vital evidence. It 
showed that the CIA had been directly 
ordering spying on Julian in the 
Embassy through a Spanish company, 
UC Global, contracted to provide 
security there. Crucially this included 
spying on privileged conversations 
between Assange and his lawyers 
discussing his defence against these 
extradition proceedings, which had 
been in train in the USA since 2010. 
In any normal process, that fact would 
in itself be sufficient to have the 
extradition proceedings dismissed. 
Incidentally I learnt on Sunday that 
the Spanish material produced in 
court, which had been commissioned 
by the CIA, specifically includes high 
resolution video coverage of Julian 
and I discussing various matters.

The evidence to the Spanish court 
also included a CIA plot to kidnap 
Assange, which went to the US 
authorities’ attitude to lawfulness in 
his case and the treatment he might 
expect in the United States. Julian’s 
team explained that the Spanish legal 
process was happening now and the 

evidence from it would be extremely 
important, but it might not be finished 
and thus the evidence not fully 
validated and available in time for 
the current proposed timetable for the 
Assange extradition hearings.

For the prosecution, James Lewis 
QC stated that the government strongly 
opposed any delay being given for 
the defence to prepare, and strongly 
opposed any separate consideration 
of the question of whether the charge 
was a political offence excluded by the 
extradition treaty. Baraitser took her 
cue from Lewis and stated categorically 
that the date for the extradition hearing, 
25 February, could not be changed. 
She was open to changes in dates for 
submission of evidence and responses 
before this, and called a ten minute 
recess for the prosecution and defence 
to agree these steps.

What happened next was very 
instructive. There were five 
representatives of the US government 
present (initially three, and two more 
arrived in the course of the hearing), 
seated at desks behind the lawyers 
in court. The prosecution lawyers 
immediately went into huddle with the 
US representatives, then went outside 
the courtroom with them, to decide 
how to respond on the dates.

After the recess the defence 
team stated they could not, in their 
professional opinion, adequately 
prepare if the hearing date were kept 
to February, but within Baraitser’s 
instruction to do so they nevertheless 
outlined a proposed timetable on 
delivery of evidence. In responding 
to this, Lewis’ junior counsel scurried 
to the back of the court to consult 
the Americans again while Lewis 
actually told the judge he was “taking 
instructions from those behind”. It is 
important to note that as he said this, 
it was not the UK Attorney-General’s 
office who were being consulted but 
the US Embassy. Lewis received his 
American instructions and agreed that 
the defence might have two months to 
prepare their evidence (they had said 
they needed an absolute minimum of 
three) but the February hearing date 
may not be moved. Baraitser gave a 
ruling agreeing everything Lewis had 
said.

At this stage it was unclear why 
we were sitting through this farce. 
The US government was dictating 
its instructions to Lewis, who was 
relaying those instructions to Baraitser, 
who was ruling them as her legal 

decision. The charade might as well 
have been cut and the US government 
simply sat on the bench to control the 
whole process. Nobody could sit there 
and believe they were in any part of a 
genuine legal process or that Baraitser 
was giving a moment’s consideration 
to the arguments of the defence. Her 
facial expressions on the few occasions 
she looked at the defence ranged from 
contempt through boredom to sarcasm. 
When she looked at Lewis she was 
attentive, open and warm.

The extradition is plainly being 
rushed through in accordance with a 
Washington dictated timetable. Apart 
from a desire to pre-empt the Spanish 
court providing evidence on CIA 
activity in sabotaging the defence, what 
makes the February date so important 
to the USA? I would welcome any 
thoughts.

Baraitser dismissed the defence’s 
request for a separate prior hearing to 
consider whether the extradition treaty 
applied at all, without bothering to 
give any reason why (possibly she had 
not properly memorised what Lewis 
had been instructing her to agree with). 
Yet this is Article 4 of the UK/US 
Extradition Treaty 2007 in full:

On the face of it, what Assange is 
accused of is the very definition of a 
political offence – if this is not, then 
what is? It is not covered by any of the 
exceptions from that listed. There is 
every reason to consider whether this 
charge is excluded by the extradition 
treaty, and to do so before the long and 
very costly process of considering all 
the evidence should the treaty apply. 
But Baraitser simply dismissed the 
argument out of hand.

Just in case anybody was left in any 
doubt as to what was happening here, 
Lewis then stood up and suggested 
that the defence should not be allowed 
to waste the court’s time with a lot 
of arguments. All arguments for the 
substantive hearing should be given 
in writing in advance and a “guillotine 
should be applied” (his exact words) 
to arguments and witnesses in court, 
perhaps of five hours for the defence. 
The defence had suggested they would 
need more than the scheduled five days 
to present their case. Lewis countered 
that the entire hearing should be over 
in two days. Baraitser said this was not 
procedurally the correct moment to 
agree this but she will consider it once 
she had received the evidence bundles.
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(SPOILER: Baraitser is going to do as Lewis instructs and cut 
the substantive hearing short).

Baraitser then capped it all by saying the February hearing 
will be held, not at the comparatively open and accessible 
Westminster Magistrates Court where we were, but at Belmarsh 
Magistrates Court, the grim high security facility used for 
preliminary legal processing of terrorists, attached to the 
maximum security prison where Assange is being held. There 
are only six seats for the public in even the largest court at 
Belmarsh, and the object is plainly to evade public scrutiny 
and make sure that Baraitser is not exposed in public again 
to a genuine account of her proceedings, like this one you are 
reading. I will probably be unable to get in to the substantive 
hearing at Belmarsh.

Plainly the authorities were disconcerted by the hundreds of 
good people who had turned up to support Julian. They hope 
that far fewer will get to the much less accessible Belmarsh. I 
am fairly certain (and recall I had a long career as a diplomat) 
that the two extra American government officials who arrived 
halfway through proceedings were armed security personnel, 
brought in because of alarm at the number of protestors around 
a hearing in which were present senior US officials. The move 
to Belmarsh may be an American initiative.

Assange’s defence team objected strenuously to the move 
to Belmarsh, in particular on the grounds that there are no 
conference rooms available there to consult their client and 
they have very inadequate access to him in the jail. Baraitser 
dismissed their objection offhand and with a very definite smirk.

Finally, Baraitser turned to Julian and ordered him to stand, 
and asked him if he had understood the proceedings. He replied 
in the negative, said that he could not think, and gave every 
appearance of disorientation. Then he seemed to find an inner 
strength, drew himself up a little, and said:

I do not understand how this process is equitable. This 
superpower had 10 years to prepare for this case and I can’t 
even access my writings. It is very difficult, where I am, to do 
anything. These people have unlimited resources.

The effort then seemed to become too much, his voice dropped 
and he became increasingly confused and incoherent. He spoke 
of whistleblowers and publishers being labeled enemies of the 
people, then spoke about his children’s DNA being stolen and 
of being spied on in his meetings with his psychologist. I am not 
suggesting at all that Julian was wrong about these points, but 
he could not properly frame nor articulate them. He was plainly 
not himself, very ill and it was just horribly painful to watch. 
Baraitser showed neither sympathy nor the least concern. 
She tartly observed that if he could not understand what had 
happened, his lawyers could explain it to him, and she swept 
out of court.

The whole experience was profoundly upsetting. It was very 
plain that there was no genuine process of legal consideration 
happening here. What we had was a naked demonstration of 
the power of the state, and a naked dictation of proceedings by 
the Americans. Julian was in a box behind bulletproof glass, 
and I and the thirty odd other members of the public who had 
squeezed in were in a different box behind more bulletproof 
glass. I do not know if he could see me or his other friends in 
the court, or if he was capable of recognising anybody. He gave 
no indication that he did.

In Belmarsh he is kept in complete isolation for 23 hours a day. 
He is permitted 45 minutes exercise. If he has to be moved, they 
clear the corridors before he walks down them and they lock all 
cell doors to ensure he has no contact with any other prisoner 
outside the short and strictly supervised exercise period. There 
is no possible justification for this inhuman regime, used on 
major terrorists, being imposed on a publisher who is a remand 

 
DOWN THE RABBIT HOLE.

It was down to Whitehall on the number 24
  to contact the MP of my constituency  I usually ignore.
One of his faces promised to control the weather and 
  stop climate change,
while the other face blamed the sun, making him sound
  deranged.

Outside the gates at No 10 the crows did caw 
  with purple tongues.
It was a warning, an anthem of distrust in us, 
  brokenly sung.
They flap away slowly without recompense  
   as the crowds begin to grow immense.

High-flying a pre-harvest of Union Jack and EU flags,
  who will the great scythe-man reduce to rags.
Enter the blond beast of Bullingdon,  who has
   twanged many a thong
in an evening of wine and song, 
  to stretch the law like knickers elastic,
 whilst  talking scrabble letters of plastic.

Ireland, which no one usually gives a damn about, 
  is revived on the mortician’s slab with a shout:
`We’re going to cut you up again to suit the powers-that-be
  If the verdict’s in your favour then we’ll enter a plea:
You’ve got to understand It’s always England first, 
  been like that for centuries, so let the EU be cursed. ‘ 

I never did see my MP. Some say he went off to be knighted.
  Then with a roar along comes this anarchist  group to see that
all things earth are righted.
  An old fire engine from eBay filled with organic water and
beetroot juice replicates blood.
  They spray  the walls of a government hub.

I hop back on a 24, the lady-driver has a beard
  Just as I feared,
I’ve missed the way-out, the rabbit hole.
  It’s down here for years untold.

W.J.Haire, 5th October, 2019

prisoner.

I have been both cataloguing and protesting for years the 
increasingly authoritarian powers of the UK state, but that the 
most gross abuse could be so open and undisguised is still a 
shock. The campaign of demonisation and dehumanisation 
against Julian, based on government and media lie after 
government and media lie, has led to a situation where he can 
be slowly killed in public sight, and arraigned on a charge of 
publishing the truth about government wrongdoing, while 
receiving no assistance from “liberal” society.

Unless Julian is released shortly he will be destroyed. If the 
state can do this, then who is next?
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Parliament
Notes Dick Barry

European Union 
(Withdrawal Agreement ) Bill 
Second Reading 22 October 2019
Jeremy Corbyn responded to Prime Minister 

Boris Johnson’s opening speech on the Bill. To 
reduce the number of words some interventions 
have been omitted. 

Jeremy Corbyn (Islington North) (Lab) On Saturday, we 
warned that, if the House passes the Government’s deal, it 
would be a disaster for our country. Now, as we look through 
the details of the Bill, we see just how right we were: page 
after page of what amounts to nothing less than a charter for 
deregulation and a race to the bottom; a deal and a Bill that 
fail to protect our rights and our natural world, fail to protect 
jobs and the economy, and fail to protect every region and 
nation in the United Kingdom. The Bill confirms that Northern 
Ireland is really in the customs union of the EU and goods will 
be subjected to tariffs. On Saturday, the Prime Minister said 
there would be no checks, but yesterday the Brexit Secretary 
confirmed to the Lords European Union Committee that 
under the Government’s proposals Northern Irish businesses 
that send goods to Great Britain will have to complete export 
declaration forms, and today the Government estimate—this is 
the Government’s estimate—that exit declaration forms will be 
between £15 and £56 per customs declaration. So the Prime 
Minister was at best—I am being generous here—mistaken 
on Saturday. The more divergence, the harder that border will 
become and the greater danger and risk it will put on the historic 
Good Friday agreement.

Lisa Nandy (Wigan) (Lab) I do not disagree with what 
my right hon. Friend said, but does he understand why those 
of us in seats that voted heavily to leave, and who stood on a 
manifesto in 2017 that said that we would respect the result of 
the referendum, feel very strongly that this Bill must be allowed 
to proceed to Committee so that we can engage in the detail 
and see whether it is possible to get a Brexit deal that protects 
our constituents? For many people back home in towns such 
as Wigan, this is an article of faith in the Labour party and in 
democracy, and those of us who are seeking to engage in the 
detail do so not because we will support a Tory Brexit—our 
votes at Third Reading are by no means secure—but because 
we want to see if we can improve the deal and keep people’s 
trust in our democracy.

Jeremy Corbyn I thank my hon. Friend for that intervention, 
and I also thank her and other colleagues, some of whom 
represent seats that voted heavily to leave, for their engagement, 
for the discussions and for the constructive way in which all 
that has been approached. I do understand the concerns in those 
constituencies and communities. I know that she supports the 
principle of a customs union, which the Labour party placed in 
its manifesto and has restated since. My view is that we should 
vote against this Bill this evening for the reasons that I have 
set out. I understand her view that it is possible to amend it in 

Committee—that is always the process in Parliament—but my 
recommendation would be to vote against this Bill. However, 
I understand and  respect the way in which she has approached 
this and the way in which she represents her community and 
her constituency. She will join me in being pretty alarmed at the 
stress that the manufacturing industry is under at the moment. If 
we do not have a customs union, manufacturing in this country 
will be seriously under threat.

Mr David Lammy (Tottenham) (Lab) For many areas 
that rely heavily on manufacturing, the deal as it has been 
set out, which includes leaving the customs union and single 
market, inevitably means tariffs, which inevitably means less 
manufacturing and fewer jobs in those areas.

Jeremy Corbyn My right hon. Friend’s constituency, which 
I know very well, was once a centre of manufacturing in 
Britain, but the Government of Margaret Thatcher put paid to 
that. He is right that, in the event of tariffs being introduced 
on manufactured goods and in the event of WTO conditions, 
the opportunities for sales in the European market, which are 
obviously huge at present, would be severely damaged. I ask 
colleagues to think carefully about what I see as the dangers 
behind the Prime Minister’s approach, because he does not 
offer a safety net—[Interruption.] There are so many people 
trying to intervene. Can I deal with one at a time, please? That 
would be kind. The Prime Minister does not offer a safety net—
[Interruption.] I do not think there is any process that allows an 
intervention on an intervention on an intervention. I think you 
would probably notice it, 

It is plain and simple: this Bill is a charter for a Brexit that 
would be good for the hedge fund managers and speculators, 
but bad for the communities that we represent, our industries 
and people’s jobs and living standards. Industries from chemical 
processing to car manufacturing are all deeply worried about 
how the Bill will operate.

Stella Creasy (Walthamstow) (Lab/Co-op) One of the 
reasons so many of us are concerned about the programme 
motion is how little time we have to bottom this out. The 
Prime Minister tells us that things will be better if we leave 
the European Union. He just said that he would look at the 
European work-life balance directive, but on 2 September the 
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy already 
ruled out to me implementing it. It is a directive that would give 
people carers’ rights and care leave that our constituents do not 
currently have. Does my right hon. Friend agree that one of the 
problems with rushing this through is not just what we will lose, 
but what we will miss out on because this Prime Minister will 
not give any commitments on them?

Jeremy Corbyn I thank my hon. Friend for that intervention. 
Of course, she is absolutely right that, while the Prime Minister 
claims that there is no intention in his mind to undermine 
workers’ rights—I cannot see into his mind, so I do not know, 
but that is what he says—there is no legal protection within 
this Bill for dynamic alignment with the European Union on 
consumer rights, environmental protections, workers’ rights 
and much else besides. I therefore urge colleagues to think very 
carefully about how they vote on the Bill tonight. Parliament 
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needs to do its job and that is what we 
should be given the chance to do; we 
should not be rushed into this 17 hours 
after the Bill’s publication. I would also 
say—I was a trade union organiser and 
official before I came into this House—
you do not give up what you have won 
and gained; you protect what you have 
and try to get better in the future. The Bill 
undermines workers’ rights in our country 
and  in our society, and those who vote this 
thing through in its present form will find 
that many of our current rights will be 
severely damaged.

Marsha De Cordova (Battersea) 
(Lab) Does my right hon. Friend share 
my concern that, should it be passed, 
this Bill will open us up to a free trade 
agreement with the US that will have 
huge ramifications for our valued national 
health service and for the food we eat?

Jeremy Corbyn Yes, it will. The only 
way forward for the Prime Minister would 
be to go on to WTO rules and then to 
seek a special trade deal with the United 
States. I do not know whether the Prime 
Minister has noticed, but Donald Trump 
adopts an “America first” policy. Donald 
Trump’s attitude towards trade is, to put 
it most generously, one sided towards 
the USA. There will be no equitable deal 
with the USA, and those companies in the 
USA that want to get control of our health 
service will come knocking on the door 
to take over our national health service. 
This is a Bill of huge significance and 
complexity, and it will decide the future 
of our country, of our economy and of the 
economic model we follow. Accepting the 
programme motion will mean that all 40 
clauses have to be considered and voted 
on within 48 hours, starting this evening. 
That would be an abuse of Parliament 
and a disgraceful attempt to dodge 
accountability, scrutiny and any kind of 
proper debate.

David Hanson (Delyn) (Lab) Has my 
right hon. Friend noticed that clause 36(1) 
says “It is recognised that the Parliament 
of the United Kingdom is sovereign”? 
Yet the Prime Minister will not give this 
Parliament of the United Kingdom the 
chance to fully scrutinise his proposals.

Jeremy Corbyn My right hon. Friend 
makes a strong case that Parliament 
should have the opportunity to properly 
scrutinise what the Executive want to do. I 
do not think the Prime Minister has really 
taken that into account in his botched and 
speedy procedure and in his obsession 
with getting all this stuff through in a few 
days. What the officials once said would 
take four weeks to properly scrutinise is 
now being done in one day. Colleagues on 
both sides of the House should simply ask 
themselves why. So much for Parliament 
taking back control. Parliament is being 
treated as an inconvenience that can be 
bypassed by this Government. There 

is a crucial element to this. When we in 
this House deal with major issues for the 
country, we need the information and 
we need— If hon. Members hang on a 
second, I will deal with this. No economic 
impact assessment whatsoever has been 
made or presented to this House. At the 
very least, this House should have that 
assessment and that expert advice in order 
to scrutinise the Bill. The Chancellor of 
the Exchequer does not seem to think it is 
relevant that this Bill and their deal need 
that kind of scrutiny—even more so in the 
light of today’s dire public finance figures.

Anna Turley (Redcar) (Lab/Co-op) 
My right hon. Friend is absolutely right 
that there has been no economic impact 
assessment of the Bill, so many of us 
have to rely on the impact assessment of 
the previous Prime Minister’s withdrawal 
agreement, which showed a detrimental 
impact on the north-east to the degree of 
7% of our GDP. How can that be justified 
to our industry and manufacturing in the 
north-east, which are already so far behind 
the rest of the country?

Jeremy Corbyn Indeed. My hon. 
Friend represents a constituency that 
has suffered grievously from the Tory 
Government’s industrial non-strategy. 
SSI Redcar was closed down, and 
there are huge issues for manufacturing 
investment across her region and across 
her constituency. This House knows full 
well—and if Conservative Members cared 
to listen, they would know full well—that 
this proposal will damage manufacturing 
industry and, therefore, jobs, particularly 
in the north-east, which is the only part of 
the country with a manufacturing surplus 
on trade with Europe and the rest of the 
world.

Lady Hermon (North Down) 
(Independent Unionist) I am extremely 
concerned that the Labour party, the right 
hon. Gentleman and his colleagues have 
anxiety that the Prime Minister’s new 
Brexit deal, in some way, undermines 
the Good Friday agreement and its 
achievements. Will he please take a few 
moments to explain his concerns? I think 
that is really important.

Jeremy Corbyn I thank the hon. Lady 
for her intervention, and I am sure she 
and the whole House would agree that the 
Good Friday agreement was an historic 
step forward that has brought relative 
peace to Northern Ireland. My concern 
is that this Bill creates a customs frontier 
between Northern Ireland and the rest 
of the UK—the Prime Minister told the 
DUP conference that that is something 
he would not do—and requires the 
certification of goods before they can be 
sent from Northern Ireland to the rest of 
the UK, and it therefore creates a different 
trading relationship.

Although there might not be an 
aspiration at the moment to put any 

physical customs points on the road 
borders between Northern Ireland and the 
Republic, I gently say that the direction of 
travel is not a good one. The hon. Lady 
knows as well as I do that, as soon as we 
start doing that, we will end up seriously 
undermining the historic achievements of 
the Good Friday agreement.

Mr Iain Duncan Smith (Chingford 
& Woodford Green) (Conservative) 
I return the right hon. Gentleman to a 
simple fact, about which I am concerned. 
Does he recall that he once sponsored a 
Bill to repeal the European Communities 
Act 1972? Can he explain what has 
changed and why, in voting against this 
Bill, he will be voting against repealing 
the 1972 Act?

Jeremy Corbyn I also recall that I 
strongly supported the social chapter in 
order to try to bring social justice across 
Europe, and I just remind the right hon. 
Gentleman of his historic achievement 
of bringing in universal credit and all the 
damage that has done to so many people 
in this country.

The only economic evidence we can go 
on is the economic assessment carried out 
under the previous Prime Minister, and 
that was clear. People voted in different 
ways in the referendum in 2016—that is 
obvious—but nobody voted to lose their 
jobs, or to find that their regulations and 
living conditions had been damaged. 
The function of Parliament is to hold the 
Government to account and scrutinise 
this agreement. A bare bones free trade 
agreement, which is what the Prime 
Minister is promising, would dramatically 
hit our country’s GDP, and would 
disproportionately hit the poorest regions 
and make everybody in this country worse 
off. It would also lock in the existing 
privatisation of our national health 
service, and nothing in this Bill protects 
our health service or public services from 
future trade deals.

Ann Clwyd (Cynon Valley) (Lab) 
Does my right hon. Friend acknowledge 
that many EU nationals in this country 
are really afraid, because they do not 
know what their future is going to be? 
An Italian flower seller in a market in my 
constituency has lived here 15 years and 
has been constantly asked, “When are you 
going home?” Today, I have received an 
email from a doctor in the constituency, 
who said of a colleague:

“There are significant concerns 
about the tardy response by the ‘Brexit 
department’, for want of a better name for 
that organization, in that there has been no 
confirmation of— this German doctor’s 
residency and— “status going forward. He 
is obviously very anxious and distracted 
by this situation. We need to keep primary 
care morale up in the current difficult 
times and our valued European doctors—
and nurses—need to feel confident about 
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forced a week later to sail from Liverpool, again to another unknown destination, 
in the HMT Dunera. The voyage to Australia took almost 2 months. The troopship 
had to accommodate twice the normal number of prisoners and crew. Detainees had 
no changes of clothes, they were robbed, beaten and abused and cages were used to 
detain them. The scandal of the Army’s abuse of prisoners on this journey became 
infamous and the forced evacuations were stopped later in the year following an outcry 
in Parliament.

The Imperial War Museum have a collection of oral histories relevant to the Arandora 
and Dunera. In one  recording, a German, Ludwig Baruch, who supported the war 
AGAINST Germany, talked about surviving the Arandora Star. He went on to describe 
his terror at having to sail again, a helpless torpedo target, in the Dunera. An Italian 
detainee, Luigi Beschizza, another survivor of the hellish ordeal of both ships, talked 
about his resentment at being called an “enemy alien”. He concluded his report by 
giving his reasons for not wanting to take up British Citizenship. 

their future within the UK. This doctor has 
been a cornerstone of the NHS in Wales 
for over 20 years.” My right hon. Friend 
knows very well that we are losing doctors 
and nurses, and we cannot afford to do it.

Jeremy Corbyn I thank my right hon. 
Friend for that intervention. She says it with 
heartfelt passion and she is right: there are 
many people who have come to this country 
from all over the world, made their homes 
here and made a massive contribution to 
our lives and our society, and every one 
of us owes our health to those people who 
work in our NHS, whether they come 
from Commonwealth countries, other 
countries or the European Union. They 
should not be put through the strain either 
of the Windrush hostile environment or the 
sword of Damocles hanging over many at 
the moment because they know they have 
only five years’ definite stay in this country. 
I will just remind the House that in July 
2016, my party, through Andy Burnham, 
then our shadow Home Secretary, moved 
a motion guaranteeing permanent rights 
and residence of EU nationals. The Prime 
Minister was the only Tory to support it at 
that time. I do not know what has happened 
to him since then.

On trade and investment, will the 
Chancellor do his job and provide the 
House with a comprehensive economic 
impact assessment on this deal? At the very 
least, will he do so before Report stage? 
This Bill falls hugely short in all areas. 
On jobs and manufacturing, this deal will 
reduce access to the market of our biggest 
trade partner and leave our manufacturers 
without a customs union. As we have heard 
in many interventions, Members have 
heard desperate pleas from businesses in 
their constituencies all saying that they 
need frictionless supply chains. So I ask all 
Members to do the right thing: let us work 
together to make sure that a comprehensive 
customs union is hard-wired into our future 
relationship with the EU.

Rachael Maskell (York Central) 
(Lab/Co-op) One reason why we need 
greater scrutiny is that as a result of the 
Bill, the relationships in Northern Ireland 
fundamentally change the decision-making 
processes. The stakes are so high and the 
risk is evident for us all to see. Does my 
right hon. Friend agree that we need proper 
scrutiny and more time to consider the Bill, 
for the sake of peace?

Jeremy Corbyn The Northern 
Ireland peace process—the Good Friday 
agreement—is one of the most significant 
things that this House has ever done. We 
should understand the threat that the Bill 
brings.

I was speaking about workers’ rights, 
on which the Government want us to trust 
them. The provisions in the Bill will mean 
that the Government merely have to inform 
the House if they propose to diverge from 
EU standards. Am I correct in understanding 
that no notification, let alone a vote, would 

be required if the measure is currently 
contained in secondary legislation? The 
provisions fall way, way short of those in 
the Workers’ Rights (Maintenance of EU 
Standards) Bill introduced by my hon. 
Friend the Member for Great Grimsby 
(Melanie Onn), and the TUC concluded: 
“The deal itself does not meet the TUC’s 
tests that any brexit outcome must protect 
jobs, rights, and peace in Northern Ireland. 
By moving away from a close economic 
relationship with the EU, the deal would 
be a disaster for working people’s jobs 
and livelihoods. The deal would not 
require”—[Interruption.] I am surprised 
that Government Members do not want 
to hear what the TUC says about the deal. 
The TUC continued: “The deal would not 
require government to maintain existing 
rights, would not require rights to keep 
pace with those across the EU, and would 
leave workers with a significantly reduced 
ability to enforce the rights they do have.” 

The TUC concluded by saying: “It 
would do nothing to improve employment 
rights in the UK, now or in future.”

The Government talk about maintaining 
world-class environmental standards, but 
actions speak louder than words, so can I 
ask the Prime Minister—

Why has the Prime Minister, instead of 
entrenching non-regression environmental 
standards into the Bill and the deal, taken 
out the level playing field commitments? I 
always say, Mr Speaker, that on all these 
issues you do not have to take my word for 
it; manufacturers and industry are deeply 
concerned about this deal. Environmental 
campaigning groups and green groups are 
deeply concerned. I challenge the Prime 
Minister to name a single trade union in 
this country that backs this deal. He knows 
that he cannot, and they have made their 
views very clear through the TUC.

Clause 30 makes it worryingly clear that 
if no trade deal with the EU is agreed by 
the very ambitious date of December next 
year, Ministers can just decide to crash 
the UK out on World Trade Organisation 
terms. That is not getting Brexit done; it is 

merely pushing back the serious threat of 
no deal to a later date. Let us be clear: as 
things stand the Bill spells out the deeply 
damaging deal that the Prime Minister 
has negotiated—and he knows it, which 
is why he is trying to push it through 
without scrutiny. Labour will seek more 
time to scrutinise. We will seek a clear 
commitment on a customs union, a strong 
single market relationship, a hard-wired 
commitment on workers’ rights, non-
regression on environmental standards and 
the closure of loopholes to avoid the threat 
of a no-deal Brexit once and for all.

Lastly, the Prime Minister’s deal should 
go back to the people; we should give them, 
not just Members of this House, the final 
say. They always say that the devil is in the 
detail; I have seen some of the detail and it 
confirms everything we thought about this 
rotten deal. It is a charter for deregulation 
across the board, paving the way for a 
Trump-style trade deal that will—[Hon. 
Members: “Oh!”] Government Members 
do not like  hearing this bit, so I will say 
it again: it will pave the way for a Trump-
style trade deal that will attack jobs, rights 
and protections and open up our precious 
national health service and all the history 
and principles behind it, and other public 
services, to even more privatisation. That 
is exactly what the Prime Minister set out 
in his letter to the President of the EU 
Commission, when he said that alignment 
with EU standards “is not the goal of the 
current UK Government.” There we have 
it in his own words. That is a vision for 
the future of our country that my party, 
the Labour party, cannot sign up to and 
does not support. That is why we will be 
voting against Second Reading tonight 
and, if that vote is carried, we will vote 
against the programme motion, to ensure 
that this elected House of Commons has 
the opportunity to properly scrutinise this 
piece of legislation.

The Second Reading was carried by 329 
votes to 299, a majority of 30.
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Listening to Italy
by Orecchiette

“WE SHALL BE 
DROWNED  LIKE RATS”

July 2015 marked the 75th anniversary 
of the sinking of the UK’s Arandora 
Star off the coast of Ireland. Many of 
the crew and the Italian and German 
internees were drowned when the ship 
was sunk by a German U-Boat. Hansard 
said that there were sufficient lifejackets 
and lifeboats and the incident was 
unavoidable. Contemporary newspaper 
reports said that the internees behaved 
atrociously, fighting each other for places 
in the lifeboats. Also that many Italians 
also refused to get into the lifeboats 
and were drowned when the ship went 
down. The Canadian HMCS St Laurent 
rescued 868 survivors of whom 586 were 
detainees. The story of the Arandora Star 
has been forgotten.

Mr Ronald Cross, Minister for 
Shipping confirmed to the UK 
Parliament on 9 July 1940 that all of the 
detainees on the Arandora were Nazi 
sympathisers and none were “recognised 
as friendly aliens”. Cross, Conservative 
MP for Rossendale, was criticised and 
later removed from that post. Shortly 
afterwards he was knighted and made 
British High Commissioner to Australia. 
The subsequent Snell Report dealt with 
the Arandora Star incident.

The Snell Report was never and will 
never published. One contributor to the 
enquiry had asked in confidence whether 
he was supposed to be giving the true 
facts. 

Many bodies were washed up along 
the Irish coast and even these suggested 
that the true facts behind the disaster of 
the death of more than 800 souls could 
not be simply dismissed. The numbers 
of the dead vary in different reports. The 
reason for this was that there was no 
passenger list and many of the detainees 
even had their identity documents and 
valuables removed. Some were even 
forced to throw their possessions into the 
sea.

The story was included in Alastair 
Mcleans’s 1985 “collection of riveting 
tales” titled The Lonely Sea. This 
minimises the tragedy, relegating it 
to an adventure saga. Since the 75th 
commemoration two Italian language 
fictional novels recounting the story 
have been published. Orecchiette 
discovered Caterina Soffici’s Nessuno 
può Fermarmi (Nobody is going to 
stop me) which deals with the lives and 

harrowing deaths of Italians involved in 
the incident. One of the main characters 
is trying to find out the truth behind his 
grandfather’s death “in the war”: he 
drowned in the Arandora Star.

The historical facts, many from Irish 
sources, are shocking. 

In the 19th century many Italians 
migrated to the UK in search of work 
and settled throughout the UK in groups 
alongside people from the same area. 
They became naturalised and ran cafes, 
ice cream parlours, chippies and made 
shoes. Many of their own children 
and grandchildren fought patriotically 
for the UK in WWII. Clerkenwell in 
London was a particularly strong centre 
for them and the Italian Church of San 
Pietro/Saint Peter has an Arandora 
Star commemorative memorial. No 4 
Charing Cross Rd, now Charing Cross 
Library, was once the meeting centre for 
Italians and also Mussolini’s fascist HQ 
in the UK. 

At the start of WWII German and 
Austrians in the UK were categorised as 
A, B or C. Category A people were rated 
as high risk and interned immediately. 
Paranoia gripped the UK in the spring 
of 1940 and Italians began to be seen 
as possible spies and “fifth columnists”. 
There were around 19,000 in the UK at 
that time and Churchill designated them 
“enemy aliens”. They were rounded up 
indiscriminately, young and old, under 
the Defence of the Realm Act and sent 
to one of the more than 1000 makeshift 
internment camps throughout the UK.

The Arandora Star was the second 
ship to remove such detainees to Canada 
on 1st July 1940 (again dates vary 
slightly). It was a requisitioned cruise 
liner, originally built to take 300 or so 
passengers on luxury cruises. It was 
now painted grey and contemporary 
reports noted that it should have had a 
Red Cross sign on it. Symptomatic of 
the general hatred and lack of sentiment 
for detainees was one of the questions in 
Hansard aimed at Mr Cross by Sir Henry 
Morris-Jones: “Is the Minister aware of 
the feeling in the country that the lives of 
British sailors should not be sacrificed to 
save the skins of enemy aliens?” (9 July 
1940)

The Arandora took around 1500 
detainees, 760 of whom were Italians. 
Barbed wire covered the decks of the 
ship and all exits. Guards with bayonets 
were stationed to control the prisoners. 

The life jackets and the lifeboats were 
only sufficient for the previously 
accommodated 300 luxury passengers 
and crew. And for this trip the lifeboats 
had been secured to prevent their 
removal and any escape by the prisoners. 
Captain Edward Moulton protested that 
his ship was a vulnerable death trap and 
indeed he had not been given an escort 
vessel. In his words, if the ship were to 
sink “we shall be drowned like rats”.

The ship left Liverpool without telling 
the detainees their destination. The sea 
was calm and it was an easy target for 
a U-Boat. The horror can be imagined: 
the torpedo struck the engine room and 
the lighting throughout the Arandora 
immediately failed. The Italians were 
incarcerated on the lower decks and it 
would have been impossible for very 
many of them to see anything at all, 
let alone to get through barbed wire to 
escape into a cold, killing sea. They did 
drown like rats.

The Arandora sunk quickly and a 
survivor said that he saw the Captain go 
down with his ship as it raised its bow 
to the sky and slipped into the sea. The 
start of the report in the Glasgow Herald 
of 4 July set the propagandist tone of 
the piece. It criticised the self-serving 
behaviour of the detainees. The Germans 
were “big hulking brutes, who tried to 
sweep aside the Italians”... “The Italians 
and Germans behaved just as one would 
expect...They thought of their own skins 
first”. Very much later the article did 
mention a German who had died after 
helping others to access lifeboats, but the 
negative tone had already been set. 

Many of the bodies washed up along 
the Irish coast lacked identification. A 
report was published in the BBC People’s 
War series based on recent research by 
Cormac McGinley. McGinley was a 
guide at the Cliffs of Moher and now 
runs tours in the West of Ireland. He 
says that Mickey O’Donnel and a crew 
of Owey fishermen found an overturned 
boat in the sea on 22 July 1940. They 
towed it back to their island and found 
that the hull of this Arandora lifeboat had 
been holed with gun shots. There was 
evidence that the holes had been stuffed 
with scraps of cloth in the eventually 
futile attempt to stop the craft sinking.

Many of the detainee survivors were 
taken Greenock in the Clyde. They were 


